City Council Memorandum
TO:

HONORABLE MAYOR AND CITY COUNCIL

DATE: OCTOBER 26, 2021

FROM:

COMMUNITY & ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT
DEPARTMENT

WARD: 2

SUBJECT:

P09-0810 STREET VACATION – A RESOLUTION OF INTENT TO SCHEDULE A
PUBLIC HEARING TO CONSIDER A STREET VACATION TO VACATE A
SEGMENT OF EUCALYPTUS AVENUE, LOCATED SOUTH OF VASQUEZ
PLACE

ISSUE:
Adopt a resolution of intent to hold a public hearing on December 7, 2021, to consider a proposal
by Mee Heh Risdon, on behalf of Riverside Supportive Housing, L.P., to vacate a segment of
Eucalyptus Avenue, located south of Vasquez Place.
RECOMMENDATION:
That the City Council adopt the attached resolution declaring its intent to hold a public hearing on
December 7, 2021, to consider Planning Case P09-0810 Street Vacation for a segment of
Eucalyptus Avenue, south of Vasquez Place.
PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION:
On May 5, 2011, the City Planning Commission recommended approval of Planning Case P090810 Street Vacation, a request to vacate a segment of Eucalyptus Avenue, located south of
Vasquez Place, by a vote of 5 ayes, 2 noes, 1 disqualified, and 0 abstentions (Attachments 2 and
3).
BACKGROUND:
The segment of Eucalyptus Avenue proposed to be vacated, is associated with Planning Cases
P09-0808 Conditional Use Permit and P09-0809 Design Review for a 121-unit senior housing
facility. On June 14, 2011, the City Council approved the associated Conditional Use Permit and
Design Review (Attachment 4); however, the Street Vacation was not forwarded to City Council
as it was to be considered in the future.
The project has been granted a total of six time extensions with an expiration date of June 14,
2022. On December 23, 2020, a Substantial Conformance was approved to modify the project,
which resulted in the reduction of units from 121 to 95 (Attachment 5). The project is required to
finalize the vacation of Eucalyptus Avenue. As part of the vacation process, the applicant
contacted the property owner of the property located at 2290 Vasquez Place, situated east of the
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area, to be vacated for his consent. The adjacent property owner consents to the vacation of
Eucalyptus Avenue (Attachment 6).
The resolution of intent to hold a public hearing is the first requirement for a street vacation,
pursuant to the Public Streets, Highways, and Service Easements Vacation Law. Prior to ordering
a street vacation, the City Council must first adopt a resolution declaring its intent to hold a public
hearing to consider the vacation of the subject segment of Eucalyptus Avenue, setting the place,
date, and time for the public hearing, and noticing requirements.
DISCUSSION:
The applicant is requesting approval of a Street Vacation to vacate a segment of Eucalyptus
Avenue, approximately 4,095 square feet in area, 128 feet in length and 33 feet in width, to
facilitate the construction of the approved senior housing facility. As part of the Street Vacation,
Eucalyptus Avenue is proposed to be “knuckled” where it intersects with Vasquez Place. The
“knuckle” improvements will include sidewalk, curb, and gutter. The segment of Eucalyptus
Avenue proposed to be vacated will be closed off to the public and ownership will be transferred
to the property owner of the single-family residence at 2290 Vasquez Place. The applicant has
agreed to construct a new driveway approach at the “knuckle” to serve the residence at 2290
Vasquez Place.
Eucalyptus Avenue is a half-dedicated street that is not needed for vehicular or pedestrian traffic.
It was once envisioned by the City that Eucalyptus Avenue would continue southbound to connect
to Fourteenth Street/Martin Luther King Jr. Boulevard to complete the grid pattern. However, when
Fourteenth Street/Martin Luther King Jr. Boulevard was realigned to its current configuration,
extending Eucalyptus Avenue would result in a potentially dangerous intersection situated on a
curve. According to the Public Works Traffic Division, the extension of Eucalyptus Avenue from
Vasquez Place to Fourteenth Street is no longer needed or desirable.
Staff has determined that the Street Vacation is no longer needed based on the following:
1) Access to adjacent properties is not needed as the proposed vacated segment of
Eucalyptus Avenue will be transferred to the residence at 2290 Vasquez Place. The
applicant proposes improvements to serve the residence at 2290 Vasquez Place and to
facilitate the construction of the future senior housing facility;
2) There is no need for present or future public use or vehicular traffic, as extending
Eucalyptus to Fourteenth Street/Martin Luther King Boulevard would result in a potentially
dangerous intersection;
3) The vacation is not materially detrimental to the health, safety, and general welfare of the
public or otherwise injurious to the environment or to the property or improvements within
the area;
4) Eucalyptus is only used by the residence at 2290 Vasquez Place; and
5) The vacation allows for the continuation of vehicular and pedestrian access on surrounding
streets.
The Interim Public Works Director concurs with the recommendations in this staff report.
STRATEGIC PLAN ALIGNMENT:
This item contributes to Strategic Priority 3 – Economic Opportunity (Goal 3.3 – Cultivate a
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business climate that welcomes innovation, entrepreneurship, and investment).
This item aligns with EACH of the Cross-Cutting Threads as follows:
1. Community Trust – The proposed Street Vacation and associated senior project was
considered at a public meeting held by the City Planning Commission where public
comment is part of the process.
2. Equity – The proposed project will facilitate a project available to seniors.
3. Fiscal Responsibility – The applicant is responsible for all project costs.
4. Innovation – The proposed Street Vacation will facilitate an affordable senior housing
development project that is sensitive to the surrounding single-family residences.
5. Sustainability and Resiliency – The proposed project is consistent with the approved
Mitigated Negative Declaration and will not impact the environment.
FISCAL IMPACT:
There is no fiscal impact associated with this action since all project costs are borne by the
applicant.
Prepared by:
Certified as to
availability of funds:
Approved by:
Approved as to form:

David Welch, Community & Economic Development Director
Edward Enriquez, Chief Financial Officer/City Treasurer
Rafael Guzman, Assistant City Manager
Phaedra A. Norton, City Attorney

Attachments:
1. Resolution of Intent to Hold a Public Hearing
2. City Planning Commission Report – May 5, 2011
3. City Planning Commission Minutes – May 5, 2011
4. City Council Final Approved Conditions – June 14, 2011
5. Substantial Conformance Report and Approved Conditions – December 23, 2020
6. Street Vacation Agreement Signed by Applicant and Adjacent Property Owner
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RESOLUTION NO.
A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF RIVERSIDE,
CALIFORNIA, DECLARING ITS INTENTION TO VACATE AN
APPROXIMATELY 4,095 SQUARE FOOT SEGMENT OF EUCALYPTUS
AVENUE, LOCATED SOUTH OF VASQUEZ PLACE, AND SETTING
THE DATE, HOUR, AND PLACE OF HEARING, PURSUANT TO THE
PUBLIC STREETS, HIGHWAYS, AND SERVICE EASEMENTS
VACATION LAW.
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BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of Riverside, California, as follows:
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Section 1: That the City Council of the City of Riverside hereby declares that in Planning
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Case No. P09-0810, it is the intention of the City Council to vacate an approximately 4,095-square

9

foot segment of Eucalyptus Avenue, approximately 128 feet in length and 33 feet in width, located

10

south of Vasquez Place, within the City of Riverside, California, for the reason that this portion of

11

said street is unnecessary for present or prospective public use.

2
3
4
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Section 2: The City Council hereby elects and expresses its election to proceed in Planning
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Case No. P09-0810 pursuant to the provisions of Chapter 3 of the Public Streets, Highways, and

14

Service Easements Vacation Law, commencing with Section 8320 of the Streets and Highways Code

15

of the State of California.

16

Section 3: The public street proposed to be vacated in Planning Case No. P09-0810 is an

17

approximately 4,095-square foot segment of Eucalyptus Avenue, approximately 128 feet in length

18
19
20
21

and 33 feet in width, located south of Vasquez Place, within the City of Riverside, California, as
more particularly described and depicted in Exhibit “A,” attached hereto and incorporated by this
reference.
Section 4: The date, hour, and place for hearing all persons interested in the proposed
vacation of the public street in Planning Case No. P09-0810 is set as December 7, 2021, at 3:00 p.m.

22
in the Art Pick Council Chamber located adjacent to City Hall, at 3900 Main Street, Riverside,
23
California.
24
25
26
27
28
CITY ATTORNEY’S OFFICE
3900 MAIN STREET
RIVERSIDE, CA 92522
(951) 826-5567

Section 5: At the hearing provided for in Section 4 hereof, the City Council shall determine
whether this public street is unnecessary for present or prospective use, and if so, the reservations or
exceptions from the vacations that public convenience and necessity require, if any, which shall be
recited in the resolution of vacation as provided in Section 8341 of the Streets and Highways Code.

1

Section 6: Notices of the date, hour and place of the hearing of the proposed vacation shall

2

be posted conspicuously along the public street proposed to be vacated at least two (2) weeks before

3

the day set for the hearing. At least three (3) notices shall be posted not more than three (300)

4

hundred feet apart. The notices shall state the day, hour, and place of hearing; shall refer to the

5

adoption of this resolution of intention; and shall describe the public street proposed to be vacated.

6

Section 7: The City Clerk shall cause notice of the date, hour, and place of the hearing on

7

this resolution of intention to be published for at least two (2) successive weeks prior to the hearing

8

in The Press Enterprise.
ADOPTED by the City Council this _________ day of _____________, 2021.

9
10

______________________________
PATRICIA LOCK DAWSON
Mayor of the City of Riverside

11
12
13
14
15

__________________________
DONESIA GAUSE
City Clerk of the City of Riverside
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I, Donesia Gause, City Clerk of the City of Riverside, California, hereby certify that the

17

foregoing resolution was duly and regularly adopted at a meeting of the City Council of said City at

18

its meeting held on the _________ day of _____________, 2021, by the following vote, to wit:
Ayes:

19

Noes:

20

Absent:

21

Abstain:

22

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand and affixed the official seal of the
23
City of Riverside, California, this ________ day of ______________, 2021.
24
25

_________________________
Donesia Gause
City Clerk of the City of Riverside

26
27
28

\\Rc-citylaw\cycom\WPDocs\D023\P034\00613465.DOC
CA: 21-1000

CITY ATTORNEY’S OFFICE
3750 UNIVERSITY AVENUE, STE. 250
RIVERSIDE, CA 92501
(951) 826-5567
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Community Development Department
Planning Division

Conditional Use Permit, Design Review and Vacation
AGENDA ITEM NO.: 2
WARD NO: 2
NEIGHBORHOOD: Eastside

PLANNING COMMISSION HEARING DATE: May 5, 2011
I. CASE NUMBER(S):

P09-0808 (Conditional Use Permit)
P09-0809 (Design Review)
P09-0810 (Vacation)

II. PROJECT SUMMARY:
1) Proposal:

To consider a Conditional Use Permit and the Design Review of a plot plan and
building elevations to establish a four-story, maximum 121 unit senior housing
facility and the street vacation of approximately 4,000 square feet of Eucalyptus
Avenue, southerly of Vasquez Place

2) Location:

2340 Fourteenth Street, situated on the northerly side of Fourteenth Street,
easterly of Sedgwick Avenue and southerly of Georgia Street in the R-1-7000 –
Single Family Residential Zone

3) Applicant:

Kevin Wolf
Germania Corporation
7095 Indiana Avenue
Riverside, CA 92506

4) Case Planner: Kyle Smith, Associate Planner
(951) 826-5220 kjsmith@riversideca.gov
III. RECOMMENDATION:
Staff Recommendation:
1.

RECOMMEND that the City Council DETERMINE that this proposed project will not
have a significant effect on the environment based on the findings set forth in the case
record and recommend the City Council adopt a Negative Declaration;

2.

RECOMMEND APPROVAL of Planning Cases P09-0808 (Conditional Use Permit),
P09-0809 (Design Review) and P09-0810 (Vacation) to the City Council, based on the
findings outlined in the staff report and summarized in the following and subject to the
recommended conditions attached:
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a.

The project is substantially compatible with other existing and proposed uses in
the area, including factors relating to the nature of its location, operation, building
design, site design, traffic characteristics and environmental impacts;

b.

This project serves a need for senior housing and helps meet General Plan
objectives of providing “adequate housing and supportive services for Riverside
residents with special needs” (Goal H-4) and “supporting the development of
accessible and affordable senior rental housing readily accessible to support
services” (Policy H-4.1);

c.

The proposal will not be materially detrimental to the health, safety and general
welfare of the public or otherwise injurious to the environment or to the property
or improvements within the area;

d.

The project will be consistent with the purposes of the Zoning Code and the
application of any required development standards is in the furtherance of a
compelling governmental interest and is the least restrictive means of furthering
that compelling governmental interest;

e.

The project is in compliance with the majority of the standards applicable to
senior housing developments, and as detailed in this staff report, any requested
variances to implement the project as proposed can be justified, as detailed in this
report;

f.

Substantial evidence exists to support the conclusion that the remaining portion of
Eucalyptus Avenue, southerly of Vasquez Place, is no longer needed for vehicular
or pedestrian traffic and is unnecessary for present or future public use, such that
the subject street can be vacated without having a significant impact on vehicular
or pedestrian circulation;

g.

Findings can be made to vacate the subject public right of way in accordance
with the provisions of the Public Streets, Highways, and Services Easements
Vacation Law (commencing with Section 8300 of the Streets and Highway Code
of the State of California);

h.

The Public Works, Police and Fire Departments support or have no objection to
the proposed street vacation, as adequate access and circulation will continue to
be provided via the existing street network throughout the existing neighborhood;

i.

The proposal will “Integrate housing components that add critical mass and
complement the character of the area”, furthering the objectives of Seizing Our
Destiny, Strategic Route 7: Transforming Spaces into Places. Further, the
proposed use compliments Initiative 10.6 of Seizing Our Destiny which seeks to
promote the development of affordable and/or senior housing opportunities; and

j.

The project, as conditioned, represents a compatible addition to the adjacent
single family residential neighborhood based on the project design and would
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allow for an integrated, cohesive development with desirable amenities for its
residents.
IV. BACKGROUND/HISTORY:
The subject site is approximately three acres in area and triangular in shape, with frontage on Fourteenth
Street, Georgia Street and Eucalyptus Avenue. Riverside Faith Temple is located on the southerly side
of Fourteenth Street, across the street from the project site and single family residences are located in the
neighborhood to the north and east of the project site, across Georgia Street and Eucalyptus Avenue. The
signalized intersection of Sedgwick Avenue and Fourteenth Street is located adjacent to the project site
to the northwest, as is Dario Vasquez Park on the westerly side of Sedgwick Avenue. The terminus of
the Georgia Street cul-de-sac is located directly adjacent to the intersection of Sedgwick Avenue and
Fourteenth Street, where a widened public sidewalk and unimpeded pedestrian access to Georgia Street
are provided.
The applicant requested continuance of this matter from the April 7, 2011 Planning Commission
meeting to the May 5, 2011 meeting to allow adequate time for the project to be presented to community
groups and organizations.
V. DETAILED PROJECT DESCRIPTION:
The proposed project entails the development of an independent living senior housing complex with up
to 121 units within a four-story, 59-foot tall, approximately 101,974 square-foot building. The generally
horseshoe-shaped building is proposed to be oriented to face Fourteenth Street, with the main entrance
into the building located near the center of the building along the Fourteenth Street frontage. Parking for
employees and guests will be located along the Fourteenth Street frontage, while a majority of the
resident parking area will be provided within a fenced, secure area on the northerly portion of the site,
along Georgia Street.
Amenities for the residents are proposed to consist of a pool and spa, a putting green, a bocce ball court,
BBQ and outdoor eating areas, and a dog run. The pool and patio area will be located on the
northeasterly side of the site. Inside the building, proposed services include a beauty salon and spa, a
library with Wi-Fi connectivity and computers, an entertainment center with large screen television, and
a shuttle service for residents. Additionally, each unit is designed to contain at least 70 square feet of
private open space (on a ground floor patio or upper story balcony) and each unit would include a
kitchenette and space for a stackable washer and dryer.
Vehicular access to the site will be provided obtained from two driveways along the Fourteenth Street
frontage. The easterly of the two driveways will be the main entrance into the facility. An acceleration
and deceleration lane is provided to provide safe and efficient ingress to and egress from the main
driveway along Fourteenth Street. Further, an emergency ingress/egress only secured driveway with an
emergency only “crash” gate is proposed along the Georgia Street frontage.
The applicant has indicated that the number of units may end up being as few as 115 units, with a
potential maximum of 121 units, based on the financing mechanisms to be secured prior to building
permit issuance. The applicant has indicated that there will be seven different foot floor plans ranging
from 431 to 876 square feet, consisting of seven studio units, 100 one bedroom units, and 14 two
City Planning Commission
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bedroom units (See Exhibit 7). Further, the proposed building is designed as to provide all units with at
least 70 square feet of private open space, either on ground floor patios or upper story balconies.
As of the writing of this report, a preliminary management/operations plan and a security plan have not
been submitted as requested to the City. In conversations with the applicant, he has indicated that a
community vanpool service, an on-site resident manager and state of the art emergency call systems will
be provided. This issue is discussed in more detail in the project analysis.
The project involves a request to vacate a portion of Eucalyptus Avenue, southerly of Vasquez Place.
The area to be vacated totals approximately 4,000 square feet in area and is roughly 40 feet in width and
100 feet in length. The area to be vacated in contiguous to the project site, which will be accessible
from Fourteenth Street and to a single family residence addressed 2290 Vasquez Place, located easterly
of the project site, which will retain public access as it exists today, from Vasquez Place.
Several variances are being requested by the applicant to allow the project to be established as proposed.
These variances are described and analyzed in the site design section of this report.
VI. LOCATION/SURROUNDING LAND USES:
Existing Land Use
Project Site
North
(across Georgia St)

East

Vacant

Zoning Designation
R-1-7000 – Single Family
Residential
R-1-7000 – Single Family
Residential
R-1-7000 – Single Family
Residential

Church and Vacant

C – Commercial

CR – Commercial Retail

Dario Vasquez Park

P – Public Park

R-1-7000 – Single Family
Residential

Single Family Residential
and Vacant
Single Family Residential

(across Eucalyptus
Ave)

South

General Plan Designation
MDR – Medium Density
Residential
MDR – Medium Density
Residential
MDR – Medium Density
Residential

(across Fourteenth
St)

West
(across Sedgwick
Ave)

VII.

PROJECT ANALYSIS:

• General Plan/Specific Plan/Zoning Conformance:
Existing

Proposed

General Plan

MDR – Medium Density Residential

Zoning

R-1-7000 – Single Family Residential

Not proposed to change

The MDR – Medium Density Residential General Plan Land Use Designation is intended to provide for
residential development with a density of up to 8.0 dwelling units per acre. However, the Zoning Code
allows Senior Housing projects of a density of greater than 8.0 dwelling units per acre in single family
residential zones subject to the granting of a Conditional Use Permit.
City Planning Commission
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The need for additional quality senior housing projects within the City of Riverside to provide housing
for a rapidly growing segment of the City’s population has been recognized for several years. In fact,
the General Plan objectives include provision for “adequate housing and supportive services for
Riverside residents with special needs” (Goal H-4) and “supporting the development of accessible and
affordable senior rental housing readily accessible to support services” (Policy H-4.1). A number of
senior projects have recently been approved and/or completed that provide housing opportunities for
senior citizens. Despite the overall need for additional senior citizen housing, senior complexes such as
the proposed project are best suited to sites that are in close proximity to commercial centers and other
services desired by senior citizens, including health care, public transportation, and religious institutions.
The proposed site is located within walking distance to three RTA bus stops and is in close proximity to
the Lincoln Community Center at Dario Vasquez Park and the Stratton Community Center at Bordwell
Park, the Riverside Faith Temple and Kansas Avenue Church, and is relatively close to shopping and
medical services along University and Chicago Avenues. . Further, the site is located on an arterial street
on the fringe of a residential neighborhood with no vehicular access from the site onto local streets. This
site, in the judgment of staff, complies with the desired location criteria for senior housing.
Furthermore, while specific standards do not exist pertaining to the required number and type of
amenities for a senior housing project, multiple-family residential projects consisting of greater than 76
units are required to have at least four outdoor amenities. This project exceeds this standard by
providing at least five outdoor amenities, thus exceeding what would normally be required for non-age
restricted multiple-family residential developments. Finally, the project fulfills specific goals and
objectives recommended by the Mayor’s Commission on Aging and the appointed Senior Housing
Taskforce and supported by the City Council, providing additional living opportunities that will be
desirable and enhance the quality of life for the City’s increasing senior citizen population, promoting
Riverside as a Senior-Friendly community.
As proposed, the maximum project density will be approximately 39 dwelling units per acre. This
density is at the high end of the range of densities typically found in existing or previously approved
senior apartment projects, as reflected in the table below:
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Project

Address

Number of
Units

Acres

Density
(du/acre)

Victoria Springs

2801 Adams Street

240

7.6

32

Tyler Springs

10406 Indiana Avenue

273

9.44

29

Brandon Place

3941 Polk
Street

197

6.35

31

Friend Development

8507 Magnolia Avenue

90

2.5

36

Goldware Senior

6730 Streeter
Avenue

162

6.38

25

Raincross Senior

5200 Central Avenue

172

6.1

28

Snowberry Creek

8400 Colorado Avenue

224

10.7

21

Las Fuentes

1807 Eleventh Street

75

2.13

35

El Paseo

4030 Harrison Street

75

2.08

36

Proposed Project

2340 Fourteenth Street

121

3.03

39

The appropriateness of the proposed density is to be considered during the Conditional Use Permit
process. Generally, the projects listed above that are less than 30 dwelling units per acre are located in
areas where the prominent surrounding land use is single family residential. In those cases, residential
structures are typically limited to two stories in height to reduce any potential land use compatibility
issues. In this instance, however, the subject in-fill site is along a six-lane arterial street, within an area
which includes a wide variety of uses, including institutional uses and single family residences and is
near public transportation. Furthermore, it has been the City’s experience that senior housing projects
typically make good neighbors, as they are a low impact use, with substantially reduced noise and
traffic generation as compared to other types of multiple family residential developments. For these
reasons, staff is supportive of the proposed density and does not anticipate significant impacts with
regard to density.
In addition to the above, the proposal will “Integrate housing components that add critical mass and
complement the character of the area”, furthering the objectives of Strategic Route 7: Transforming
Spaces into Places of the City’s Seizing Our Destiny initiative. Further, the proposed use compliments
Initiative 10.6 of Seizing Our Destiny which seeks to promote the development of affordable and/or
senior housing opportunities.
While senior housing facilities are allowed in the R-1-7000 – Single Family Residential Zone with a
Conditional Use Permit, there are no codified development standards that are unique to such uses, other
than those relating to parking quantity and covered parking ratios, which are discussed below. The
City Planning Commission
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proposed project complies with, or has been conditioned to comply with a majority of the applicable
development standards for the proposed use. However, to facilitate the project as proposed, variances
relating to parking, building height and landscape setbacks are proposed. These variances are listed and
analyzed in detail below in the site design section of this report and detailed findings are attached to
this report.
In analyzing all variances, it was taken into consideration that the project site is triangular in shape with
frontage on three streets, which represents some unique challenges in developing the site. It was also
taken into consideration that the R-1-7000 Zone standards were not created or tailored to senior
housing; rather they were crafted with conventional single family residential development in mind. In
fact, the City is currently working on an amendment to the Zoning Code that would include specific
development standards for senior housing projects. It is anticipated that this amendment will be before
the Planning Commission for consideration before the end of 2011. In the meantime, the applicant has
attempted to balance setback, parking, open space and height requirements while at the same time
creating a viable development scenario for the site that fulfills a specific housing goals and needs for
the community and minimizes any potential land use compatibly concerns .
With respect to project operations, a preliminary management/operations plan and a security plan have
not been submitted as requested to the City. Under most circumstances, such preliminary plans would
have been submitted in conjunction with the CUP application. Despite this, the applicant has indicated
that a community vanpool service, an on-site resident manager and state of the art emergency call
systems will be provided. To address this issue, conditions of approval has been incorporated in to the
recommended conditions requiring detailed management, operations and security plans for review and
approval of Planning Division staff (and Police Department staff, as applicable) prior to the issuance of
building permits.
• Design Analysis:
Preface:
Staff has met with the applicant on numerous occasions since the applications were originally submitted.
Most of the comments and design considerations mentioned during these prior meetings have been
addressed by the applicant. Also, those comments that came out of a series of neighborhood meetings
have been taken into consideration in staff’s analysis of the project. Based on neighborhood comments
and staff’s analysis, there are a few relatively minor outstanding issues that can be addressed through
implementation of the recommended conditions of approval during the plan check review process.
Site Planning:
The project site presents unique challenges due to its shape, topography and interface with surrounding
land uses, as detailed in upcoming subsections of this analysis. To address these unique circumstances,
the building has been sited toward the middle of the property to minimize impacts to surrounding
residents, while allowing for a common open space area with several amenities to the rear of the site for
optimum enjoyment for the projects’ future residents. Overall, the project as designed will be an asset
to the neighborhood and community at large, based on the project description provided earlier in this
report and thus the proposed site plan (building plotting, common open space location and parking
configuration) can be supported, subject to implementation of the recommended conditions of approval.
City Planning Commission
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The recommendations involving improvements to the site plan are relatively minor, including provision
for a shade structure and seating adjacent to the shuttle pick-up area and the inclusion of solid
architecturally treated back walls for all carport structures adjacent to Georgia Street. In conjunction
with the latter recommendation, it is recommended that a solid decorative theme wall be continued
westward to screen the westernmost row of parking spaces facing the Georgia Street cul-de-sac to
protect the existing residential neighborhood from activities in the project parking lot.
Fourteenth Street Frontage:
The proposed project meets all development standards that pertain to setbacks, with the exception of a
landscape setback variance to allow an approximately 5-foot wide landscape setback along the
Fourteenth Street frontage, where a minimum 15-foot wide landscape setback is required for parking
lots with 21 or more parking spaces. This variance is being requested as a result of the requirement of
the City to provide a dedicated acceleration/deceleration lane along a majority of the Fourteenth Street
frontage. The acceleration/deceleration lane was deemed necessary by the Public Works Department to
provide safe vehicular access to and from the main travel lanes along this curved segment of Fourteenth
Street. However, as a result, the public sidewalk along approximately 380 feet of the Fourteenth Street
frontage will be within a sidewalk easement, which effectively reduces the amount of landscaped area
that would otherwise be normally be able to be provided on-site. The actual depth of landscape setback
along a majority of Fourteenth Street will be approximately 8 ½ feet. To allow for an additional four
feet of landscaping along the Fourteenth Street frontage, it is recommended that a variance be granted to
allow for a two foot bumper overhang for the row of (32) parking spaces closest to Fourteenth Street,
and that the drive aisle closest to Fourteenth Street be reduced to 24 feet in width (the latter does not
require a variance). This recommended solution will not require the building footprint to be
reconfigured and will allow more space for undulating berming, shrubbery and trees to be planted in the
landscape setback area to assist in screening vehicles and expanses of asphalt area in the parking lot
from view along Fourteenth Street. Justifications to support this variance can be found in the attached
applicant prepared variance justifications (Exhibit 10) and the supplemental staff prepared variance
justifications (Exhibit 11).
Parking:
Use

Parking Ratio

Senior
Housing

1.1 spaces per
unit
50% of spaces
covered

Number of
Units

Parking
Spaces
Required

Proposed
Parking
Spaces

Required
Variance

121

133

121

12 spaces

67 (50%)

57 (43%)

10 spaces

A total of 121 parking spaces (a ratio of 1.0 spaces per unit) are proposed to serve the project where the
Zoning Code requires 133 spaces (a ratio of 1/1 spaces per unit) for this project. Generally, the 1.1
parking spaces/unit ratio was derived to allow one parking space for each resident and for sufficient
visitor/employee parking on-site at all times. Thus a variance is being requested to allow for a parking
deficiency of 12 spaces.
In this instance, the parking deficiency can be justified. While future residents can be of an age of 55
years, studies have shown that the average age for residents in senior housing complexes such as this is
approximately 75 years. Thus, as has been observed at other senior housing projects (including market
City Planning Commission
May 5, 2011

8

P09-0808 (Conditional Use Permit)
P09-0809 (Design Review)
P09-0810 (Vacation)

rate projects), not all senior citizen residents will have or need vehicles. This fact is only augmented if
the developer chooses to set aside some of the units as “affordable” senior housing units within the
project prior to occupancy. Additionally, the project description includes provision for a shuttle
program, which will provide transportation to residents for scheduled events and appointments. Also,
three Riverside Transit Agency (RTA) bus stops are located within 900 feet of the site that serve at least
four different routes traveling both east and westbound from the site. To accommodate the anticipated
increase in bus ridership originating from the project site, it is recommended that applicant work with
RTA to construct a bus shelter at one of the three adjacent bus stops; either the existing bus stop
adjacent to Dario Vasquez Park the bus stop at the Kansas Avenue Church at the northwest corner of
Fourteenth Street and Kansas Avenue, or at the bus stop adjacent to the Riverside Faith Temple located
across Fourteenth Street from the project site. It is recommended that that the applicant work with the
Riverside Transit Agency (RTA) and Planning Division staff to develop a bus pass program for
residents. Based on these facts, the variance relating to parking space quantity can be supported. It is
not anticipated that the proposal will result in inadequate parking capacity.
In addition to the above variance for parking quantity, the applicant is proposing to have 57 carport
covered parking spaces where the Zoning Code requires a minimum of 50% of the required number of
parking spaces within a senior housing complex to be covered by a carport or within an enclosed garage.
For this project to comply with the Zoning Code, 67 parking spaces would need to be covered, or 10
more than the number proposed. As proposed the covered parking spaces are all located toward the rear
of the site, within the secured parking area between Georgia Street and the new building in an area of the
site where the carports would not block views of the building from Fourteenth Street. To require 10
additional covered spaces would place the carports in prominent view from Fourteenth Street and place
carports in the front setback area, triggering a different variance related to carports. As the benefit of
allowing unobstructed views of the residential building from Fourteenth Street outweighs the need for
10 additional covered spaces, in the judgment of staff, it would be appropriate to grant the requested
variance in this instance. As mentioned earlier, to protect the residents along the northerly side of
Georgia Street from view of the on-site parking lot, solid architecturally treated back walls for all
carport structures are recommended adjacent to Georgia Street and a solid decorative theme wall be
should be continued westward to screen the westernmost row of parking spaces facing the Georgia
Street cul-de-sac.
Finally, as mentioned earlier, a variance is requested to allow for 32 spaces along Fourteenth Street to
have a 2-foot bumper overhang into the adjacent landscaping. This modification, in conjunction with
the recommendation to reduce the width of the drive aisle serving these spaces from 26 to 24 feet in
width, will allow for a minimum of approximately 12 ½ feet of landscaping along the Fourteenth Street
frontage. This variance can be justified based on the unique challenges associated with the site
configuration and the fact that sufficient area will still be available to screen the parking area from
Fourteenth Street. Based on the above, staff is supportive of the requested variances related to parking
quantity and design. Detailed staff prepared justifications in support of the parking variance have been
attached to this report (Exhibit 11).
Circulation:
As noted earlier, resident, visitor and employee access will be exclusively from Fourteenth Street,
thereby eliminating a substantial increase in traffic volume in the surrounding residential neighborhood.
The primary driveway is proposed to contain a raised “pork chop” island between the ingress and egress
to direct traffic appropriately. A center median exists along this portion of Fourteenth Street, thereby
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both access points will be limited to right turns only. Motorists in need of travelling eastbound on
Fourteenth Street/Martin Luther King Jr. Boulevard will be able to make a U-Turn at the signalized
intersection of Fourteenth Street and Sedgwick Avenue. The project site is located just beyond a curve
on Fourteenth Street where the posted speed limit is 35 MPH. The proposed acceleration and
deceleration lanes, plus the “pork chop” element are all intended to allow for safe vehicular visibility
and access to the project site. The proposed configuration has been deemed appropriate by the Public
Works Department.
Eucalyptus Avenue interface:
In prior meetings with the applicant, staff expressed concern with the relatively minimal landscape
setback along the rear portion of the site, adjacent to the Eucalyptus Street “knuckle” area. In an effort
to address these concerns, the applicant is proposing to re-construct the curb and gutter approximately
eight feet easterly, of its current location, toward the centerline of Eucalyptus Avenue and thus prohibit
vehicular parking along the westerly side of the street in this area. In doing so, the project edge along
Eucalyptus Avenue at Vasquez Place adjacent to the outdoor patio/pool area has been reconfigured to
allow for a landscape area of 8 to 13 feet in width, outside of the project perimeter fence and including
landscaped area with, to provide sufficient space for landscape screening for aesthetic, security and
privacy purposes. The Public Works Department has been consulted regarding this matter and does not
object to this solution.
Landscaping:
The conceptual landscape plan submitted with the application contains a conceptual design for a variety
of trees and shrubs around the project perimeter, parking areas, at the entry area of the building and in
the courtyard area. In conjunction with the submission of detailed landscape and irrigation plans for
Design Review staff review, conditions have been added to the recommended conditions of approval to
require:
- Stamped concrete shall be provided at the primary driveway, to the satisfaction of Planning Staff;
- Landscaping of all common areas;
- A common open space amenities plan including all proposed outdoor furniture decorative
hardscape, lighting, etc.;
- Landscape pockets with vertical plantings between along drive aisles;
- Vines trained to grow up all wrought iron perimeter fencing;
- The landscaping along the Fourteenth Street frontage shall include a combination of undulating
berms, shrubbery and trees to soften the appearance of the parking areas from view of Fourteenth
Street;
- The landscaping along the Georgia Street and Eucalyptus Street frontages shall include shrubbery
and trees to soften the appearance of the parking areas from view of Fourteenth Street;
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Perimeter Walls/Fences:
Decorative wrought iron fencing is proposed to create a secured parking area to the north of the
building. Fencing will be provided to the west of the westerly building wing, along the Georgia Street
and Eucalyptus Avenue frontages and along the easterly property line. No fences, walls or security gates
are proposed along Fourteenth Street or at the two project vehicular access points along Fourteenth
Street frontage as to not obstruct views of the building from Fourteenth Street.
Staff recommends that a comprehensive fence/wall plan for the project be submitted and include details
for decorative pilasters to be integrated into the design of the perimeter fencing. At the project’s
interface with Eucalyptus Avenue, the patio area is proposed to be approximately nine feet below street
level with a series of retaining walls and a wrought iron fence proposed at street level. To ensure privacy
and security of the patio area for residents, Staff recommends that a six foot high decorative masonry
wall with a decorative cap be constructed along the street side perimeter of the outdoor patio area.
Finally, as mentioned earlier, it is recommended that a solid decorative theme wall be continued
westward sot screen the westernmost row of parking spaces facing the Georgia Street cul-de-sac to
protect the existing residential neighborhood from activities in the project parking lot. This wall can be
behind the perimeter fencing to protect the wall from vandalism (graffiti).
Grading and Drainage:
The project site is currently undeveloped vacant land that generally slopes downward towards the
southeast corner of the site. The natural topography is such that proposed on-site grading will result in
the 4-story building having a pad elevation as much as 11 feet below the existing street grade near the
Georgia Street/Eucalyptus Avenue intersection, such that the building will appear to be 2 to2 ½ stories
in height from this intersection. Furthermore, the topography and proposed grading concept will result
in the proposed pool / patio area in the northeast corner of the site being situated approximately eleven
feet below the street level and separated by terraced double retaining wall, which will provide privacy
for residents of the senior housing complex and reduce any negative impacts to the surrounding
residential neighborhood.
Architecture:
The proposed building consists of a Mission-Spanish inspired architectural theme. The four-story
building is designed to taper down along the outer wings in one-story “steps”, which are orientated
closest to the streets, to reduce the apparent height of the structure from Fourteenth Street A red tile
roof with several decorative arched-shaped mission style dormers is proposed. The building is to be
stucco clad with a lighter shade of beige stucco generally on the upper floors and darker beige stucco
generally on the lower floors. The proposed building contains much articulation and modulation with
projecting faux wood corbels, enclosed balconies and patios. Additionally, many details such as tile
accents and iron railings are proposed.
The submitted building elevations are illustrative in nature and thus do not necessarily represent a true
depiction of the proposed building. In an effort to further clarify the project when presented to the
Planning Commission for consideration, the applicant has provided detailed building sections (Exhibit
6), which, in combination with the elevations, provide a detailed account of the proposed building
design and articulation to the satisfaction of Staff. Further, a material and sample board has been
provided and will be available for review during the Planning Commission meeting.
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The conceptual elevations can be supported, subject to implementation of the recommended conditions
of approval. The architectural concept, if properly implemented, can serve as a catalyst type
development that will “raise the bar” for future development in the Eastside area. That said, the
Mission-Spanish inspired architectural theme is quite simplistic overall and thus proper execution relies
heavily on the details being properly designed with richness, depth and authenticity. In order to achieve
accurate representation of the desired style, it is recommended that the following revisions and
clarifications be addressed in the construction plans submitted for plan check review by Design Review
staff:
-

All windows shall have a minimum modulation (recess or frame out surround) of at least three
inches;

-

The plans shall reflect rafter tails, rain gutters and score lines as required per the Uniform
Building Code;

-

Add additional decorative tile and articulation at the main entry and other strategic locations such
as the doors to the patio area and shuttle pick up area;

-

Roofing material should consist of a high quality concrete “S” tile intended to emulate terra cotta;
and

-

Provide carport plans which include a decorative pitched roof clad in the same tile as the main
building and with colors and materials to match the building and a decorative full rear wall to
protect the residential neighborhood to the north, to the satisfaction of Design Review staff.

Building Height:
The proposed four story building is subject to two height related variances, as follows:
-

To allow a four story, approximately 59-foot building where the Zoning Code restricts the
height of buildings to two stories and 35 feet in the R-1-7000 – Single Family Residential
Zone; and

-

To allow an architectural feature on the proposed apartment building to have height of
approximately 60 feet where the Zoning Code restricts the height of architectural features
to not extend more than 10 percent beyond the maximum height limit permitted in the
underlying zone (38 ½ feet in the R-1-7000 – Single Family Residential Zone).

As detailed in the attached applicant prepared variance justifications (Exhibit 10) and the supplemental
staff prepared variance justifications (Exhibit 11), the proposed building height variances can be
justified in that the project site’s topography, which naturally slopes towards the southeast, will be
somewhat re-contoured to accommodate the building on-site. With implementation of the proposed
grading concept for the project, the new building will be situated well below the grade of the adjacent
existing portions of Georgia Street and Eucalyptus Avenue, such the building will appear to be
approximately 2 to 2 ½ stories in height from these adjacent perimeter streets and across the street
single family residential properties. Furthermore, the project exceeds all the applicable building setback
standards for the separation of multiple family residential structures from existing single family
residences. The new building is proposed to be set back approximately 65 feet from the nearest existing
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single family residence at 2290 Vasquez Place, where a minimum separation of 50 feet in required per
the Zoning Code.
• Street Vacation:
The street vacation component of this project involves the vacation of an approximately 4,000 square
feet segment of Eucalyptus Avenue southerly of Vasquez Place. Pursuant to State law, the City may
regulate traffic on its public streets, alleys, and walkways only to the extent expressly authorized. The
law permits the City to vacate a street, alley, or walkway only upon a finding supported by substantial
evidence that the right-of-way is no longer needed for vehicular or pedestrian traffic and is unnecessary
for present or prospective public use. The following facts are provided to support the proposed alley
vacation:
-

It was once envisioned by the City that Eucalyptus Avenue would continue southbound to
connect to Fourteenth Street/Martin Luther King Jr. Boulevard to complete the grid pattern.
However, when Fourteenth Street/Martin Luther King Jr. Boulevard was realigned to its current
configuration, the extension of Eucalyptus Avenue would result in a potentially dangerous
intersection situated on a curve. Therefore, the extension of Eucalyptus Avenue from Vasquez
Place to Fourteenth Street is no longer needed or desirable. Sufficient access to Fourteenth
Street/Martin Luther King Jr. Boulevard exists for neighborhood residents will continue to be
provided via the signalized intersections at Kansas Avenue and Sedgwick Avenue.

-

The portion of Eucalyptus Avenue to be vacated is only a 33 foot wide, half dedicated street.
When the proposed project is constructed, the boundaries of the senior housing complex will
extend to what would be the center line of Eucalyptus Avenue, southerly of Vasquez Place if it
were to be fully dedicated as a 66 foot wide local street. The Public Works Department has
indicated no intention of extending Eucalyptus Avenue southerly to Fourteenth Street as private
property exists between the two streets. Therefore, with the implementation of the proposed
senior housing project, Eucalyptus Avenue southerly of Vasquez Place will no longer be needed
for street purposes.

-

The only affected parcel would be the existing single family residence at 2290 Vasquez Place,
which fronts on to Vasquez Place, but includes a garage that takes vehicular access from the
subject portion of Eucalyptus Avenue. To address this issue, it is recommended that an access
easement be recorded across the area to be vacated to allow for the existing access to the garage
on the residence as 2290 Vasquez Place to be maintained.

-

Affected nearby property owners have been notified of the proposed vacation request. As of this
writing, no opposition has been received specific to the vacation request

Based on the above, it can be concluded that the subject portion of Eucalyptus Avenue is not needed for
vehicular or pedestrian traffic and is unnecessary for present or prospective public use.
• Neighborhood Compatibility:
For reasons stated throughout this report, the proposed senior housing facility will not be incompatible
with the surrounding neighborhood. First, the project has been designed in a manner where the building
will be situated toward the middle of the site, over 60 feet from any perimeter property lines, and the site
will be graded so as to have the building appear to be 2 to 2 ½ stories in height from the residential
neighborhood to the north and east of the project site behind a series of decorative walls and fences and
appropriate landscaping. Second, the subject is site is located on an arterial street and in close proximity
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to services desired by senior citizens, including health care, public transportation, and religious
institutions. Third, vehicular access to the site will be exclusive to Fourteenth Street, as to not increase
vehicular traffic in the adjacent established residential neighborhood. Finally, as conditioned, the
proposed project will represent an example superior design which reflects Riverside’s heritage in a
contemporary fashion. It is anticipated that the project will serve as a catalyst to improve design
aesthetics for future projects in the Eastside neighborhood. As conditioned, the proposed project will not
result in any detrimental impacts to the surrounding neighborhood.
VIII. PUBLIC NOTICE AND COMMENTS:
Public notices were mailed to property owners and occupants within 300 feet of the site. Additionally,
the applicant met with several community groups since early 2010, including a three community groups
in the Eastside Neighborhood during the month of April 2010. Most of the comments received from
these meetings focused on the proposed project location, the proposed building height and massing, the
intended financial demographics of the future residents, and the proposed operations of the facility.
After hearing a detailed presentation from the applicant, a majority of the community members did not
object to the project as proposed. That said, there was discussion regarding prior dumping of debris,
concrete, etc. on the site over the years and whether this dumping resulted in soil contamination and
relative to vehicular access from Fourteenth Street. Member of the various groups appreciated that a
dedicated right turn pocket for access into the main driveway and a dedicated acceleration lane from the
main driveway were proposed to access vehicular ingress/egress concerns. The applicant also
acknowledged the need to complete more intensive soils evaluations and committed to complying with
all necessary measures to fully address any soil contamination issues prior to issuance of any permits.
Members of the Mayor’s Commission on Aging were also provided an opportunity to comment on this
project. One Commissioner provided an e-mail indicating that the site may not be appropriate for senior
housing, but not elaborate as to the reasons for this opinion.
The Riverside Police Department has reviewed this proposal and does not object to the project, subject
to implementation of the recommended conditions of approval, which include provision for entering into
the City’s Crime-Free Multi-housing program.
IX. EXHIBITS:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.

Location/Zoning Map
General Plan Map
Aerial Photo
Proposed management/operational plan
Site Plan
Building Elevations, Building Sections
Floor Plans/Roof Plan
Conceptual Landscape Plan
Conceptual Grading Plan
Applicant’s Variance Justifications
Staff Prepared Variance Justifications
Street Vacation Plat Map
Police Department Memorandum

The proposed color and material sample board and decorative time samples will be available for
review during the Planning Commission meeting
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RECOMMENDED CONDITIONS & GENERAL INFORMATION NOTES
Case Number: P09-0808 (Conditional Use Permit)
CONDITIONS

Meeting Date: May 5, 2011

All mitigation measures are noted by an asterisk (*).

The applicant is advised that the business or use for which this conditional use permit is granted
cannot be legally conducted on the subject property until all conditions of approval have been met to
the approval of the Community Development Department, Planning Division.
Case Specific
•

Planning
1.

All applicable conditions of related Planning Cases P09-0809 (Design Review) & P090910 (Vacation) shall apply to this project.

2.

The senior housing facility shall be developed and operated substantially as described in
the text of this staff report and as shown on the plot plan on file with this case, except for
any specific modifications that may be required by these conditions of approval.
Modifications to these operational characteristics are subject to Zoning Administrator
approval.

3.

A maximum of 121 units (including any required on-site managers units) are permitted in
conjunction with this Conditional Use Permit.

4.

The applicant is advised that the business or use for which this conditional use permit is
granted cannot be legally conducted on the subject property until all conditions of
approval have been met to the satisfaction of the Planning Division.

5.

Construction and operation activities on the property shall be subject to the City’s Noise
Code (Title 7), which limits construction noise to 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. weekdays, and
8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. Saturdays. No construction noise is permitted on Sundays or
federal holidays.

6.

The project shall comply with all existing State Water Quality Control Board and City
storm water regulations, including compliance with NPDES requirements related to
construction and operation measures to prevent erosion, siltation, transport of urban
pollutants, and flooding.

7.

The Planning Commission makes the necessary findings in the applicant’s favor to grant
the following variances. The applicant’s justifications and staff’s supplemental variance
justifications are referenced:
a.

City Planning Commission
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b.

To allow the proposed Senior Housing project to have approximately 43%
covered parking where the Zoning Code requires a minimum of 50% covered
parking spaces (either under a carport or within an enclosed garage) for senior
housing projects;

c.

To allow a four story, approximately 59-foot tall building where the Zoning Code
restricts the height of buildings to two stories and 35 feet in the R-1-7000 – Single
Family Residential Zone;

d.

To allow an architectural feature on the proposed apartment building to have
height of approximately 60 feet where the Zoning Code restricts the height of
architectural features to not extend more than 10 percent beyond the maximum
height limit permitted in the underlying zone (38 ½ feet in the R-1-7000 – Single
Family Residential Zone);

e.

To allow an approximately 12 ½ foot landscape setback along the Fourteenth
Street frontage, where a minimum 15-foot landscape setback is required for
parking lots with 21 or more parking spaces; and

f.

To allow 32 parking spaces along the Fourteenth Street frontage to have a 2 foot
bumper overhang into an adjacent landscaped area where the Zoning Code does
not allow for parking stalls to be reduced in depth by an overhang into a planter.

Prior to Building Permit Issuance
7.

The applicant shall coordinate with the Riverside Transit Agency to determine the best
location and construct a bus shelter at one of the three adjacent bus stops in close
proximity to the project site; either at Dario Vasquez Park, at the Kansas Avenue Church
at the northwest corner of Fourteenth Street and Kansas Avenue, or at the Riverside Faith
Temple located across Fourteenth Street from the project site.

8.

The applicant shall provide a client profile and a detailed management/operations plan for
Planning Staff review and approval. The plan shall include a profile of the anticipate
residents (age, income level, number of vehicles, etc.). Additionally a
management/operations profile shall include the number of employees and shift schedule
(including on-site manager) and a detailed description of the services and amenities to be
provided, including a draft schedule for the shuttle service for residents and the range of
services/facilities that the shuttle will service for residents.

9.

As part of the management plan, rules, regulations and restrictions for resident conducts
shall be submitted for Planning Division Staff review and approval. Regulations shall
include provisions that prohibit visible storage or barbeques allowed on the balconies or
patios.

10.

As part of the management plan, managers and Assistant Managers shall be required to
live onsite. Up-to-date names and contact information shall be placed on file with the
Police Department.

City Planning Commission
May 5, 2011

16

P09-0808 (Conditional Use Permit)
P09-0809 (Design Review)
P09-0810 (Vacation)

11.

A detailed written security plan shall be submitted and approved to the satisfaction of the
Planning Division and Police Department.

12.

The written security plan shall indicate that the development shall be required to
participate in the Police Department’s Crime Free Multi-Housing Program.

13.

The written, security plan shall indicate that adequate lighting shall be maintained
throughout the facility in such a manner to discourage criminal activity, unlawful
loitering and graffiti vandalism

14.

The written security plan shall indicate that trees and shrubs shall be kept trimmed to
maintain visibility from the perimeter of the project site.
During Grading/Construction

15.

The applicant shall be responsible for erosion and dust control during both the grading
and construction phases of the project.

16.

Potential soil stability impacts shall be adequately minimized by: 1) Compliance with the
recommendations of the project soils engineer included within the required detailed soils
report; and 2) adherence to City adopted interim erosion control measures and the
Grading Ordinance (Title 17).

17.

The project shall comply with all existing State Water Quality Control Board and City
storm water regulations, including compliance with NPDES requirements related to
construction and operation measures to prevent erosion, siltation, transport of urban
pollutants, and flooding.

18.

Should cultural, historical or archeological items be found during grading and
construction activity, the construction and grading of this project all activity shall be
halted in the vicinity of the find and diverted until a qualified archeologist meeting the
Secretary of the Interior standards can evaluate the nature and significance of the find. If
human remains are uncovered, the applicant shall contact the County Coroner’s Office.

19.

Construction and operation of the activities on the property will be subject to the City’s
Noise Ordinance (Title 7), which limits construction noise that would create a noise
disturbance across a residential or commercial property line, to 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m.
weekdays, and 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. Saturdays. No construction noise is permitted on
Sundays or federal holidays.

Prior to Occupancy
20.

A covenant shall be recorded to the satisfaction of the City Attorney’s Office and
Planning Division stipulating that tenants of the project shall be individuals with a
minimum age of 55 years.

City Planning Commission
May 5, 2011

17

P09-0808 (Conditional Use Permit)
P09-0809 (Design Review)
P09-0810 (Vacation)

21.

The required bus shelter shall be constructed to the satisfaction of the Riverside Transit
Agency and the City.

22.

The applicant shall provide written evidence to the Planning Division and Police
Department that they will be participating in the City’s Crime Free Multi-housing
Program.

23.

A Trespass Authorization shall be filed with the Police Department.

24.

Install video surveillance cameras to the specifications of the Riverside Police
Department which will act as a visual deterrent to crime, give residents a feeling of
security and serve as a valuable investigative resource if needed by the Riverside Police
Department. Recordings shall be maintained for a minimum of 72 hours.

25.

The site address, as well as individual building letter/number shall be clearly posted and
illuminated using 18” (min.) lettering.

26.

Address and building letters/numbers shall be painted on the roof of each building using
24” (min.) lettering, so they may be easily located from the air

27.

Advisory: The business operator shall obtain a business tax certificate from the City of
Riverside. An active and current business tax shall maintained by the business operator
at all time the permit is active. A lapse in business tax shall constitute an abandonment of
the permitted use and may result in the voiding of the permit in accordance with the
provisions of Section 19.760.090 of the Municipal Code (Voiding of Conditional Use
Permits).

28.

A site map of the complex shall be posted at the entrance.

29.

“Tenant Parking Only” signs shall be posted.

Operational Conditions
30.

A copy of the Conditional Use Permit and the final Conditions of Approval shall be
available at the site and presented to City staff, including the Police Department and
Code Enforcement, upon request. Failure to have the latest approved conditions available
upon request will be grounds for revocation.

31.

The applicant shall coordinate with the Riverside Transit Agency (RTA) and Planning
Staff to develop a bus pass program for residents.

32.

Resident parking on the street in front of the complex or on perimeter streets to the north
and east of the complex shall be prohibited.
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Standard Conditions
•

Planning
33.

There shall be a two-year time limit in which to commence construction of the project
beginning the day following approval by the Planning Commission unless a public
hearing is held by City Council; in that event the time limit begins the day following City
Council approval.

34.

Within 30 days of approval of this case by the City, the developer shall execute an
agreement approved by the City Attorney's Office to defend, indemnify, including
reimbursement, and hold harmless the City of Riverside, its agents, officers and
employees from any claim, action, or proceeding against the City of Riverside, its agents,
officers, or employees to attack, set aside, void, or annul, an approval by the City's
advisory agency, appeal board, or legislative body concerning this approval, which action
is brought within the time period provided for in Section 66499.37 of the Government
Code. The City will promptly notify the developer of any such claim, action or
proceeding and the City will cooperate in the defense of the proceeding.

35.

This project shall fully and continually comply with all applicable conditions of approval,
State, Federal and local laws in effect at the time the permit is approved and exercised
and which may become effective and applicable thereafter, and in accordance with the
terms contained within the staff report and all testimony regarding this case. Failure to
do so will be grounds for Code Enforcement action, revocation or further legal action.

36.

This use permit may be modified or revoked by the City Planning Commission or the
City Council should they determine that the proposed uses or conditions under which it is
being operated or maintained is detrimental to the public health, welfare or materially
injurious to public safety, property or improvements in the vicinity or if the property is
operated or maintained so as to constitute a public nuisance.

37.

The applicant shall comply with all federal, state and local laws and shall cooperate with
the Riverside Police Department (RPD) in the enforcement of all laws relating to this
permit. Material violation, as determined by the City Planning Commission, of any laws
in connection with this use or failure to cooperate with RPD will be cause for revocation
of this permit.

38.

This permit is issued based upon the business operations plan and information submitted
by the applicant, which has been used as the basis for evaluation of the proposed use in
this staff report and for the conditions of approval herein. Permittee shall notify
Community Development Department, Planning Division, of any change in operations
and such change may require a revision to this permit. Failure to notify the city of any
change in operations is material grounds for revocation of this conditional use permit.
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39.

The applicant herein of the business subject to this conditional use permit acknowledges
all of the conditions imposed and accepts this permit subject to those conditions and with
the full awareness of the provisions of Title 19 of the Riverside Municipal Code. The
applicant shall inform all its employees and future operators of the business subject to
this permit of the restrictions and conditions of this permit as they apply to the business
operations.

40.

Failure to abide by all conditions of this permit shall be cause for revocation.

41.

The plans shall be submitted for plan check review to assure that all required conditions
have been met prior to exercising of this permit.

42.

The subject property shall be developed and operated substantially as described in the
text of this report and as shown on the plot plan on file with this case except for any
specific modifications that may be required by these conditions of approval.

43.

The applicant shall continually comply with all applicable rules and regulations in effect
at the time permit is approved and exercised and which may become effective and
applicable thereafter.

GENERAL INFORMATION NOTES
1.

Appeal Information
a.

Actions by the City Planning Commission, including any environmental finding,
may be appealed to the City Council within fifteen calendar days after the
decision.

g.

Appeal filing and processing information may be obtained from the Community
Development Department, Planning Division, Public Information Section, 3rd
Floor, City Hall.

City Planning Commission
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RECOMMENDED CONDITIONS & GENERAL INFORMATION NOTES
Case Number: P09-0809 (Design Review)
CONDITIONS

Meeting Date: May 5, 2011

All mitigation measures are noted by an asterisk (*)

Case Specific
•
1.

Planning
All applicable conditions of related Planning Cases P09-0808 (Conditional Use Permit) &
P09-0910 (Vacation) shall apply to this project.

Prior to Grading Permit Issuance:
2.

A 40-scale precise grading plan shall be submitted to the Planning Division and include the
following:
a.

Hours of construction and grading activity are limited to between 7:00 a.m. and
7:00 p.m. weekdays and 8:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. Saturdays. No construction noise
is permitted on Sundays or Federal Holidays;

b.

Compliance with City adopted interim erosion control measures;

c.

Compliance with any applicable recommendations of qualified soils engineer to
minimize potential soil stability problems;

d.

Incorporate contour grading in accordance with City policy;

e.

Include a note requiring the developer to contact Underground Service Alert at
least 48 hours prior to any type of work within pipeline easement;

f.

Note all drainage features will be color treated to match surrounding terrain;

g.

Slope landscape/irrigation plans for all slopes over 5 feet in vertical height shall
be submitted to and approved by the Planning Division; and

h.

Final BMPs shall be finalized, subject to Public Works Department approval.

Prior to Permit Issuance:
3.

Landscaping, irrigation, exterior lighting, perimeter wall/fence and sign plans shall be
submitted for Design Review staff approval. Design modifications may be required as
deemed necessary. Separate applications and filing fees are required. Landscaping, irrigation
and exterior lighting plans must be submitted prior to building permit issuance.
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4.

Submit three sets of plans depicting the exact size, design and location of the domestic water
backflow preventer and all on and off-site utility cabinets to the Planning Division. These
plans will be reviewed and approved by the Water Department and Planning Division. The
design shall include the smallest preventer possible, painted green with some form of
screening. The applicant is advised to consult with the Water Department prior to preparing
these plans.

5.

Submit three sets of plans depicting the preferred location for an above ground utility
transformer of capacity to accommodate the planned or speculative uses within the subject
site. These plans shall be reviewed and approved by the Planning Division and Public
Utilities Department - Electric Division prior to the issuance of a building permit. The
proposed location of the transformer shall be level, within 100 feet of the customer's service
point, accessible to service trucks and in a location where the transformer can be adequately
screened from public view, either by buildings or landscape screening. If landscape
screening is the preferred screening method, no landscaping except ground cover shall be
allowed within 10 feet of the transformer. The applicant is advised to consult with the City
of Riverside Public Utilities, Electrical Engineering Division, at (951) 826-5489 prior to
preparing these plans.

6.

An exterior lighting plan shall be submitted to Design Review staff for review and approval.
A photometric study and manufacturer’s cut sheets of all exterior lighting on the new
buildings and within the common open space areas shall be submitted with the exterior
lighting plan. All on-site lighting shall provide a minimum intensity of one foot-candle and a
maximum intensity of ten foot-candles at ground level throughout the areas serving the
public and used for parking, with a ratio of average light to minimum light of four to one
(4:1). The light sources shall be shielded to minimize off-site glare, shall not direct light
skyward and shall be directed away from adjacent properties and public rights-of-ways. If
lights are proposed to be mounted on buildings, down-lights shall be utilized. Light poles
shall not exceed twenty (20) feet in height, including the height of any concrete or other base
material.

7.

The Building Elevations shall be submitted for Design Review staff approval, and shall
include the following::
a.

Plans shall indicate that all units on above ground floor patios or upper story
balconies will be at least 50 square feet in area, with no dimension less than five
feet;

b.

The building elevations submitted for building permits shall clearly specify all
building materials and colors to comply with the recommended conditions of
approval as specifically required under this condition;

c.

All windows shall have a minimum modulation (recess or frame out surround) of
at least three inches;

d.

The plans shall reflect rafter tails, rain gutters and score lines as required per the
Uniform Building Code;

City Planning Commission
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e.

Add additional decorative tile and articulation at the main entry and other
strategic locations such as the doors to the patio area and shuttle pick up area;

f.

Roofing material shall consist of a high quality concrete “S” tile intended to
emulate terra cotta;

g.

Upper floor balcony railings shall be constructed of wrought iron or comparable
to allow visibility;

h.

The building elevations submitted for building permits shall include carport plans
which include a decorative pitched roof with colors and materials to match the
building, and a decorative rear wall, to the satisfaction of Planning Staff; and

i.

The back walls of the carports along the Georgia Street frontage shall be
decorative in nature to completely screened and designed in a manner
complementary to the proposed building.

8.

Manufacture’s Cut sheets of the proposed building details (i.e. decorative sconce lighting,
decorative tile, shutters, metal railings, and decorative columns, etc.) shall be submitted to
Planning Staff for approval.

9.

A sight line study shall be submitted for review and approval of Design Review staff,
indicating that any existing and new roof mounted mechanical equipment will be completely
screened from view of all perimeter streets. Parapet walls shall be designed so the top of
these walls are higher than the tallest mechanical equipment on the roof of the building.
Additionally, mechanical equipment screening details shall be provided as follows:
Where exposed pitched roofs are proposed, locate NO mechanical equipment on any roof
pitch, except as specifically approved by the Planning Commission or Design Review staff;

10.

a.

Where exposed roof pitches are not proposed (i.e., “flat” roofs) specify all roof
mounted equipment for screening on all sides with either separate screens or
parapet walls at least as high as the equipment to be screened;

b.

Specify all electric meters and panels for 1) placement in enclosures or 2) color
and materials to match the adjacent building wall surface; and

c.

Indicate all gas meters, pipes and valves, ground mounted AC units, etc., for
screening devices indicated materials and design complimentary to building
architecture subject to Design Review staff approval.

Staff Required Site Plan Conditions: Site plans shall be submitted for Design Review staff
approval, and shall include the following:

City Planning Commission
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a.

The on-site security gate and turnaround configurations shall be designed to comply
with an underlying easement agreement and the final design be subject to approval of
the Planning, Public Works and Fire Departments;

b.

Verify that all internal drive aisles meet the minimum standards, as specified in
Section 19.58.080 of the Zoning Code;

c.

Decrease the width of the drive aisle closest to Fourteenth Street to 24 feet in width;

d.

Provision for minimum 12-inch wide concrete walkways, including curb width, along
the sides of landscape planters whenever the side of a parking stall is adjacent to it;

e.

Indicate the use of colored textured paving material within common open space areas
throughout the project;

f.

Provision for handicap accessible parking as deemed necessary by Building and
Safety Division;

g.

Include the delineation of wheel stops where parking spaces are adjacent to pedestrian
walkways, screen walls or building walls;

h.

Right turn only signs shall be installed at both egress points along Fourteenth Street;

11.

Trash container/enclosures shall not be located adjacent to buildings for security purposes.

12.

Manufacture’s Cut sheets of the proposed outdoor furniture shall be submitted to Planning
Staff for approval.

13.

Staff Required Fence/Wall Plan Conditions: Fence/Wall plans shall be submitted for
Design Review staff approval, and shall include the following:
a.

The location, height and design of all perimeter and interior fences and retaining
walls;

b.

A six foot high decorative masonry wall with a decorative cap shall be constructed
along the Eucalyptus Avenue interface in lieu of the proposed wrought iron fence for
privacy of the on-site common open space area, to the satisfaction of Design Review
staff.;

c.

Decorative pilasters shall be integrated into the design of the fences along the street
frontages and the gate to the secure parking area to the satisfaction of Design Review
staff;

d.

The fence and wall plan shall include details as to the height, color and material of the
proposed emergency “crash” gate along the Georgia Street frontage;
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14.

e.

Perimeter fencing adjacent to the public rights-of-way shall be constructed of
wrought iron, or comparable, to provide visibility into the complex,

f.

The back walls of the carports along the Georgia Street frontage shall be decorative in
nature to completely screened and designed in a manner complementary to the
proposed building;

g.

A six foot high decorative masonry wall with a decorative cap shall be constructed
along the Georgia Street frontage between the westerly-most carport structure and the
Fourteenth Street frontage as to screen uncovered parking spaces from the existing
adjacent residences on the northerly side of Georgia Street, to the satisfaction of
Design Review staff.;

h.

The developer shall construct all walls and fences in conjunction with construction of
the project.

Staff Required Landscape/Irrigation Plans Conditions: Landscape and irrigation plans
submitted for Design Review staff review and approval shall include the following:
a.

Stamped concrete shall be provided at the primary driveway, to the satisfaction of
Planning Staff;

b.

Landscaping of all common areas;

c.

An amenities plan including all proposed outdoor furniture;

d.

Landscape pockets with vertical plantings between garage doors along drive aisles;

e.

Vines trained to grow up all wrought iron perimeter fencing;

f.

The landscaping along the Fourteenth Street frontage adjacent to the parking areas
shall consists of low shrubs and ground cover on the project side as to accommodate
two feet of bumper overhang, and decorative low shrubs and hedges to allow
visibility into the complex while providing visually appealing landscape design.

g.

The plant palette shall include the use of drought tolerant plant species in accordance
with the City’s Water Efficient Ordinance.

Prior to Occupancy:
15.

Install the landscape and irrigation per the approved plans and submit the completed
“Certificate of Substantial Completion” (Appendix C of the water Efficient Landscaping and
Irrigation Ordinance Summary and Design Manual) signed by the Designer/auditor
responsible for the project. Call Kyle Smith, at (951) 826-5220 to schedule the final
inspection at least a week prior to needing the release of utilities.
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Standard Conditions
●

Planning
16.

The project must be completed per the Design Review by the Planning Commission,
including all conditions listed in this report. Any substantial changes to the project must be
approved by the Planning Commission or minor by Design Review staff. Upon completion of
the project, a Design Review staff inspection must be requested, and UTILITIES will not be
released until it is confirmed that the approved plans and all conditions have been
implemented.

17.

This approval is for design concept only, and does not indicated the project has been
thoroughly checked for compliance with all requirements of law. As such, it is not a
substitute for the formal building permit plan check process, and other changes may be
required during the plan check process.

18.

There is a 24 month time limit on this approval, which begins following City Council
approval of this case.

19.

The subject property shall be developed and operated substantially as described in the text of
this report and as shown on the plot plan on file with this case except for any specific
modifications that may be required by these conditions of approval.

•

Public Works
20.

Installation of curb and gutter, sidewalk and roadway widening on Fourteenth Street adjacent
to the project frontage to provide a right turn pocket and acceleration lane to serve the main
entrance to Public Works specifications.

21.

Dedication of a public sidewalk easement on Fourteenth Street to Public Works
specifications.

22.

Installation of curb and gutter at 18 feet from construction centerline, sidewalk and matching
paving on Georgia Street to Public Works specifications.

23.

Deed for widening Georgia Street to provide 60' total right-of-way to Public Works
specifications.

24.

Installation of curb and gutter at 13 feet from monument centerline and a knuckle at the
intersection of Vasquez Place, sidewalk and matching paving on Eucalyptus Avenue to
Public Works specifications. On-street parking shall be prohibited on this portion of
Eucalyptus Avenue.

25.

Deed for widening Eucalyptus Avenue to provide a minimum 60' total right-of-way and
accommodate a knuckle at the intersection of Vasquez Place to Public Works specifications.
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26.

Main driveway to be located on Fourteenth Street as reflected on the approved site plan, to be
curb return-type, radius and width to meet Fire Code with a raised center diverter, all to
Public Works specifications.

27.

Size, number and location of secondary and emergency vehicle access driveways to Public
Works specifications.

28.

Off-site improvement plans to be approved by Public Works prior to construction permit
issuance.

29.

A surety prepared by Public Works to be posted to guarantee the required off-site
improvements prior to building permit issuance.

30.

Installation of a sewer lateral to serve this project to Public Works specifications.

31.

Prior to final inspection for the development project, the applicant shall pay the
Transportation Uniform Mitigation Fee (TUMF) in accordance with the fee schedule in effect
at the time of payment. If the project improvements include qualifying right-of-way
dedications and/or street improvements to a TUMF regional arterial roadway as identified on
the Regional System of Highways and Arterials, the developer may have the option to enter
into a Credit/ Reimbursement Agreement with the City and Western Riverside Council of
Governments (WRCOG) to recover costs for such work based on unit costs as determined by
WRCOG.
The terms of the agreement shall be in accordance with the RMC Chapter 16.68 and the
TUMF Administrative Plan requirements. Credit/reimbursement agreements must be fully
executed prior to receiving any credit/reimbursement. An appraisal is required for
credit/reimbursement of right of way dedications and credit/reimbursement of qualifying
improvements requires the public bidding and payment of prevailing wages in accordance
with State Law. For further assistance, please contact the Public Works Department.

32.

Prior to issuance of a building or grading permit, the applicant shall submit to the City for
review and approval, a project-specific WQMP that:
a.

Addresses Site Design BMP's such as minimizing impervious areas, maximizing
permeability, minimizing directly connected impervious areas, creating reduced
or "zero discharge" areas and conserving natural areas;

b.

Incorporates the applicable Source Control BMP's as described in the Santa Ana
River Region WQMP and provides a detailed description of their implementation;

c.

Incorporates Treatment Control BMP's as described in the Santa Ana River
Region WQMP and provides information regarding design considerations;

d.

Describes the long-term operation and maintenance requirements for BMP's
requiring long-term maintenance; and
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e.

Describes the mechanism for funding the long-term operation and maintenance of
the BMP's requiring long-term maintenance.

33.

Prior to issuance of any building or grading permits, the property owner shall record a
"Covenant and Agreement" with the County-Clerk Recorder or other instrument acceptable
to the City Attorney to inform future property owners of the requirement to implement the
approved project-specific WQMP.
Other alternative instruments for requiring
implementation of the approved project-specific WQMP include: requiring the
implementation of the project-specific WQMP in the Home Owners Association or Property
Owners Association Conditions, Covenants and Restrictions (C,C&R's); formation of
Landscape, Lighting and Maintenance Districts, Assessment Districts or Community Service
Areas responsible for implementing the project-specific WQMP; or equivalent may also be
considered. Alternative instruments must be approved by the City prior to the issuance of
any building or grading permits.

34.

If the project will cause land disturbance of one acre or more, it must comply with the
statewide General Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with Construction Activity.
The project applicant shall cause the approved final project-specific WQMP to be
incorporated by reference or attached to the project's Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan
as the Post-Construction Management Plan.

35.

Prior to building or grading permit closeout or the issuance of a certificate of occupancy or
certificate of use, the applicant shall:

•

a.

Demonstrate that all structural BMP's described in the project-specific WQMP
have been constructed and installed in conformance with approved plans and
specifications;

b.

Demonstrate that applicant is prepared to implement all non-structural BMP's
described in the approved project-specific WQMP; and

c.

Demonstrate that an adequate number of copies of the approved project-specific
WQMP are available for the future owners/ occupants.

Public Utilities – Water
Contact Rick Small at (951) 826-5583 with any water questions regarding this project.
36.

Advisory: A water main extension will be required for development. Approximately 1000'
of 12" water main fronting property on 14th Street and 400' of an 8" water main to extend
from existing water main on Georgia to Eucalyptus and to connect to existing water main on
Vasquez Pl. Contact Water Division for specific requirements.
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•

Public Utilities – Electric
CONTACT SUMMER DELGADO AT 951-826-2129 FOR QUESTIONS REGARDING
PUBLIC UTILITIES (ELECTRIC) CONDITIONS/CORRECTIONS LISTED BELOW.
37.

All utilities shall be satisfactorily relocated, protected and/or replaced to the specifications of
the affected departments and agencies, and easements for such facilities retained as
necessary.

38.

The provision of utility easements, water, street lights and electrical underground and/or
overhead facilities and fees in accordance with the rules and regulations of the appropriate
purveyor.

•

Fire Department
39.

Requirements for construction shall follow the currently adopted California Building Code
and California Fire Code with City of Riverside amendments.

40.

Construction plans shall be submitted and permitted prior to construction.

41.

Any required fire hydrants shall be installed and operational prior to Fire Department release
of permit.

42.

Fire Department access is required to be maintained during all phases of construction.

Park and Recreation

•
43.

Prior to Building Permit Issuance: Payment of all applicable park development fees (local
and regional/reserve) as mitigation for the impacts of the project on the park development
and open space needs of the City. For questions or concerns regarding this condition contact
Park Planning and Design - 826-2000.

GENERAL INFORMATION NOTES
1.

Appeal Information
a.

Actions by the City Planning commission, including any environmental finding, may be
appealed to the City Council within ten calendar days after the decision.

b.

Appeal filing and processing information may be obtained from the Planning Department
Public Information Section, 3rd Floor, City Hall.
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RECOMMENDED CONDITIONS & GENERAL INFORMATION NOTES
Case Number: P09-0810 (Vacation)

Meeting Date: May 5, 2011

CONDITIONS
Case Specific
•

Planning
1.

All applicable conditions of related Planning Case P09-0808 (Conditional Use
Permit) & P09-0909 (Design Review) shall apply to this project.

2.

This vacation shall be by resolution or as otherwise approved by the City
Attorney's Office.

3.

If the disposition of the vacated right-of-way is other than by operation of law,
quitclaim deeds shall be exchanged indicating that disposition, subject to Public
Works and City Attorney's Office approval.

4.

Prior to, or concurrently with the completion of this vacation case, the right-ofway proposed for vacation shall be consolidated with the adjoining parcel(s) via
an Administrative Lot Consolidation.

5.

The applicant is responsible for all physical improvements associated with this
vacation. The final design solution shall be reviewed and approved by the
Planning Division prior to finalization of this vacation case. Existing vehicular
access to 2290 Vasquez Place from the west shall be retained and an access
easement shall be recorded to allow access to the garage at this address.

6.

The City Attorney's Office shall determine which, if any, nearby property owners
will be significantly affected by the vacation action and the applicant shall
provide the appropriate Hold Harmless documents to the specifications of the City
Attorney's Office.

7.

Hours of construction are limited to between 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m. weekdays
and 8:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. Saturdays. No construction noise is permitted on
Sundays or Federal Holidays.

Standard Conditions
8.
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9.
•

Enumeration of the conditions herein shall not exclude or excuse compliance with
all applicable rules and regulations in effect at the time this permit is exercised.

Public Works
10.

All conditions placed upon this case must be fulfilled prior to the recording of the
vacation resolution by the City Clerk. The case is not finalized until the City
Clerk records the Vacation Resolution.

11.

Council authorizes the City Manager to execute quitclaims documents on behalf
of the City of Riverside to extinguish the desired public rights within the vacated
right of way that does not revert by operation of law.

12.

Prior to finalization of the case, the adjoining property owners shall provide the
appropriate documentation that the lender(s) / trustee(s) has(have) agreed to
modify any Trust Deed(s) to reflect the reconfigured parcel(s).

13.

Property transfers to the final proposed parcel configurations must be
accomplished concurrently with the finalization of this case. Ownership of the
property shall remain undivided prior to recordation of the Certificate of
Compliance for Lot Line Adjustment.

14.

All recording fees of the Riverside County Recorder, including transfer
documents, grants of right-of-way and the Certificate of Compliance for Lot Line
Adjustment are the responsibility of the adjoining property owner.

15.

Applicant shall prepare Grant Deeds that have each owner grant to themselves
each of the parcels in their final configuration. This requirement is necessary to
insure that the final parcel configurations and ownership's are clearly identified in
the Land Title History.

16.

Vacation case P09-0810 to be completed prior to issuance of the Certificate of
Compliance.

GENERAL INFORMATION NOTES
Appeal Information:
a. Actions by the City Planning Commission, including any finding that a negative
declaration be adopted, may be appealed to the City council within ten calendar days
after the decision.
b. Appeal filing and processing information may be obtained from the Planning Department
Public Information Section, 3rd floor, City Hall.
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Detailed Description and Amenities
Four-story, 121-unit, Mission-style Senior Independent Living Facility
For more detailed information, pleas see Site Plan - Sheet A1

Common Amenities
Enhanced senior living
Convenience of full on-site staff and administration
Personal assistant services available
Fully secure, gated community with easy card control access throughout
Come and go with ease with flexible travel arrangements

Outdoor Common Space Amenities
Scenic Mission-style architecture
Lavish outdoor landscaping with meditation-style gardens and tranquil waterfalls
Pet-friendly with dog park
Large gathering areas with tables, chairs, and umbrellas
Get active:
- Putting Greens
- Bocce Ball
- Soothing outdoor spa
- Heated swimming pool with poolside lounge recliners
- BBQ areas with covered eating tables

Indoor Common Space Amenities
Beauty salon and spa
Mail service
Card/Game room
Library with Wi-Fi connectivity and available computers
Cozy living room with fireplace
Entertainment center with large screen television
Bistro with sit-in deli counter

In YOUR unit:
Individual climate comfort controls
State of the art fire and life safety systems
In-house emergency call system
Full kitchens in every unit (including built-in range/oven, microwave, and refrigerator)
Cable and high-speed internet service
In-unit clothes washer and dryer
Spacious covered balconies add outdoor living opportunities to every unit
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TYPE VA

CONST. TYPE:

57 Spaces
7 Spaces (1 Van Accessible)
55 Spaces
2 Spaces
121 Spaces

Parking Provided:
Uncovered Standard Parking:
Uncovered Accessible Parking
Covered Standard Parking:
Covered Accessible Parking:
Total Parking Provided:

INDEPENDENT LIVING - 1 BED

INDEPENDENT LIVING - 1 BED

INDEPENDENT LIVING - 2 BED

I-1A

I-1A-2

I-2A

INDEPENDENT LIVING - 1 BED

INDEPENDENT LIVING - 1 BED

INDEPENDENT LIVING - 1 BED

INDEPENDENT LIVING - 2 BED

INDEPENDENT LIVING - 2 BED

I-1A

I-1D

I-1F

I-2A

I-2B

INDEPENDENT LIVING - 1 BED

INDEPENDENT LIVING - 1 BED

INDEPENDENT LIVING - 1 BED

INDEPENDENT LIVING - 1 BED

INDEPENDENT LIVING - 2 BED

INDEPENDENT LIVING - 2 BED

I-1A

I-1B

I-1D

I-1F

I-2A

I-2B

INDEPENDENT LIVING - 1 BED

INDEPENDENT LIVING - 1 BED

INDEPENDENT LIVING - 2 BED

INDEPENDENT LIVING - 2 BED

I-1B

I-1D

I-2A

I-2B

4

29

121

33

2

2

2

2

21

135

2

2

1

1

1

2

32

2

2

2

2

2

21

1

36

2

1

1

1

1

1

2

32

2

2

2

2

22

36

2

1

1

1

2

28

30

1

2

2

20

2

1

1

1

Qty

775

778

674

634

529

775

778

876

674

634

529

431

775

778

876

674

529

431

778

667

529

431

Area (SF)

69,749 sq ft

16,829 sq ft

1,549

1,555

1,362

1,254

11,110

19,012 sq ft

1,549

1,555

1,752

1,362

1,254

11,110

431

18,718 sq ft

1,549

1,555

1,752

1,362

11,639

863

15,190 sq ft

1,555

1,333

10,581

1,725

Total (SF)

Fourth Floor

Third Floor

Second Floor

First Floor

Building Area Calculations by Floor

101,974 sq ft

22,459

25,504

26,064

27,947

Area (SF)
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INDEPENDENT LIVING - 1 BED

I-1A

Fourth Floor

INDEPENDENT LIVING - STUDIO

I-0A

Third Floor

INDEPENDENT LIVING - STUDIO

I-0A

Second Floor

INDEPENDENT LIVING - STUDIO

I-0A

First Floor

Bedrooms

(30,342 SQ.FT. / 129,720 SQ.FT.)
= 23%

LOT COVERAGE:

Unit Type

30,342 SQ.FT.

BUILDING FOOTPRINT:

Unit Name

129,720 SQ.FT.

LOT SIZE:

SITE ANALYSIS

= 121 Spaces
= 121 Spaces

Parking Required (per Variance):
1 Space per Unit (121 Units):
Total Parking Provided:

Parking Infomation:

R-1-7000

R-2

BLDG. OCCUPANCY:

MDR (MEDIUM DENSITY RESIDENTIAL)

4-STORY SENIOR APARTMENTS

GENERAL PLAN:

PROPOSED PROJECT:

221-132-016

APN NO:

EXISTING ZONING:

14TH STREET, RIVERSIDE, CA 92507
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Community Development Department
Planning Division

Exhibit 11

Staff Prepared Variance Justifications
CASE NUMBERS:

HEARING DATE:

P09-0808 (Conditional Use Permit)
P09-0809 (Design Review)
P09-0810 (Vacation)
May 5, 2011

STAFF PREPARED VARIANCE JUSTIFICATION FINDINGS:
VARIANCE A: To allow the proposed project to have a parking ratio of 1.0 parking spaces per
dwelling unit where the Zoning Code requires a minimum parking ratio of 1.1 parking spaces per
dwelling unit for senior housing projects;
VARIANCE B: To allow the proposed Senior Housing project to have approximately 43%
covered parking where the Zoning Code requires a minimum of 50% covered parking spaces
(either under a carport or within an enclosed garage) for senior housing projects;
VARIANCE C: To allow a four story, approximately 59-foot building where the Zoning Code
restricts the height of buildings to two stories and 35 feet in the R-1-7000 – Single Family
Residential Zone;
VARIANCE D: To allow an architectural feature on the proposed apartment building to have
height of approximately 60 feet where the Zoning Code restricts the height of architectural
features to not extend more than 10 percent beyond the maximum height limit permitted in the
underlying zone (38 ½ feet in the R-1-7000 – Single Family Residential Zone);
VARIANCE E: To allow an approximately 12 ½ foot landscape setback along the Fourteenth
Street frontage, where a minimum 15-foot landscape setback is required for parking lots with 21
or more parking spaces; and
VARIANCE F: To allow 32 parking spaces along the Fourteenth Street frontage to have a 2 foot
bumper overhang into an adjacent landscaped area where the Zoning Code does not allow for
parking stalls to be reduced in depth by an overhang into a planter.
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FINDINGS:
1. The strict application of the provisions of the Zoning Regulations would result in practical
difficulties or unnecessary hardships in the development of this property.
VARIANCE A: The proposal complies with this finding. The project proposes the construction of
a 121-unit senior housing facility with 121 parking spaces for residences, employees and guests. The
Zoning Code requires a parking ratio of 1.1 parking spaces per dwelling unit for senior housing,
where a 1.0 ratio is proposed. Strict application of the Zoning Code would require that the proposal
provide an additional 12 parking spaces on site. This would result in unnecessary hardships in the
development of this property as proposed, given that a parking analysis of other similarly situated
senior housing projects with an average parking ratio of approximately 0.5 parking spaces per
dwelling unit indicated that only an average of 72 percent of parking spaces where utilized by
tenants on a daily basis. Furthermore, it would be practically difficult to provide additional parking
on the premises without sacrificing the quality of services and amenities or the architectural quality
of the project. For these reasons, it can be expected that not all residents will have or need personal
vehicle, thus providing justification for the requested variance.
VARIANCE B: The proposal complies with this finding. As proposed 43% (or 57) of the required
133 parking spaces to be covered under carports where the Zoning Code requires 50% of the
required number of spaces be covered. Strict application of the Zoning Code would require that the
proposal provide an additional 10 covered parking spaces on site. Compliance with this standard
would necessitate an additional variance for carport structures located in the front setbacks and
would create an undesirable streetscape where carport structures are prominent. For these reasons,
the requested variance can be justified.
VARIANCES C & D: The proposal complies with this finding. The strict application of the
provisions of the Zoning Code would require the applicant to limit the proposed building to two
stories with a maximum building height of 35 feet, thus dramatically reducing the density of the
project and eliminating two floors and approximately 60 units. This would result in an unnecessary
hardship in the development of the property given that there is a need for senior housing.
Furthermore, the residential building is located over 65 feet from the nearest single family residence
and will be buffered from residences by densely planted landscaping and masonry walls. Also, in the
most sensitive areas, across the street from single family residences, the building will appear to be 2
to 2 ½ stories in height given the topography and grading for the site, where the building pad will be
situated as much as 13 feet below street level at the Eucalyptus Avenue, Vasquez Place “knuckle”.
Further, the proposed building, which has a maximum height of approximately 60 feet, will provide
aesthetic value and enhance the overall neighborhood. For these reasons, the requested variances
related to building height can be justified.
VARIANCES E & F: The proposal complies with this finding. The strict application of the
provisions of the Zoning Code would require the applicant to provide at least 15 feet of landscaping
along the front property line (Fourteenth Street). An approximately 12 1/2 foot wide landscape
planter is proposed along approximately 380 feet of street frontage. To achieve this width, the
applicant is requesting to allow for the front row of (32) parking spaces along Fourteenth street to
overhang 2 feet into the adjacent planter. This concept would not preclude the applicant’s ability to
City Planning Commission
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provide appropriately species to screen the parking lot and add to the overall aesthetic appeal of the
site. The recommended configuration will not constitute any design hazards and will meet the intent
of the Zoning Code by providing sufficient depth for all parking stalls. For these reasons, the
requested variances can be justified.
2. There are exceptional circumstances or conditions applicable to this property or to the
intended use or development of this property which do not apply generally to other property in
the same zone or neighborhood.
VARIANCES A & B: The proposal complies with this finding. In addition to the facts provided
under Finding 1 above, the project site is adjacent to three Riverside Transit Agency (RTA) bus
stops within 900 feet that serve at least four different routes traveling both east and westbound from
the site. The applicant also proposes a shuttle program for residents that will provide transportation
to residents, and Staff recommends that the applicant coordinate work with the Riverside Transit
Agency (RTA) and Planning Division staff to develop a bus pass program for residents. Further, the
proposed project would contain 67 spaces (or 50% of the required number of spaces) located within
the secure parking area along the northerly side of the site. While a 10 covered parking space
deficiency would result, evidence exists that not all residents will have or need personal vehicles as
noted earlier. These locational and operational characteristics of the proposed project can be
considered exceptional circumstances to warrant the requested parking quantity and design
variances.
VARIANCES C & D: The proposal complies with this finding. The project entails the
development of a senior housing building within a single family residential neighborhood. The site is
triangular in shape, which resulted from the curvature of connecting Fourteenth Street to Martin
Luther King, Jr. Boulevard, with frontage on four streets. Unique topographic challenges existing
for the project as well, as the site drops dramatically from northwest to southeast. With these
challenges, it is very difficult to design a viable project without variances. In order to achieve the
density typical of a senior housing project with sufficient off-street parking and open space areas, the
building has to be designed as a four-story structure on this site. However, the proposed building is
situated as to be at least 65 feet away from the nearest single family residence. The project site is
located near the edge of a residential neighborhood but is located along an 88’ wide arterial street
(Fourteenth Street) where residential structures of this size can be anticipated. As such, a higher
residential building is appropriate for the project site.
VARIANCES E & F: The proposal complies with this finding. The required 15 feet of landscaping
along the Fourteenth Street frontage cannot be provided in this instance as an
acceleration/deceleration lane is required in front of this site to provide safe vehicular access to and
from the travel lanes from the site. Additionally, the curb adjacent sidewalk is proposed to be located
within a sidewalk easement on-site. Staff notes that the sidewalk and the approximately 12 1/2 foot
planter proposed along approximately 380 feet of the Fourteenth Street frontage will result in at least
a 15 foot setback to the proposed parking spaces. This will result in a scenario where the parking lot
will be an adequate linear distance away from the front property line. With the request to allow 32
parking spaces along the Fourteenth Street frontage to have a 2 foot bumper overhang into an
adjacent landscaped area an additional two feet of landscaping along the street can be provided, for a
total of 12 ½ feet. This will increase the applicant’s ability to provide appropriate plant species to
improve the streetscape. Staff notes that the remaining portion of the Fourteenth Street frontage not
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directly adjacent to the acceleration/deceleration lane is proposed to contain at least a 15 foot
landscape setback, which meets Zoning Code standards.
3. The granting of this request will not prove materially detrimental to the public welfare or
injurious to the property or improvements in the neighborhood in which the property is
located.
VARIANCES A & B: The proposal complies with this finding. Based on observations of existing
senior housing facilities in the City where parking ratios for most complexes have significantly less
parking than the requested 1.0 spaces per unit, no parking problems have been observed or received.
Thus, the request parking quantity variance will not be detrimental to the public welfare. Further, the
covered parking space reduction will not be detrimental to the public since this reduction will allow
for a more aesthetically pleasing view of the development from Fourteenth Street In summary, the
proposed parking configuration will provide sufficient quantity and adequate covered parking for
residents, employees and guests without negatively impacting the surrounding neighborhood.
Conditions to not allow resident parking on surrounding streets have been incorporated into the
accompanying staff report.
VARIANCES C & D: The proposal complies with this finding. To address concerns of
incompatibility with the single family residences located adjacent to the project site, the senior
housing building is proposed to be situated approximately 100 feet from the northerly property line
(Georgia Street), approximately 28 to 100 feet from Fourteenth Street to the southwest, and at least
65 feet from the nearest single family residence at 2290 Vasquez Place, a distance equal to or greater
than the typical separation of single family residences and multiple family residential projects. A 1015 foot wide on-site landscape planter will be provided along the Fourteenth Street and Georgia
Street frontages, and at least 16 feet of landscaping between the curb and proposed wrought iron
fence along the Eucalyptus Avenue frontage. Also, as noted earlier, in the most sensitive areas,
across the street from single family residences, the building will appear to be 2 to 2 ½ stories in
height given the topography and grading for the site, where the building pad will be situated as much
as 13 feet below street level at the Eucalyptus Avenue, Vasquez Place “knuckle”. Given that the
project has been designed and conditioned as described in this report, staff does not anticipate that
the granting of this request will not prove materially detrimental to the surrounding neighborhood.
VARIANCES E & F: The proposal complies with this finding. With the requested variances to
provide at least an approximately a 12 1/2 foot wide landscape planter along approximately 380 feet
of the Fourteenth Street frontage, there will be sufficient room to provide plant species that will
complement the proposed architecture, screen the parking lot and improve the aesthetics of the
streetscape. Further, the recommended configuration will not constitute any design hazards as the
parking stalls meet the minimum size.
4.

The granting of this request will not be contrary to the objectives of the General Plan.
Based on the scope of the requested variances, the granting of this request will not be contrary to the
objectives of the General Plan. In fact, the granting of these variances will allow for the development
of a viable project that serves a need for senior housing and helps meet General Plan objectives of
providing “adequate housing and supportive services for Riverside residents with special needs”
(Goal H-4) and “supporting the development of accessible and affordable senior rental housing
readily accessible to support services” (Policy H-4.1).
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Community Development Department
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Draft Negative Declaration
WARD: 2
1. Case Number:

P09-0808 (Conditional Use Permit)
P09-0809 (Design Review)
P09-0810 (Vacation)

2. Project Title:

Riverside Senior Apartments

3. Hearing Date:

May 5, 2011

4. Lead Agency:

City of Riverside
Community Development Department
Planning Division
3900 Main Street, 3rd Floor
Riverside, CA 92522

5. Contact Person:
Phone Number:

Kyle Smith, Associate Planner
(951) 826-5220

6. Project Location:

2340 Fourteenth Street, situated on the northeasterly side of Fourteenth Street,
southeasterly of Sedgwick Avenue and southerly of Georgia Street in the R-1-7000 –
Single Family Residential Zone

7. Project Applicant/Project Sponsor’s Name and Address:
Property Owner / Applicant:
Kevin Wolf
Germania Corporation
7095 Indiana Ave.
Riverside, CA 92506

Engineer:
Andrew Walcker
IW Consulting Engineers, Inc.
3544 University Ave.
Riverside, CA 92501

8. General Plan Designation: MDR – Medium Density Residential
9. Zoning:

R-1-7000 – Single Family Residential

10. Description of Project:
The proposed project entails the development of an independent living senior housing complex with up to 121
units within a four-story, 59-foot tall, approximately 101,974 square-foot building. The generally horseshoeshaped building is proposed to be oriented to face Fourteenth Street, with the main entrance into the building
located near the center of the building along the Fourteenth Street frontage. Parking for employees and guests
will be located along the Fourteenth Street frontage, while a majority of the resident parking area will be
provided within a fenced, secure area on the northerly portion of the site, along Georgia Street.
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Amenities for the residents are proposed to consist of a pool and spa, a putting green, a bocce ball court, BBQ
and outdoor eating areas, and a dog run. The pool and patio area will be located on the northeasterly side of
the site. Inside the building, proposed services include a beauty salon and spa, a library with Wi-Fi
connectivity and computers, an entertainment center with large screen television, and a shuttle service for
residents. Additionally, each unit is designed to contain at least 70 square feet of private open space (on a
ground floor patio or upper story balcony) and each unit would include a kitchenette and space for a stackable
washer and dryer.
Vehicular access to the site will be provided obtained from two driveways along the Fourteenth Street
frontage. The easterly of the two driveways will be the main entrance into the facility. An acceleration and
deceleration lane is provided to provide safe and efficient ingress to and egress from the main driveway along
Fourteenth Street. Further, an emergency ingress/egress only secured driveway with an emergency only
“crash” gate is proposed along the Georgia Street frontage.
The applicant has indicated that the number of units may end up being as few as 115 units, with a potential
maximum of 121 units, based on the financing mechanisms to be secured prior to building permit issuance.
The applicant has indicated that there will be seven different foot floor plans ranging from 431 to 876 square
feet, consisting of seven studio units, 100 one bedroom units, and 14 two bedroom units. Further, the
proposed building is designed as to provide all units with at least 70 square feet of private open space, either
on ground floor patios or upper story balconies.
The project involves a request to vacate a portion of Eucalyptus Avenue, southerly of Vasquez Place. The
area to be vacated totals approximately 4,000 square feet in area and is roughly 40 feet in width and 100 feet
in length. The area to be vacated in contiguous to the project site, which will be accessible from Fourteenth
Street and to a single family residence addressed 2290 Vasquez Place, located easterly of the project site,
which will retain public access as it exists today, from Vasquez Place.
Several variances are being requested by the applicant to allow the project to be established as proposed.
These variances are described and analyzed in the site design section of this report.
11. Surrounding land uses and setting:

Existing Land Use
Project Site
North
(across Georgia St)

East
(across Eucalyptus
Ave)

South

Vacant

General Plan Designation

Zoning Designation

Single Family
Residential and Vacant
Single Family
Residential

MDR – Medium Density
Residential
MDR – Medium Density
Residential
MDR – Medium Density
Residential

R-1-7000 – Single Family
Residential
R-1-7000 – Single Family
Residential
R-1-7000 – Single Family
Residential

Church and Vacant

C – Commercial

CR – Commercial Retail

Dario Vasquez Park

P – Public Park

R-1-7000 – Single Family
Residential

(across Fourteenth
St)

West
(across Sedgwick
Ave)

Briefly describe the project’s surroundings:
The subject site is approximately three acres in area and triangular in shape, with frontage on Fourteenth
Street, Georgia Street and Eucalyptus Avenue. Riverside Faith Temple is located on the southerly side of
Fourteenth Street, across the street from the project site and single family residences are located in the
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neighborhood to the north and east of the project site, across Georgia Street and Eucalyptus Avenue. The
signalized intersection of Sedgwick Avenue and Fourteenth Street is located adjacent to the project site to the
northwest, as is Dario Vasquez Park on the westerly side of Sedgwick Avenue. The terminus of the Georgia
Street cul-de-sac is located directly adjacent to the intersection of Sedgwick Avenue and Fourteenth Street,
where a widened public sidewalk and unimpeded pedestrian access to Georgia Street are provided.
12. Other public agencies whose approval is required (e.g., permits, financial approval, or participation
agreement.):
None
13. Documents used and/or referenced in this review:
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.

General Plan 2025
GP 2025 FPEIR
Draft Water Quality Management Plan, prepared by IW Consulting Engineers, Inc., dated February 5, 2011
Basic Infiltration Testing Report, prepared by GeoMat Testing Laboratories, Inc., dated August 9, 2009
Preliminary Geological Investigation Report, prepared by GeoMat Testing Laboratories, Inc, dated September
10, 2009

14. Acronyms
AICUZ AQMP AUSD CDG CEQA CMP EMWD EOP FEMA FPEIR GIS GP 2025 LHMP MARB/MIP MJPA-JLUS MSHCP MVUSD NCCP OEM RCALUC RCALUCP RCP RCTC RMC RPD RPU RPW RTP RUSD SCAG SCAQMD -

Air Installation Compatible Use Zone Study
Air Quality Management Plan
Alvord Unified School District
Citywide Design Guidelines
California Environmental Quality Act
Congestion Management Plan
Eastern Municipal Water District
Emergency Operations Plan
Federal Emergency Management Agency
GP 2025 Final Programmatic Environmental Impact Report
Geographic Information System
General Plan 2025
Local Hazard Mitigation Plan
March Air Reserve Base/March Inland Port
March Joint Powers Authority - Joint Land Use Study
Multiple-Species Habitat Conservation Plan
Moreno Valley Unified School District
Natural Communities Conservation Plan
Office of Emergency Services
Riverside County Airport Land Use Commission
Riverside County Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan
Regional Comprehensive Plan
Riverside County Transportation Commission
Riverside Municipal Code
Riverside Police Department
Riverside Public Utilities
Riverside Public Works
Regional Transportation Plan
Riverside Unified School District
Southern California Association of Governments
South Coast Air Quality Management District
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SKR-HCP SWPPP USGS WMWD WQMP -

Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat - Habitat Conservation Plan
Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan
United States Geologic Survey
Western Municipal Water District
Water Quality Management Plan
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ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY 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 & Forest Resources

Air Quality

Biological Resources

Cultural Resources

Geology/Soils

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Hazards & Hazardous Materials

Hydrology/Water Quality

Land Use/Planning

Mineral Resources

Noise

Population/Housing

Public Service

Recreation

Transportation/Traffic

Utilities/Service Systems

Mandatory Findings of
Significance

DETERMINATION: (To be completed by the Lead Agency)
On the basis of this initial evaluation which reflects the independent judgment of the City of Riverside, it is
recommended that:
The City of Riverside finds that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment,
and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.
The City of Riverside finds 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.
The City of Riverside finds that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.
The City of Riverside finds 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 attached sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is
required, but it must analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed.
The City of Riverside finds 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
proposed project, nothing further is required.

Signature

Date

Printed Name & Title

For
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Community Development Department
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Environmental Initial Study
EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS:
1)

A brief explanation is required 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).

2)

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.

3)

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.

4)

“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 Than 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 “Earlier
Analyses,” as described in (5) below, may be cross-referenced).

5)

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 with in
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 measure which were incorporated or refined from the
earlier document and the extent to which they address site-specific conditions for the project.

6)

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

Environmental Initial Study

1

P09-0808 (Conditional Use Permit)
P09-0809 (Design Review)
P09-0810 (Vacation)

document should, where appropriate, include a reference to the page or pages where the statement is
substantiated.
7)

Supporting Information Sources: A source list should be attached, and other sources used or individuals
contacted should be cited in the discussion.

8)

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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Potentially
Significant
Impact

ISSUES (AND SUPPORTING
INFORMATION SOURCES):

Potentially
Significant
Unless
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

1. AESTHETICS.
Would the project:

a.

Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?

1a. Response: (Source: General Plan 2025 Figure CCM-4 – Master Plan of Roadways, General Plan 2025 FPEIR
Figure 5.1-1 – Scenic and Special Boulevards and Parkways, Table 5.1-A – Scenic and Special Boulevards, and
Table 5.1-B – Scenic Parkways)
The proposed project consists of an infill project within an urbanized area completely surrounded by existing development
where there are no scenic vistas and where direct, indirect and cumulative impacts to scenic vistas are less than significant
impacts

b. Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not
limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings
within a state scenic highway?
1b. Response: (Source: General Plan 2025 Figure CCM-4 – Master Plan of Roadways, General Plan 2025 FPEIR
Figure 5.1-1 – Scenic and Special Boulevards, Parkways, Table 5.1-A – Scenic and Special Boulevards, Table
5.1-B – Scenic Parkways, the City’s Urban Forest Tree Policy Manual, Title 20 – Cultural Resources and, Title
19 – Article V – Chapter 19.100 – Residential Zones - RC Zone)
There are no scenic highways within the City that could potentially be impacted. In addition, the proposed project is not
located along or within view of a scenic boulevard, parkway or special boulevard as designated by the City’s General Plan
2025 and therefore will not have any effect on any scenic resource within a scenic roadway. As well, there are no rock
outcroppings or historic buildings within view of this proposed project so no impacts to these resources are expected. This
project complies with all applicable building setbacks, land use and other development standards. Where variances are
requested for standards such as landscaping, building height & parking, they can be justified based on the findings
contained in the case record. Therefore, any potential adverse direct, indirect or cumulative impacts from this project will
be less than significant impact.
c. Substantially degrade the existing visual character or
quality of the site and its surroundings?
1c. Response: (Source: General Plan 2025, General Plan 2025 FPEIR, Zoning Code, Citywide Design and Sign
Guidelines)
The project proposes the development of a 121-unit senior housing facility with recreational and parking areas on
approximately three vacant acres. Design components of the proposed project (site planning and building architecture,
landscaping, etc.) are required to be reviewed and are being considered concurrently by the by the City Planning
Commission. The Planning Commission will review the site design and architectural integrity of the project in light of the
surrounding neighborhood to insure that no negative aesthetic impacts are created by the establishment of this project in its
surrounding setting. Furthermore, other design components, such as, but not limited to, landscaping/irrigation, exterior
lighting, common open space amenities and signage will be required to be reviewed and approved by Design Review staff
prior to project completion. Given these requirements, staff does not anticipate that the project will degrade the existing
visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings.
d. Create a new source of substantial light or glare which
would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area?
1d. Response: (Source: General Plan 2025, General Plan 2025 FPEIR Figure 5.1-2 – Mount Palomar Lighting
Area, Title 19 – Article VIII – Chapter 19.556 – Lighting, Citywide Design and Sign Guidelines)
The site is not within the Mount Palomar Lighting Area. However, to reduce impacts related to the creation of exterior
lighting sources, the City will require, prior to the issuance of building permits, an exterior lighting plan for the proposed
project. The purpose of these plans will be to insure that all new light sources are adequately hooded or shielded as to not
produce undesirable or dangerous levels of glare to motorists and surrounding residential uses and to insure that all lighting
complies with City policies regarding exterior illumination levels. Compliance with City policies regarding exterior lighting
and parking structure lighting will reduce any impacts to less than significant levels.
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2. 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 Site 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
effect, lead agencies may refer to information complied by the
California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection
regarding the state’s inventory of forest land, including the
Forest and Range Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy
Assessment project; and the forest carbon measurement
methodology provided in the Forest Protocols adopted by the
California Air Resources Board. Would the project:
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?
2a. Response: (Source: General Plan 2025 – Figure OS-2 – Agricultural Suitability & General Plan 2025 FPEIR –
Appendix I – Designated Farmland Table)
The project is located in an urbanized area of the City. Additionally, the site is identified as urban/built out land and
therefore does not support agricultural resources or operations. There are no agricultural resources or operations, including
farmlands within proximity of the subject site. Therefore, the project will have no impact directly, indirectly or
cumulatively on agricultural uses.
b. Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a
Williamson Act contract?
2b. Response: (Source: General Plan 2025 – Figure OS-3 - Williamson Act Preserves, General Plan 2025 FPEIR –
Figure 5.2-4 – Proposed Zones Permitting Agricultural Uses, and Title 19)
A review of Figure 5.2-2 – Williamson Act Preserves of the General Plan 2025 FPEIR reveals that the project site is not
located within an area that is affected by a Williamson Act Preserve or under a Williamson Act Contract. Moreover, the
project site is not zoned for agricultural use and is not next to land zoned for agricultural use; therefore, the project will
have no impact directly, indirectly or cumulatively.
c. Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of,
forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code section
12220(g)) timberland (as defined in Public Resources Code
section 4526), or timberland zoned Timberland Production
(s defined by Government Code section 51104(g))?
2c. Response: (Source: GIS Map – Forest Data)
The City of Riverside has no forest land that can support 10-percent native tree cover nor does it have any timberland.
Therefore, no impacts will occur from this project directly, indirectly or cumulatively.
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d.

Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land
to non-forest use?
2d. Response: (Source: GIS Map – Forest Data)
The City of Riverside has no forest land that can support 10-percent native tree cover nor does it have any timberland.
Therefore, no impacts will occur from this project directly, indirectly or cumulatively.
e. Involve other changes in the existing environment which,
due to their location or nature, could result in conversion of
Farmland, to non-agricultural use or conversion of forest
land to non-forest use?
2e. Response: (Source: General Plan – Figure OS-2 – Agricultural Suitability, Figure OS-3 – Williamson Act
Preserves, General Plan 2025 FPEIR – Appendix I – Designated Farmland Table, Title 19 – Article V –
Chapter 19.100 – Residential Zones – RC Zone and RA-5 Zone and GIS Map – Forest Data)
The project is located in an urbanized area of the City. Additionally, the site is identified as urban/built out land and
therefore does not support agricultural resources or operations. The project will not result in the conversion of designated
farmland to non-agricultural uses. In addition, there are no agricultural resources or operations, including farmlands within
proximity of the subject site. The City of Riverside has no forest land that can support 10-percent native tree cover.
Therefore, no impacts will occur from this project directly, indirectly or cumulatively to conversion of Farmland, to nonagricultural use or to the loss of forest land.

3. AIR QUALITY.
Where available, the significance criteria established by the
applicable air quality management or air pollution control
district may be relied upon to make the following
determinations. Would the project:
a. Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable
air quality plan?
3a. Response: (Source: South Coast Air Quality Management District’s 2003 Air Quality Management Plan
(AQMP))
Projects that are consistent with the projections of employment and population forecasts identified by the Southern
California Association of Governments (SCAG) are considered consistent with the AQMP growth projections, since these
forecast numbers were used by SCAG's modeling section to forecast travel demand and air quality for planning activities
such as the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP), the SCAQMD’s AQMP, Regional Transportation Improvement Program
(RTIP), and the Regional Housing Plan. This project is consistent with the projections of employment and population
forecasts identified by the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) that are consistent with the General
Plan 2025 “Typical Growth Scenario.” Since the project is consistent with the General Plan 2025, it is also consistent with
the AQMP. The project will have a less than significant impact directly, indirectly and cumulatively to the
implementation of an air quality plan.
b. Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially
to an existing or projected air quality violation?
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3b. Response: (Source: General Plan 2025 FPEIR Table 5.3-B SCAQMD CEQA Regional Significance
Thresholds, South Coast Air Quality Management District’s 2003 AQMP, URBEMIS 2007 Model, EMFAC
2007 Model, CALEEMOD)
An Air Quality Model was conducted using CalEEMod. The results of the CalEEMod model determined that the proposed
project would result in the following emission levels:
CalEEMod MODEL RESULTS
SHORT-TERM IMPACTS
Daily Emissions (lbs/day)
Activity
SCAQMD Daily
Thresholds
Construction
Daily Project
- Emissions
Construction
Exceeds Y/N
Threshold?

ROG

NOX

CO

SO2

PM-10

PM-2.5

75

100

550

150

150

55

7.45

31.23

22.47

0.05

3.23

2.36

N

N

N

N

N

N

CalEEMod MODEL RESULTS
LONG-TERM IMPACTS
Daily Emissions (lbs/day)
Activity
ROG

NOX

CO

SO2

PM-10

PM-2.5

55

55

550

150

150

55

Daily Project
- Emissions
Operational

4.44

4.05

25.59

0.00

2.19

0.33

Exceeds Y/N
Threshold?

N

N

N

N

N

N

SCAQMD
Daily
Thresholds
Operation

The results of the air quality model showed that the proposed project would generate emissions far lower than the
SCAQMD thresholds for significance for air quality emissions and it was determined to be less than significant directly,
indirectly and cumulatively to ambient air quality and will not contribute to an existing air quality violation.
c. 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 quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)?
3c. Response: (Source: General Plan 2025 FPEIR Table 5.3-B SCAQMD CEQA Regional Significance
Thresholds, South Coast Air Quality Management District’s 2003 Air Quality Management Plan, URBEMIS
2007 Model, EMFAC 2007 Model and CALEEMOD)
Per the GP 2025 FPEIR, AQMP thresholds indicate future construction activities under the General Plan are projected to
result in significant levels of NOX and ROG, both ozone precursors, PM-10, PM-2.5, and CO. Although long-term
emissions are expected to decrease by 2025, all criteria pollutants remain above the SCAQMD thresholds.
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The portion of the Basin within which the City is located is designated as a non-attainment area for ozone, PM-10 and PM2.5 under State standards, and as a non-attainment area for ozone, carbon monoxide, PM-10, and PM-2.5 under Federal
standards.
Because the proposed project is consistent with the General Plan 2025, cumulative impacts related to criteria pollutants as a
result of the project were previously evaluated as part of the cumulative analysis of build out anticipated under the General
Plan 2025 Program. As a result, the proposed project does not result in any new significant impacts that were not
previously evaluated and for which a statement of overriding considerations was adopted as part of the General Plan 2025
FPEIR. Therefore, cumulative air quality emissions impacts are less than significant.
d.

Expose sensitive
concentrations?

receptors

to

substantial

pollutant

3d. Response: (Source: General Plan 2025 FPEIR Table 5.3-B SCAQMD CEQA Regional Significance
Thresholds, South Coast Air Quality Management District’s 2003 Air Quality Management Plan, URBEMIS
2007 Model, EMFAC 2007 Model and CALEEMOD)
Short-term impacts associated with construction from General Plan 2025 typical build out will result in increased air
emissions from grading, earthmoving, and construction activities. Mitigation Measures of the General Plan 2025 FPEIR
requires individual development to employ construction approaches that minimize pollutant emissions (General Plan 2025
FPEIR MM AIR 1- MM AIR 5, e.g., watering for dust control, tuning of equipment, limiting truck idling times). In
conformance with the General Plan 2025 FPEIR MM AIR 1 and MM AIR 7 an CalEEMod computer model analyzed
short-term construction and long-term operational related impacts of the project and determined that the proposed project
would not exceed SCAQMD thresholds for short-term construction and long-term operational impacts. Therefore, the
project will not expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations and a less than significant impact will
occur directly, indirectly or cumulatively from this project.
e. Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number
of people?
3e. Response: (Source: CALEEMOD)
While exact quantification of objectionable odors cannot be determined due to the subjective nature of what is considered
“objectionable,” the nature of the proposed project associated infrastructure and related off-site improvements present a
potential for the generation of objectionable odors associated with construction activities. The operation of the use is not
typically associated with the generation of objectionable odors. However, the construction activities associated with the
expected build out of the project site will generate airborne odors like diesel exhaust emissions, architectural coating
applications, and on- and off-site improvement installations. However, said emissions would occur only during daylight
hours, be short-term in duration, and would be isolated to the immediate vicinity of the construction site. Therefore, they
would not expose a substantial number of people to objectionable odors on a permanent basis. Therefore, the project will
not cause objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people and a less than significant impact directly,
indirectly and cumulatively will occur.

4. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES.
Would the project:
a. Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through
habitat modifications, on 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 Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service?
4a. Response: (Source: General Plan 2025 – Figure OS-6 – Stephen’s Kangaroo Rat (SKR) Core Reserve and
Other Habitat Conservation Plans (HCP), Figure OS-7 – MSHCP Cores and Linkages, Figure OS-8 – MSHCP
Cell Areas, General Plan 2025 FPEIR Figure 5.4-2 – MSHCP Area Plans, Figure 5.4-4 - MSHCP Criteria
Cells and Subunit Areas, Figure 5.4-6 – MSHCP Narrow Endemic Plant Species Survey Area, Figure 5.4-7 –
MSHCP Criteria Area Species Survey Area, Figure 5.4-8 – MSHCP Burrowing Owl Survey Area)
The project site is located within an urban built-up area and is surrounded by existing development and a search of the
MSHCP database and other appropriate databases identified no potential for candidate, sensitive or special status species,
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suitable habitat for such species on site, Federal Species of Concern, California Species of Special Concern, and California
Species Animal or Plants on lists 1-4 of the California Native Plant Society (CNPS) Inventory. Thus, there is little chance
that any Federally endangered, threatened, or rare species or their habitats could persist in this area. Therefore, a less than
significant impact directly, indirectly and cumulatively will occur to federally endangered, threatened, or rare species or
their habitats.
b. Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or
other sensitive natural community identified in local or
regional plans, policies, and regulations or by the California
Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service?
4b. Response: (Source: General Plan 2025 – Figure OS-6 – Stephen’s Kangaroo Rat (SKR) Core Reserve and
Other Habitat Conservation Plans (HCP), Figure OS-7 – MSHCP Cores and Linkages, Figure OS-8 – MSHCP
Cell Areas, General Plan 2025 FPEIR Figure 5.4-2 – MSHCP Area Plans, Figure 5.4-4 - MSHCP Criteria
Cells and Subunit Areas, Figure 5.4-6 – MSHCP Narrow Endemic Plant Species Survey Area, Figure 5.4-7 –
MSHCP Criteria Area Species Survey Area, Figure 5.4-8 – MSHCP Burrowing Owl Survey Area, MSHCP
Section 6.1.2 - Protection of Species Associated with Riparian/Riverine Areas and Vernal Pools)
No wetland or riparian vegetation exists on the project site as it is fully developed. Furthermore, the project site is located
within an urban built-up area, contains existing development. Generally, the surrounding area has been developed for many
years and a long history of severe disturbance exists in the area, such that there is little chance that any riparian habitat
could have persisted. Therefore, no impact to any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community identified in local
or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service with implementation of the proposed project will occur directly, indirectly and cumulatively.
c. 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?
4c. Response: (Source: City of Riverside GIS/CADME USGS Quad Map Layer)
The project site is located within an urban built-up area and has a long history of severe disturbance such that the project
would 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. Therefore, a less than significant impact will occur directly, indirectly and cumulatively to
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.
d. 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 native wildlife nursery sites?
4d. Response: (Source: MSHCP, General Plan 2025 –Figure OS-7 – MSHCP Cores and Linkage)
The project site is located within an urban built-up area, and is not within an MSHCP linkage area. The site has a history of
severe disturbance such that there is little chance that the project would interfere 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
native wildlife nursery sites. Therefore, a less than significant impact directly, indirectly and cumulatively will occur
related to 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 native wildlife nursery sites will occur with implementation of the
proposed project.
e. Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting
biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or
ordinance?
4e. Response: (Source: MSHCP, Title 16 Section 16.72.040 – Establishing the Western Riverside County MSHCP
Mitigation Fee, Title 16 Section 16.40.040 – Establishing a Threatened and Endangered Species Fees, City of
Riverside Urban Forest Tree Policy Manual)
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Implementation of the proposed Project is subject to all applicable Federal, State, and local policies and regulations related
to the protection of biological resources and tree preservation. In addition, the project is required to comply with Riverside
Municipal Code Section 16.72.040 establishing the MSHCP mitigation fee and Section 16.40.040 establishing the
Threatened and Endangered Species Fees.
Any project within the City of Riverside’s boundaries that proposes planting a street tree within a City right-of-way must
follow the Urban Forest Tree Policy Manual. The Manual documents guidelines for the planting, pruning, preservation, and
removal of all trees in City rights-of-way. The specifications in the Manual are based on national standards for tree care
established by the International Society of Arboriculture, the National Arborists Association, and the American National
Standards Institute. Any future project will be in compliance with the Tree Policy Manual when planting a tree within a
City right-of-way, and therefore, impacts will be less than significant.
In addition, the General Plan 2025 includes policies to ensure that future development would not conflict with any local
policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, including tree preservation policies. This project has been reviewed
against these policies and found to be in compliance with the policies. For these reasons, the project will have a less than
significant impact directly, indirectly and cumulatively on local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources and
tree preservation.
f. Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan,
or other approved local, regional, or state habitat
conservation plan?
4f. Response: (Source: MSHCP, General Plan 2025 – Figure OS-6 – Stephen’s Kangaroo Rat (SKR) Core
Reserve and Other Habitat Conservation Plans (HCP), Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat Habitat Conservation Plan,
Lake Mathews Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan and Natural Community Conservation Plan, and El
Sobrante Landfill Habitat Conservation Plan)
The proposed project is consistent with the guidelines of MSHCP, including Section 6.1.4, Guidelines Pertaining to the
Urban/Wildlife Interface and related policies in the General Plan 2025, including Policy LU-7.4. Therefore, impacts
associated with potential inconsistencies with the MSHCP will be less than significant impacts directly, indirectly and
cumulatively to the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other
approved local, regional, or State habitat conservation plan.

5. CULTURAL RESOURCES.
Would the project:
a. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a
historical resource as defined in § 15064.5?
5a. Response: (Source: GP 2025 FPEIR Table 5.5-A Historical Districts and Neighborhood Conservation Areas
and Appendix D, Title 20 of the Riverside Municipal Code)
The project is located on a site where no historic resources exist as defined in Section 15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines.
Therefore, no impacts directly, indirectly and cumulatively to historical resources are expected.
b. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an
archeological resource pursuant to § 15064.5?
5b. Response: (Source: GP 2025 FPEIR Figure 5.5-1 - Archaeological Sensitivity and Figure 5.5-2 - Prehistoric
Cultural Resources Sensitivity, Appendix D – Cultural Resources Study)
The project is located on a site where no historic resources exist as defined in Section 15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines.
Therefore, no impacts directly, indirectly and cumulatively to historical resources are expected.
c. Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological
resource or site or unique geologic feature?
5c. Response: (Source: General Plan 2025 Policy HP-1.3)
The project is located on a site where no historic resources exist as defined in Section 15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines.
Therefore, no impacts directly, indirectly and cumulatively to historical resources are expected.
d. Disturb any human remains, including those interred
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outside of formal cemeteries?
5d. Response: (Source: GP 2025 FPEIR Figure 5.5-1 - Archaeological Sensitivity and Figure 5.5-2 - Prehistoric
Cultural Resources Sensitivity)
The project is located on a site where no historic resources exist as defined in Section 15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines.
Therefore, no impacts directly, indirectly and cumulatively to historical resources are expected.

6. GEOLOGY AND SOILS.
Would the project:
a. Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse
effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death
involving:
i. Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on
the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning
Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based
on other substantial evidence of a known fault? Refer
to Division of Mines and Geology Special Publication
42.
6i. Response: (Source: General Plan 2025 Figure PS-1 – Regional Fault Zones & General Plan 2025 FPEIR
Appendix E – Geotechnical Report)
Seismic activity is to be expected in Southern California. In the City of Riverside, there are no Alquist-Priolo zones. The
project site does not contain any known fault lines and the potential for fault rupture or seismic shaking is low. Compliance
with the California Building Code regulations will ensure that no impacts related to strong seismic ground will occur
directly, indirectly and cumulatively.
ii. Strong seismic ground shaking?
6ii. Response: (Source: General Plan 2025 FPEIR Appendix E – Geotechnical Report)
The San Jacinto Fault Zone located in the northeastern portion of the City, or the Elsinore Fault Zone, located in the
southern portion of the City’s Sphere of Influence, have the potential to cause moderate to large earthquakes that would
cause intense ground shaking. Because the proposed project complies with California Building Code regulations, impacts
associated with strong seismic ground shaking will have no impact directly, indirectly and cumulatively.
iii. Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?
6iii. Response: (Source: General Plan 2025 Figure PS-1 – Regional Fault Zones, Figure PS-2 – Liquefaction
Zones, General Plan 2025 FPEIR Figure PS-3 – Soils with High Shrink-Swell Potential, and Appendix E –
Geotechnical Report)
The project site is located in an area with moderate potential for liquefaction as depicted in the General Plan 2025
Liquefaction Zones Map - Figure PS-2. Compliance with the California Building Code regulations will ensure that impacts
related to seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction, are reduced to less than significant impact levels directly,
indirectly and cumulatively.
iv. Landslides?
6iv. Response: (Source: General Plan 2025 FPEIR Figure 5.6-1 – Areas Underlain by Steep Slope, Appendix
E – Geotechnical Report, Title 18 – Subdivision Code, Title 17 – Grading Code, and Storm Water Pollution
Prevention Plan SWPPP)
The project site and its surroundings have generally flat topography and are not located in an area prone to landslides per
Figure 5.6-1 of the General Plan 2025 Program Final PEIR. Therefore, there will be no impact related to landslides
directly, indirectly and cumulatively.
b. Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?
6b. Response: (Source: General Plan 2025 FPEIR Figure 5.6-1 – Areas Underlain by Steep Slope, Figure 5.6-4 –
Soils, Table 5.6-B – Soil Types, Title 18 – Subdivision Code, Title 17 – Grading Code, and SWPPP)
Erosion and loss of topsoil could occur as a result of the project. State and Federal requirements call for the preparation
and implementation of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) establishing erosion and sediment controls for
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construction activities. The project must also comply with the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)
regulations. In addition, with the erosion control standards for which all development activity must comply (Title 18), the
Grading Code (Title 17) also requires the implementation of measures designed to minimize soil erosion. Compliance with
State and Federal requirements as well as with Titles 18 and 17 will ensure that soil erosion or loss of topsoil will be less
than significant impact directly, indirectly and cumulatively.
c. Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that
would become unstable as a result of the project, and
potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse?
6c. Response: (Source: General Plan 2025 Figure PS-1 – Regional Fault Zones, Figure PS-2 – Liquefaction
Zones, General Plan 2025 FPEIR Figure PS-3 – Soils with High Shrink-Swell Potential, Figure 5.6-1 - Areas
Underlain by Steep Slope, Figure 5.6-4 – Soils, Table 5.6-B – Soil Types, and Appendix E – Geotechnical
Report)
The topography of the subject site generally slopes to the southeast. Compliance with the City’s existing codes and the
policies contained in the General Plan 2025 help to ensure that impacts related to geologic conditions are reduced to less
than significant impact levels directly, indirectly and cumulatively.
Landslides:

See response 6 a iv.

Lateral spreading: Adherence to the City’s Grading and Subdivision Codes as well as the California Building Code in the
design of this project will prevent lateral spreading.
Subsidence:

The geotechnical study/preliminary soils report prepared for this project indicates that the soil
properties of the subject site do not have the potential for subsidence.

Liquefaction:

See response 6 a iii.

Collapse:
d.

Adherence to the City’s grading and building requirements will ensure that the property is
adequately prepared to prevent the collapse of the graded pad and/or slopes.
Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of
the Uniform Building Code (1994), creating substantial
risks to life or property?

6d. Response: (Source: General Plan 2025 FPEIR Figure 5.6-4 – Soils, Figure 5.6-4 – Soils, Table 5.6-B – Soil
Types, Figure 5.6-5 – Soils with High Shrink-Swell Potential, Appendix E – Geotechnical Report, and
California Building Code as adopted by the City of Riverside and set out in Title 16 of the Riverside Municipal
Code)
Expansive soil is defined under California Building Code. The soil type of the subject site is Arlington (See Figure 5.6-4 –
Soils of the General Plan 2025 Program Final PEIR. The preliminary soils report prepared for this project indicates that the
soil is an expansive soil. Compliance with the recommendations of the soils report and applicable provisions of the City’s
Subdivision Code – Title 18 and the California Building Code with regard to soil hazards related to the expansive soils will
be reduced to a less than significant impact level for this project directly, indirectly and cumulatively.
e. Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of
septic tanks or alternative waste water disposal systems
where sewers are not available for the disposal of waste
water?
6e. Response: (Source: General Plan 2025 FPEIR Figure 5.6-4 – Soils, Table 5.6-B – Soil Types)
The proposed project will be served by sewer infrastructure. Therefore, the project will have no impact.
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7. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS.
Would the project:
a. Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or
indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the
environment?
7a. Response:
The project will not interfere with the State’s goals of reducing greenhouse gas emissions to 1990 levels by the year 2020
as stated in AB 32 and an 80 percent reduction in GhG emissions below 1990 levels by 2050 as stated in Executive Order
S-3-05. Emissions resulting from the proposed project are expected to be far lower than the SCAQMD thresholds for
significance. Therefore, this project will have less than significant impacts with respect to GHG emissions.
b. Conflict with any applicable plan, policy or regulation of an
agency adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of
greenhouse gases?
7b. Response:
The SCAQMD supports State, Federal and international policies to reduce levels of ozone depleting gases through its
Global Warming Policy and rules and has established an interim Greenhouse Gas (GhG) threshold; however, there are
currently no established guidelines or regulations issued on significance thresholds or methodologies for assessing impacts
of global warming. The project would comply with all SCAQMD applicable rules and regulations during construction of
the vehicle repair facility and will not interfere with the State’s goals of reducing GhG emissions to 1990 levels by the year
2020 as stated in the AB 32 and an 80 percent reduction in GhG emissions below 1990 levels by 2050 as stated in
Executive Order S-3-05. Based upon the prepared Climate Change Analysis for this project, emissions resulting from
construction and operation are expected to be far lower than the SCAQMD thresholds for significance. Furthermore,
neither the City of Riverside nor the CARB or OPR have yet to adopt a numeric threshold of significance for emissions of
GhG. Based on the above, the project will not conflict with any applicable plan, policy or regulation related to the
reduction in the emissions of GhG and thus a less than significant impact will occur directly, indirectly and cumulatively
in this regard.

8. HAZARDS & HAZARDOUS MATERIALS.
Would the project:
a. Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment
through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous
materials?
8a. Response: (Source: General Plan 2025 Public Safety Element, GP 2025 FPEIR, California Health and Safety
Code, Title 49 of the Code of Federal Regulations, California Building Code, Riverside Fire Department EOP,
2002 and Riverside Operational Area – Multi-Jurisdictional LHMP, 2004 Part 1, OEM’s Strategic Plan)
The project will not result in the release, transport, use or disposal of hazardous substances and the potential for the project
to result in potential health hazards is extremely low. Development will be subject to oversight by the City of Riverside Fire
Department, the County of Riverside Environmental Health Department and other applicable regulatory agencies. No
impacts are expected.
b. Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment
through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident
conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into
the environment?
8b. Response: (Source: General Plan 2025 Public Safety Element, GP 2025 FPEIR Tables 5.7 A – D, California
Health and Safety Code, Title 49 of the Code of Federal Regulations, California Building Code, City of
Riverside’s EOP, 2002 and Riverside Operational Area – Multi-Jurisdictional LHMP, 2004 Part 1, OEM’s
Strategic Plan)
The project will not result in the release, transport, use or disposal of hazardous substances and the potential for the project
to result in potential health hazards is extremely low. Development will be subject to oversight by the City of Riverside Fire
Department, the County of Riverside Environmental Health Department and other applicable regulatory agencies. No
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impacts are expected.
c. Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely
hazardous materials, substances, or waste within onequarter mile of an existing or proposed school?
8c. Response: (Source: General Plan 2025 Public Safety and Education Elements, GP 2025 FPEIR Table 5.7-D CalARP RMP Facilities in the Project Area, Figure 5.13-2 – RUSD Boundaries, Table 5.13-D RUSD Schools,
Figure 5.13-3 AUSD Boundaries, Table 5.13-E AUSD Schools, Figure 5.13-4 – Other School District
Boundaries, California Health and Safety Code, Title 49 of the Code of Federal Regulations, California
Building Code)
The proposed project does not involve any emission or handling of any hazardous materials, substances or waste within
one-quarter mile of an existing school because The project will not result in the release, transport, use or disposal of
hazardous substances and because the use is located .50 miles from the nearest existing or proposed school. Therefore, the
project will have no impact regarding emitting hazardous emissions or handling hazardous or acutely hazardous materials,
substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school directly, indirectly or cumulatively.
d. Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous
materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code
Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a
significant hazard to the public or the environment?
8d. Response: (Source: General Plan 2025 Figure PS-5 – Hazardous Waste Sites, GP 2025 FPEIR Tables 5.7-A –
CERCLIS Facility Information, Figure 5.7-B – Regulated Facilities in TRI Information and 5.7-C – DTSC
EnviroStor Database Listed Sites)
A review of hazardous materials site lists compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 found that the project
site is not included on any such lists. Therefore, the project would have no impact to creating any significant hazard to the
public or environment directly, indirectly or cumulatively.
e. 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, would the project
result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in
the project area?
8e. Response: (Source: General Plan 2025 Figure PS-6 – Airport Safety Zones and Influence Areas, RCALUCP
and March Air Reserve Base/March Inland Port Comprehensive Land Use Plan (1999), Air Installation
Compatible Use Zone Study for March Air Reserve Base (August 2005)
The project site is not located within any airport land use plan area or compatibility zone. Therefore, the project will have
no impact resulting in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area directly, indirectly or cumulatively.
f. For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would
the project result in a safety hazard for people residing or
working in the project area?
8f. Response: (Source: General Plan 2025 Figure PS-6 – Airport Safety Zones and Influence Areas, RCALUCP,
March Air Reserve Base/March Inland Port Comprehensive Land Use Plan (1999)and Air Installation
Compatible Use Zone Study for March Air Reserve Base (August 2005))
Because the proposed project is not located within proximity of a private airstrip, and does not propose a private airstrip,
the project will not expose people residing or working in the City to excessive noise levels related to a private airstrip and
would have no impact directly, indirectly or cumulatively.
g. Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an
adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation
plan?
8g. Response: (Source: GP 2025 FPEIR Chapter 7.5.7 – Hazards and Hazardous Materials, City of Riverside’s
EOP, 2002 and Riverside Operational Area – Multi-Jurisdictional LHMP, 2004 Part 1, and OEM’s Strategic
Plan)
The project will be served by existing, fully improved streets, (Fourteenth Street) as well as emergency-only access from
Georgia Street. All streets have been designed to meet the Public Works and Fire Departments’ specifications. As part of
Environmental Initial Study
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the project’s construction, a temporary street closing will be necessary. Any street closing will be of short duration so as
not to interfere or impede with any emergency response or evacuation plan. Therefore, the project will have a less than
significant impact directly, indirectly and cumulatively to an emergency response or evacuation plan.
h. Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss,
injury or death involving wildland fires, including where
wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where
residences are intermixed with wildlands?
8h. Response: (Source: General Plan 2025 Figure PS-7 – Fire Hazard Areas, City of Riverside’s EOP, 2002,
Riverside Operational Area – Multi-Jurisdictional LHMP, 2004 Part 1/Part 2 and OEM’s Strategic Plan)
The proposed project is located in an urbanized area where no wildlands exist and the property is not located within a Very
High Fire Severity Zones (VHFSZ) or adjacent to wildland areas or a VHFSZ; therefore no impact regarding wildland fires
either directly, indirectly or cumulatively from this project will occur.

9. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY.
Would the project:
a. Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge
requirements?
9a. Response: (Source: GP 2025 FPEIR Table 5.8-A – Beneficial Uses Receiving Water and Project Specific
Hydrology Study and Draft Water Quality Management Plan, prepared by IW Consulting Engineers, Inc., dated
February 5, 2011)
During the construction phase, a final approved WQMP will be required for the project, as well as coverage under the
State’s General Permit for Construction Activities, administered by the Santa Ana RWQCB. Storm water management
measures will be required to be implemented to effectively control erosion and sedimentation and other construction-related
pollutants during construction. Given compliance with all applicable local, state, and federal laws regulating surface water
quality and the fact that the project will not result in a net increase of surface water runoff, the proposed project as designed
is anticipated to result in a less than significant impact directly, indirectly or cumulatively to any water quality standards
or waste discharge.
b. Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere
substantially with groundwater recharge such that there
would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of
the local groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate
of pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a level which
would not support existing land uses or planned uses for
which permits have been granted)?
9b. Response: (Source: General Plan 2025 Table PF-1 – RPU Projected Domestic Water Supply (AC-FT/YR),
Table PF-2 – RPU Projected Water Demand, Table PF-3 – Western Municipal Water District Projected
Domestic Water Supply (AC-FT/YR), RPU Map of Water Supply Basins, RPU Urban Water Management Plan,
WMWD Urban Water Management Plan)
The proposed project is located within the Riverside South Water Supply Basin. The project is required to connect to the
City’s sewer system and comply with all NPDES and WQMP requirements that will ensure the proposed project will not
substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such that there would be a
net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table level. Therefore, there will no impact to
groundwater supplies and recharge either directly, indirectly or cumulatively.
c. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site
or area, including through the alteration of the course of a
stream or river, in a manner which would result in
substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site?
9c. Response: (Source: Preliminary grading plan, and Water Quality Management Plan)
The project is subject to NPDES requirements; areas of one acre or more of disturbance are subject to preparing and
implementing a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) for the prevention of runoff during construction. Erosion,
siltation and other possible pollutants associated with long-term implementation of projects are addressed as part of the
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Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP) and grading permit process. Therefore, the project will have a less than
significant impact directly, indirectly or cumulatively to existing drainage patterns.
d. 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 on- or off-site?
9d. Response: (Source: Preliminary grading plan)
The project site is located within the 100-year flood plain. The proposed development is required to have the building pad
elevated above the flood level. Underground storm drains and streets are designed to accommodate the 10-year storm flow
from curb to curb, while 100-year storms are accommodated within street right-of-ways. The runoff from the project in a
developed condition has been studied and is required to be attenuated on-site, so although the drainage pattern will be
altered the off-site discharge is the same as the undeveloped condition. Therefore, there will be less than significant
impact directly, indirectly or cumulatively in the rate or amount of surface runoff and it will not result in flooding on- or
off-site.
e. Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the
capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage
systems or provide substantial additional sources of
polluted runoff?
9e. Response: (Source: Preliminary Grading Plan)
Within the scope of the project is the installation of storm water drainage systems, specifically as described within the
project description portion of this project. As the storm water drainage system will be installed concurrently with the
construction of this project, the storm water drainage system will be adequately sized to accommodate the drainage created
by this project. The project is expected to generate the following pollutants: sediment/turbidity, nutrients, trash and debris,
oxygen demanding substances, bacteria and viruses, oil & grease, and pesticides. These expected pollutants will be treated
through the incorporation of the site design, source control and treatment control measures specified in the project specific
WQMP. Therefore, as the expected pollutants will be mitigated through the project site design, source control, and
treatment controls already integrated into the project design, the project will not create or contribute runoff water exceeding
capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff and
there will be a less than significant impact directly, indirectly or cumulatively.
f. Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?
9f. Response: (Source: Project Specific – Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan, and Water Quality Management
Plan)
The project proponent conducted a Preliminary Project Specific Water Quality Management Plan consistent with City of
Riverside requirements. The project identified pathogens as the pollutant of concern. As such, appropriate site design,
source control and treatment control best management practices were incorporated into the project design to fully address
pathogens and other potential and expected pollutants generally associated with a residential land use, such as trash and
debris, oil, etc. As the project has been reviewed by the Public Works Department and appropriate best management
practices have been incorporated into the project design, a less than significant impact to degrading water quality will
occur directly, indirectly and cumulatively.
g. Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as
mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood
Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map?
8g. Response: (Source: General Plan 2025 Figure PS-4 – Flood Hazard Areas, and FEMA Flood Hazard Maps)
A review of National Flood Insurance Rate Map (Map Number 0602600015B Effective Date August 28, 2008) and Figure
5.8-2 – Flood Hazard Areas of the General Plan 2025 Program FPEIR, indicates that project site is located in a Zone AE a
100-year flood hazard area. The City Municipal Code, Title 16 Buildings & Construction, Chapter 16.18 Flood Hazard
Area & Implementation of National Flood Insurance Program, Sec.16.18.050 requires new construction located within a
100-year flood zone to mitigate flood hazards by including onsite drainage, anchoring methods to prevent floating
structures, elevating buildings above flood levels, and flood proofing, which requires the building to be inspected and
certified by a professional engineer, surveyor or building inspector. Therefore, impacts of flood hazards to the proposed
project will be less than significant directly, indirectly and cumulatively.
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Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which
would impede or redirect flood flows?

9h. Response: (Source: General Plan 2025 Figure PS-4 – Flood Hazard Areas, and FEMA Flood Hazard Maps)
The proposed project may affect or be impacted by a 100-year flood hazard area as depicted in Figure 5.8-2 – Flood Hazard
Areas of the General Plan 2025 Program FPEIR and the National Flood Insurance Rate Map (Map Number 00602600015B
Effective Date August 28 2008). However, the City Municipal Code, Title 16 Buildings & Construction, Chapter 16.18
Flood Hazard Area & Implementation of National Flood Insurance Program, Sec.16.18.050 requires new construction
located within a 100-year flood zone to mitigate flood hazards by including onsite drainage, anchoring methods to prevent
floating structures, elevating buildings above flood levels, and flood proofing, which requires the building to be inspected
and certified by a professional engineer, surveyor or building inspector. . Therefore, the potential to place a structure
within a 100-year flood hazard area that would impede or redirect flood flows will be less than significant directly,
indirectly or cumulatively.
i. Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss,
injury or death involving flooding, including flooding as a
result of the failure of a levee or dam?
9i. Response: (Source: General Plan 2025 Figure PS-4 – Flood Hazard Areas, and FEMA Flood Hazard Map)
The project site is located within a 100-year flood hazard area as depicted on General Plan 2025 Program FPEIR Figure
5.8-2 – Flood Hazard Areas and the National Flood Insurance Rate Map (Map Number 00602600015B Effective Date
August 28, 2008) due to the location of Box Springs Dam as depicted on General Plan 2025 Program FPEIR Figure 5.8-2 –
Flood Hazard Areas. The project is located within the Box Springs Dam inundation area that may be affected in the event
of a dam failure. In the event of a dam failure, first flow waters are expected to reach the site in 30 minutes. Therefore, the
project will place a structure within a 100-year flood hazard and dam inundation area that would expose people or
structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure of a
levee or dam
The City Municipal Code, Title 18 – Subdivision Code, Section Chapter 18.210 – Development Standards, Section
18.210.100 – Flood Prone Lands and Drainage and Title 16 Buildings & Construction, Chapter 16.18 Flood Hazard Area &
Implementation of National Flood Insurance Program, Sec.16.8.050 requires new construction located within a 100-year
flood zone to mitigate flood hazards by including onsite drainage, anchoring methods to prevent floating structures,
elevating buildings above flood levels, and flood proofing, which requires the building to be inspected and certified by a
professional engineer, surveyor or building inspector. Including compliance with State Civil Code Section 1103 through
1103.4 requiring notification to those potentially affected of the risk involved in locating within a flood hazard or dam
inundation area. Therefore, the potential to place a structure within an area that would expose people or structures to a
significant risk of loss, injury or death as a result of the failure of a levee or dam will be less than significant directly,
indirectly or cumulatively.
j. Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?
9j. Response: (Source: GP 2025 FPEIR Chapter 7.5.8 – Hydrology and Water Quality)
Tsunamis are large waves that occur in coastal areas; therefore, since the City is not located in a coastal area, no impacts
due to tsunamis will occur directly, indirectly or cumulatively. Additionally, the proposed project site and its surroundings
have generally flat topography and is within an urbanized area not within proximity to Lake Mathews, Lake Evans, the
Santa Ana River, Lake Hills, Norco Hills, Box Springs Mountain Area or any of the 9 arroyos which transverse the City
and its sphere of influence. As such the project will not be subject to any potentially seiches or mudflows.

10. LAND USE AND PLANNING:
Would the project:
a. Physically divide an established community?
10a. Response: (Source: General Plan 2025 Land Use and Urban Design Element, Project site plan, City of
Riverside GIS/CADME map layers)
The proposed project has been designed to be consistent with and fit into the pattern of development of the surrounding
area providing adequate access, circulation and connectivity consistent with the General Plan 2025, and in compliance with
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the requirements of the Zoning and Subdivision Codes. The proposed senior housing facility is compatible with a majority
of the applicable development standards for senior housing. Concerns related to the project site being surrounded by a
primarily single family residential neighborhood and located on an 88’ wide arterial street can be addressed in that the
proposed building would be approximately 65 feet away from the nearest existing single family residence at 2290 Vasquez
Place, a distance equal to or greater than the typical separation of single family residences and multiple family residential
projects. Impacts related to the building height are lessened by the project site’s topography, which generally slopes
towards the southeast. The four story building, when viewed from Georgia Street and/or Eucalyptus Avenue will appear as
a 2- 2 ½ story building behind a series of decorative walls and fences and appropriate landscaping. The Public Works
Department has reviewed the proposed site plan and deemed the design related to ingress and egress to be acceptable. The
proposed project will not increase the volume of traffic within the existing residential neighborhood as all vehicular access
will be taken off of Fourteenth Street. Finally, as conditioned, the proposed project will represent an example superior
design which reflects Riverside’s heritage in a contemporary fashion. It is anticipated that the project will lead to improved
design for future projects in the Eastside neighborhood. As conditioned, the proposed project will not result in any
detrimental impacts to the surrounding neighborhood. Therefore, the project impacts related to the community are less than
significant.
b. Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or
regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project
(including, but not limited to the general plan, specific plan,
local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the
purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?
10b. Response: (Source: General Plan 2025, General Plan 2025 Figure LU-10 – Land Use Policy Map, Table LU-5
– Zoning/General Plan Consistency Matrix, Figure LU-7 – Redevelopment Areas, Title 19 – Zoning Code, Title
18 – Subdivision Code, Title 7 – Noise Code, Title 17 – Grading Code, Title 20 – Cultural Resources Code, Title
16 – Buildings and Construction and Citywide Design and Sign Guidelines)
Although the project is located within the boundaries of the RCALUCP it has been designed to be consistent with these
plans.
The MDR – Medium Density Residential General Plan Land Use Designation is intended to provide for residential
development with a density of up to 8.0 dwelling units per acre. The proposed senior housing project on the three acre site
would yield a density of approximately 40 dwelling units per acre. However, no changes to zoning or land use designations
are necessary as the Zoning Code allows Senior Housing projects in single family residential zones with a Conditional Use
Permit so long as findings to indicate no detrimental impacts to the existing residential neighborhood can be made. See the
“Neighborhood Compatibility” section later in this report for a greater discussion on the project’s relation to the existing
neighborhood. Staff would note that the proposal will “Integrate housing components that add critical mass and
complement the character of the area”, furthering the objectives of Strategic Route 7: Transforming Spaces into Places of
the City’s Seizing Our Destiny initiative.
While senior housing facilities are allowed in the R-1-7000 – Single Family Residential Zone with the approval of a
Conditional Use Permit, there no codified development standards for such uses except for standards establishing a parking
ratio for senior housing. Therefore, the development standards of the R-1-7000 Zone are applicable in this instance. The
proposed project complies with, or has been conditioned to comply with a majority of the applicable development standards
for the proposed use. There are, however several variances which have been requested:
a.

To allow the proposed project to have a parking ratio of 1.0 parking spaces per dwelling unit where the
Zoning Code requires a minimum parking ratio of 1.1 parking spaces per dwelling unit for senior housing
projects;

b.

To allow the proposed Senior Housing project to have approximately 43% covered parking where the
Zoning Code requires a minimum of 50% covered parking spaces (either under a carport or within an
enclosed garage) for senior housing projects;

c.

To allow a four story, approximately 59-foot building where the Zoning Code restricts the height of
buildings to two stories and 35 feet in the R-1-7000 – Single Family Residential Zone;
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d.

To allow an architectural feature on the proposed apartment building to have height of approximately 60
feet where the Zoning Code restricts the height of architectural features to not extend more than 10
percent beyond the maximum height limit permitted in the underlying zone (38 ½ feet in the R-1-7000 –
Single Family Residential Zone);

e.

To allow an approximately 12 ½ foot landscape setback along the Fourteenth Street frontage, where a
minimum 15-foot landscape setback is required for parking lots with 21 or more parking spaces; and

f.

To allow 32 parking spaces along the Fourteenth Street frontage to have a 2 foot bumper overhang where
the Zoning Code does not allow for a bumper overhang. .

Justifications to support the requested variances can be found later in the staff report, however in summary; the project
meets all the applicable building setback standards and would be approximately 65 feet away from the nearest existing
single family residence at 2290 Vasquez Place, a distance equal to or greater than the typical separation of single family
residences and multiple family residential projects. Further, impact related to the building height variances are lessened by
the project site’s topography, which generally slopes towards the southeast. The four story building, when viewed from
Georgia Street and/or Eucalyptus Avenue will appear as a 2- 2 ½ story building behind a series of decorative walls and
fences and appropriate landscaping. Finally, the proposed project will not increase the volume of traffic within the existing
residential neighborhood as all vehicular access will be taken off of Fourteenth Street.
Further, the project is not a project of Statewide, Regional or Areawide Significance. As such, this project will have a less
than significant impact on applicable land use policies directly, indirectly or cumulatively.
c.

Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or
natural community conservation plan?

10c. Response: (Source: MSHCP, General Plan 2025 – Figure OS-6 – Stephen’s Kangaroo Rat (SKR) Core
Reserve and Other Habitat Conservation Plans (HCP), Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat Habitat Conservation Plan,
Lake Mathews Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan and Natural Community Conservation Plan, and El
Sobrante Landfill Habitat Conservation Plan)
The proposed project is consistent with the guidelines of MSHCP, including Section 6.1.4, Guidelines Pertaining to the
Urban/Wildlife Interface and related policies in the General Plan 2025, including Policy LU-7.4. Therefore, impacts
associated with potential inconsistencies with the MSHCP will be less than significant impacts directly, indirectly and
cumulatively to the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other
approved local, regional, or State habitat conservation plan.

11. MINERAL RESOURCES.
Would the project:
a. Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral
resource that would be of value to the region and the
residents of the state?
11a. Response: (Source: General Plan 2025 Figure – OS-1 – Mineral Resources)
The project does not involve extraction of mineral resources or grading activity. No mineral resources have been identified
on the project site and there is no historical use of the site or surrounding area for mineral extraction purposes. The project
site is not, nor is it adjacent to, a locally important mineral resource recovery site delineated in the General Plan 2025,
specific plan or other land use plan. Therefore, the project will have no impact on mineral resources directly, indirectly or
cumulatively.
b. Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important
mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local general
plan, specific plan or other land use plan?
11b. Response: (Source: General Plan 2025 Figure – OS-1 – Mineral Resources)
The GP 2025 FPEIR determined that there are no specific areas with the City or Sphere Area which have locally-important
mineral resource recovery sites and that the implementation of the General Plan 2025 would not significantly preclude the
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ability to extract state-designated resources. The proposed project is consistent with the General Plan 2025. Therefore,
there is no impact.

12. NOISE.
Would the project result in:
a. 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?
12a. Response: (Source: General Plan Figure N-1 – 2003 Roadway Noise, Figure N-2 – 2003 Freeway Noise,
Figure N-3 – 2003 Railway Noise, Figure N-5 – 2025 Roadway Noise, Figure N-6 – 2025 Freeway Noise,
Figure N-7 – 2025 Railroad Noise, Figure N-8 – Riverside and Flabob Airport Noise Contours, Figure N-9 –
March ARB Noise Contours, Figure N-10 – Noise/Land Use Noise Compatibility Criteria, FPEIR Table 5.11-I
– Existing and Future Noise Contour Comparison, Table 5.11-E – Interior and Exterior Noise Standards,
Appendix G – Noise Existing Conditions Report, Title 7 – Noise Code)
Per Implementation Tool N-1 of the General Plan 2025 Noise Element, this project has been reviewed to ensure that noise
standards and compatibility issues have been addressed. The project meets the City’s noise standards as set forth in Title 7
of the Municipal Code, is compliant with the Noise/Land Use Noise Compatibility Criteria Matrix (Figure N-10) of the
Noise Element, is not within the 60 dB CNEL and is not within the vicinity of commercial and industrial areas and
therefore does not require an acoustical analysis Therefore, impacts are less than significant on the exposure of persons to
or the generation of noise levels in excess of established City standards either directly, indirectly or cumulatively.
b. Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels?
12b. Response: (Source: General Plan Figure N-1 – 2003 Roadway Noise, Figure N-2 – 2003 Freeway Noise,
Figure N-3 – 2003 Railway Noise, Figure N-5 – 2025 Roadway Noise, Figure N-6 – 2025 Freeway Noise,
Figure N-7 – 2025 Railroad Noise, Figure N-8 – Riverside and Flabob Airport Noise Contours, Figure N-9 –
March ARB Noise Contours, FPEIR Table 5.11-G – Vibration Source Levels For Construction Equipment,
Appendix G – Noise Existing Conditions Report)
Construction related activities although short term, are the most common source of groundborne noise and vibration that
could affect occupants of neighboring uses. While intermittent, train vibration is also a significant source of groundborne
noise and vibration. The acoustical analysis has assessed the potential for noise and ground-borne vibration impacts related
to noise land use compatibility, construction-related noise per GP 2025 FPEIR, Table 5.11-G, Vibration Source Levels for
Construction Equipment, on-site stationary noise sources, and vehicular-related noise. The acoustical analysis found the
project to be in compliance with the City’s noise standards and found impacts related to groundborne vibration and
groundborne noise levels as a result of the project to be less than significant directly, indirectly and cumulatively.
c. A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in
the project vicinity above levels existing without the
project?
12c. Response: (Source: General Plan Figure N-1 – 2003 Roadway Noise, Figure N-2 – 2003 Freeway Noise,
Figure N-3 – 2003 Railway Noise, Figure N-5 – 2025 Roadway Noise, Figure N-6 – 2025 Freeway Noise,
Figure N-7 – 2025 Railroad Noise, Figure N-8 – Riverside and Flabob Airport Noise Contours, Figure N-9 –
March ARB Noise Contours, Figure N-10 – Noise/Land Use Noise Compatibility Criteria, FPEIR Table 5.11-I
– Existing and Future Noise Contour Comparison, Table 5.11-E – Interior and Exterior Noise Standards,
Appendix G – Noise Existing Conditions Report, Title 7 – Noise Code)
See response 12a
d. A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient
noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing
without the project?
12d. Response: (Source: FPEIR Table 5.11-J – Construction Equipment Noise Levels, Appendix G – Noise
Existing Conditions Report)
The primary source of temporary or periodic noise associated with the proposed project is from construction activity and
maintenance work. Construction noise typically involves the loudest common urban noise events associated with building
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demolition, grading, construction, large diesel engines, truck deliveries and hauling
Both the General Plan 2025 and the Municipal Code Title 7 (Noise Code) limit construction activities to specific times and
days of the week and during those specified times, construction activity is subject to the noise standards provided in the
Title 7. Considering the short-term nature of construction and the provisions of the Noise Code, the temporary and periodic
increase in noise levels due the construction which may result from the project are considered less than significant
directly, indirectly and cumulatively.
e. 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, would the project
expose people residing or working in the project area to
excessive noise levels?
12e. Response: (Source: General Plan 2025 Figure N-8 – Riverside and Flabob Airport Noise Contours, Figure N9 – March ARB Noise Contour, Figure N-10 – Noise/Land Use Noise Compatibility Criteria, RCALUCP,
March Air Reserve Base/March inland Port Comprehensive Land Use Plan (1999),Air Installation Compatible
Use Zone Study for March Air Reserve Base (August 2005))
The proposed project is not located within an airport land use plan or within two miles of a public airport or public use
airport and as such will have no impact on people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels either
directly, indirectly or cumulatively.
f. For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would
the project expose people residing or working in the project
area to excessive noise levels?
12f. Response: (Source: General Plan 2025 Figure PS-6 – Airport Safety Zones and Influence Areas, RCALUCP,
March Air Reserve Base/March Inland Port Comprehensive Land Use Plan (1999)and Air Installation
Compatible Use Zone Study for March Air Reserve Base (August 2005))
Per the GP 2025 Program FPEIR, there are no private airstrips within the City that would expose people working or
residing in the City to excessive noise levels. Because the proposed project consists of development anticipated under the
General Plan 2025, is not located within proximity of a private airstrip, and does not propose a private airstrip, the project
will not expose people residing or working in the City to excessive noise levels related to a private airstrip and would have
no impact directly, indirectly or cumulatively.

13. POPULATION AND HOUSING.
Would the project:
a. Induce substantial population growth in an area, either
directly (for example, by proposing new homes and
businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of
roads or other infrastructure)?
13a. Response: (Source: General Plan 2025 Table LU-3 – Land Use Designations, FPEIR Table 5.12-A – SCAG
Population and Households Forecast, Table 5.12-B – General Plan Population and Employment Projections–
2025, Table 5.12-C – 2025 General Plan and SCAG Comparisons, Table 5.12-D - General Plan Housing
Projections 2025, Capital Improvement Program and SCAG’s RCP and RTP)
The project involves the construction of new dwelling units that may directly induce population growth, and may involve
additional infrastructure that could indirectly induce population growth. The MDR – Medium Density Residential General
Plan Land Use Designation is intended to provide for residential development with a density of up to 8.0 dwelling units per
acre. The proposed senior housing project on the three acre site would yield a density of approximately 40 dwelling units
per acre. However, no changes to zoning or land use designations are necessary as the Zoning Code allows Senior Housing
projects in single family residential zones with a Conditional Use Permit so long as findings to indicate no detrimental
impacts to the existing residential neighborhood can be made. See the “Neighborhood Compatibility” section in the case
record. The General Plan 2025 Final PEIR determined that Citywide, future development anticipated under the General
Plan 2025 Typical scenario would not have significant population growth impacts. Because the proposed project is
consistent with the General Plan 2025 Typical growth scenario and population growth impacts were previously evaluated
in the GP 2025 FPEIR the project does not result in new impacts beyond those previously evaluated in the GP 2025 FPEIR;
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therefore, the impacts will be less than significant both directly and indirectly.
b. Displace substantial numbers of existing housing,
necessitating the construction of replacement housing
elsewhere?
13b. Response: (Source: CADME Land Use 2003 Layer, photos from site visit, Google imaging)
The project will not displace existing housing, necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere because the
project site is proposed on vacant land that has no existing housing that will be removed or affected by the proposed
project. Therefore, there will be no impact on existing housing either directly, indirectly or cumulatively.
c. Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the
construction of replacement housing elsewhere?
13c. Response: (Source: CADME Land Use 2003 Layer, photos from site visit, Google imaging)
The project will not displace any people, necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere because the
project site is proposed on vacant land that has no existing housing or residents that will be removed or affected by the
proposed project. Therefore, this project will have no impact on people, necessitating the need for replacement housing
either directly, indirectly or cumulatively.

14. PUBLIC SERVICES.
Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts
associated with the provision of new or physically altered
governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered
governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain
acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance
objectives for any of the public services:
a. Fire protection?
14a. Response: (Source: FPEIR Table 5.13-B – Fire Station Locations, Table 5.13-C – Riverside Fire Department
Statistics and Ordinance 5948 § 1)
Adequate fire facilities and services are provided by Station #4 located at 3510 Cranford Ave to serve this project. In
addition, with implementation of General Plan 2025 policies, compliance with existing codes and standards, and through
Fire Department practices, there will be no impacts on the demand for additional fire facilities or services either directly,
indirectly or cumulatively.
b. Police protection?
14b. Response: (Source: General Plan 2025 Figure PS-8 – Neighborhood Policing Centers)
Adequate police facilities and services are provided by the East Neighborhood Policing Center to serve this project. In
addition, with implementation of General Plan 2025 policies, compliance with existing codes and standards, and through
Police Department practices, there will be no impacts on the demand for additional police facilities or services either
directly, indirectly or cumulatively.
c. Schools?
14c. Response: (Source: FPEIR Figure 5.13-2 – RUSD Boundaries, Table 5.13-D – RUSD, Figure 5.13-3 – AUSD
Boundaries, Table 5.13-E – AUSD, Table 5.13-G – Student Generation for RUSD and AUSD By Education
Level, and Figure 5.13-4 – Other School District Boundaries)
The project consists of a senior housing facility. Adequate school facilities and services are provided by Riverside Unified
School District to serve this project. However, based on the fact the project will be restricted to residents aged 55 and
older, there will be no impact on the school district. Therefore impacts will be no impact on the demand for additional
school facilities or services either directly, indirectly or cumulatively.
d. Parks?
14d. Response: (Source: General Plan 2025 Figure PR-1 – Parks, Open Spaces and Trails, Table PR-4 – Park and
Recreation Facilities, Parks Master Plan 2003, GP 2025 FPEIR Table 5.14-A – Park and Recreation Facility
Types, and Table 5.14-C – Park and Recreation Facilities Funded in the Riverside Renaissance Initiative)
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The project consists of senior housing facility. Adequate park facilities and services are provided in the Eastside
Neighborhood to serve this project, including Dario Vasquez Park directly adjacent to the project site. In addition, with
implementation of General Plan 2025 policies, compliance with existing codes and standards, and through Park, Recreation
and Community Services practices , there will be less than significant impacts on the demand for additional park facilities
or services either directly, indirectly or cumulatively.
e. Other public facilities?
14e. Response: (Source: General Plan 2025 Figure LU-8 – Community Facilities, FPEIR Figure 5.13-5 - Library
Facilities, Figure 5.13-6 - Community Centers, Table 5.3-F – Riverside Community Centers, Table 5.13-H –
Riverside Public Library Service Standards)
The project consists of senior housing facility. Adequate public facilities and services, including libraries and community
centers, are provided in the Eastside Neighborhood to serve this project. In addition, with implementation of General Plan
2025 policies, compliance with existing codes and standards, and through Park, Recreation and Community Services and
Library practices , there will be no impacts on the demand for additional public facilities or services either directly,
indirectly or cumulatively.

15. RECREATION.
a.

Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood
and regional parks or other recreational facilities such that
substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur
or be accelerated?

15a. Response: (Source: General Plan 2025 Figure PR-1 – Parks, Open Spaces and Trails, Table PR-4 – Park and
Recreation Facilities, Figure CCM-6 – Master plan of Trails and Bikeways, Parks Master Plan 2003, FPEIR
Table 5.14-A – Park and Recreation Facility Types, and Table 5.14-C – Park and Recreation Facilities Funded
in the Riverside Renaissance Initiative, Table 5.14-D – Inventory of Existing Community Centers, Riverside
Municipal Code Chapter 16.60 - Local Park Development Fees, Bicycle Master Plan May 2007)
The project is not expected to significantly increase the use of existing and regional parks given that the project will provide
recreational facilities on site, partially offsetting the demand for neighborhood parks. Nonetheless, applicable park fees
will be required to be paid to mitigate the impact to park development and open space needs generated by the project.
b. Does the project include recreational facilities or require the
construction or expansion of recreational facilities which
might have an adverse physical effect on the environment?
14b. Response:
The project, as proposed, does not include or require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities.

16. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC.
Would the project result in:
a. 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?
16a. Response: (Source: General Plan 2025 Figure CCM-4 – Master Plan of Roadways, FPEIR Figure 5.15-4 –
Volume to Capacity (V/C) Ratio and Level of Service (LOS) (Typical 2025), Table 5.15-D – Existing and
Future Trip Generation Estimates, Table 5.15-H – Existing and Typical Density Scenario Intersection Levels
of Service, Table 5.15-I – Conceptual General Plan Intersection Improvement Recommendations, Table 5.15J – Current Status of Roadways Projected to Operate at LOS E or F in 2025, Table 5.15.-K – Freeway
Analysis Proposed General Plan, Appendix H – Circulation Element Traffic Study and Traffic Study
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Appendix, SCAG’s RTP)
Roadway capacity is adequate to accommodate the projected traffic volumes, of the proposed project. While an
incremental increase in traffic volume will result, the proposed project is not anticipated to produce significant traffic
volume as it is anticipated that not all residents will have or need private vehicles. Further justification lies in the proposed
shuttle program, which will provide transportation to residents for scheduled events and appointments; and site’s proximity
to three Riverside Transit Agency (RTA) bus stops within 900 feet of the site that serve at least four different routes
traveling both east and westbound from the site. Therefore, the increase in traffic in relation to the existing traffic load and
capacity of the street system is less than significant directly, indirectly or cumulatively.
b. Conflict with an applicable congestion management
program, including but not limited to level of service
standards and travel demand measures, or other standards
established by the county congestion management agency
for designated roads or highways?
16b. Response: (Source: General Plan 2025 Figure CCM-4 – Master Plan of Roadways, FPEIR Figure 5.15-4 –
Volume to Capacity (V/C) Ratio and Level of Service (LOS) (Typical 2025), Table 5.15-D – Existing and
Future Trip Generation Estimates, Table 5.15-H – Existing and Typical Density Scenario Intersection Levels
of Service, Table 5.15-I – Conceptual General Plan Intersection Improvement Recommendations, Table 5.15J – Current Status of Roadways Projected to Operate at LOS E or F in 2025, Table 5.15.-K – Freeway
Analysis Proposed General Plan, Appendix H – Circulation Element Traffic Study and Traffic Study
Appendix, SCAG’s RTP)
The project site does not include a state highway or principal arterial within Riverside County’s Congestion Management
Program (CMP) and the project is consistent with the Transportation Demand Management/Air Quality components of the
Program; therefore, there is no impact either directly, indirectly or cumulatively to the CMP.
c. 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?
16c. Response: (Source: General Plan 2025 Figure PS-6 – Airport Safety Zones and Influence Areas, RCALUCP,
March Air Reserve Base/March Inland Port Comprehensive Land Use Plan (1999)and Air Installation
Compatible Use Zone Study for March Air Reserve Base (August 2005)
The project will not change air traffic patterns, increase air traffic levels or change the location of air traffic patterns. It is
not located within an airport influence area. As such, this project will have no impact directly, indirectly or cumulatively
on air traffic patterns.
d. Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g.,
sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible
uses (e.g., farm equipment)?
16d. Response: (Source: Project Site Plans, Lane Striping and Signing Plans,
The proposed project is compatible with adjacent streets and existing development in the surrounding area. As well, it has
been designed so as not to cause any incompatible use or additional or any hazards to the surrounding area or general
public. The proposed site plan indicates that vehicular access will be taken exclusively from Fourteenth Street, thereby
eliminating a substantial increase in traffic volume in the surrounding residential neighborhood as result of this project. A
single ingress point, and two egress points are proposed along the along the Fourteenth Street frontage. Additionally, an
emergency only “crash” gate is proposed along Georgia Street along the northerly side of the site. The primary driveway is
located generally in line with the main entry of the building while the second egress point to Fourteenth Street is located
adjacent to the gate to the secure parking area for residents on the northerly side of the site. The primary driveway is
proposed to contain stamped concrete and a triangular island (“pork chop”) element between the ingress and egress to direct
traffic appropriately. A center median exists along this portion of Fourteenth Street, thereby both egress points will be
required right turns only. Vehicles wishing to travel easterly on Fourteenth Street could make a U-Turn at the signalized
intersection of Fourteenth Street and Sedgwick Avenue. The project site is located just beyond a curve on Fourteenth Street
where the posted speed limit is 35 MPH. The proposed acceleration and deceleration lanes, plus the “pork chop” element
are all intended to allow for safe vehicular visibility and access to the project site. The proposed configuration has been
deemed appropriate by the Public Works Department. Thus, this project will have a less than significant impact on
increasing hazards through design or incompatible uses directly, indirectly or cumulatively.
e. Result in inadequate emergency access?
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16e. Response: (Source: California Department of Transportation Highway Design Manual, Municipal Code, and
Fire Code)
The project has been developed in compliance with Title 18, Section 18.210.030 and the City’s Fire Code Section 503
(California Fire Code 2007); therefore, there will be no impact directly, indirectly or cumulatively to emergency access.
f. Conflict with adopted policies, plans or programs regarding
public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise
decrease the performance or safety of such facilities)?
16f. Response: (Source: FPEIR, General Plan 2025 Land Use and Urban Design, Circulation and Community
Mobility and Education Elements, Bicycle Master Plan, School Safety Program – Walk Safe! – Drive Safe!)
The project, as designed, does not create conflicts with adopted policies, plans or programs supporting alternative
transportation (e.g. bus turnouts, bicycle racks). As such, the project will have no impact directly, indirectly or
cumulatively on adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative transportation.

17. UTILITIES AND SYSTEM SERVICES.
Would the project:
a. Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable
Regional Water Quality Control Board?
17a. Response: (Source: General Plan 2025 Figure PF-2 – Sewer Facilities Map, FPEIR Figure 5.16-5 – Sewer
Service Areas, Table 5.16-K - Estimated Future Wastewater Generation for the City of Riverside’s Sewer
Service Area, Table 5.16-L - Estimated Future Wastewater Generation for the Planning Area Served by
WMWD , Figure 5.8-1 – Watersheds, Wastewater Integrated Master Plan and Certified EIR)
All new development is required to comply with all provisions of the NPDES program and the City’s Municipal Separate
Sewer Permit (MS4), as enforced by the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB). Therefore, the proposed project
would not exceed applicable wastewater treatment requirements of the RWQCB with respect to discharges to the sewer
system or stormwater system within the City. Because the proposed project is required to adhere to the above regulations
related to wastewater treatment the project will have a less than significant impact
b. Require or result in the construction of new water or
wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing
facilities, the construction of which could cause significant
environmental effects?
17b. Response: (Source: General Plan 2025 Table PF-1 – RPU PROJECTED DOMESTIC WATER Supply (AC-FT/YR),
Table PF-2 – RPU Projected Water Demand, Table PF-3 – Western Municipal Water District Projected
Domestic Water Supply (AC-FT/YR), RPU, FPEIR Table 5.16-G – General Plan Projected Water Demand for
RPU Including Water Reliability for 2025, Table 5.16-I - Current and Projected Water Use WMWD, Table
5.16-J - General Plan Projected Water Demand for WMWD Including Water Reliability 2025, Table 5.16-K Estimated Future Wastewater Generation for the City of Riverside’s Sewer Service Area & Table 5.16-L Estimated Future Wastewater Generation for the Planning Area Served by WMWD, Figure 5.16-4 – Water
Facilities and Figure 5.16-6 – Sewer Infrastructure and Wastewater Integrated Master Plan and Certified EIR).
The project will not result in the construction of new or expanded water or wastewater treatment facilities. The project is
consistent with the Typical Growth Scenario of the General Plan 2025 where future water and wastewater generation was
determined to be adequate (see Tables 5.16-E, 5.16-F, 5.16-G, 5.16-H, 5.16-I, 5.16-J and 5.16-K of the General Plan 2025
Final PEIR). Therefore, the project will have no impact resulting in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment
facilities or the expansion of existing facilities directly, indirectly or cumulatively.
c. Require or result in the construction of new storm water
drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the
construction of which could cause significant environmental
effects?
17c. Response: (Source: FPEIR Figure 5.16-2 - Drainage Facilities)
The proposed project will result in an increase of impervious surface areas. The increased in impervious surface area will
generate increased storm water flows with potential to impact drainage facilities and require the provision of additional
facilities. However, the Subdivision Code (Title 18, Section 18.48.020) requires drainage fees to be paid to the City for new
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construction. Fees are transferred into a drainage facilities fund that is maintained by Riverside County Flood Control and
Water Conservation District. This Section also complies with the California Government Code (section 66483), which
provides for the payment of fees for construction of drainage facilities. Fees are required to be paid as part of the conditions
of approval/waiver for filing of a final map or parcel map.
General Plan 2025 Policies PF 4.1 and PF 4.3 require the City to continue to routinely monitor its storm drain system and to
fund and improve those systems as identified in the City’s Capital Improvement Plan. Implementation of these policies will
ensure that the City is adequately served by drainage systems. The General Plan 2025 also includes policies and programs
that will minimize the environmental effects of the development of such facilities. Therefore, the project will have less than
significant on existing storm water drainage facilities and would not require the expansion of existing facilities directly,
indirectly or cumulatively.
d. Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project
from existing entitlements and resources, or are new or
expanded entitlements needed?
17d. Response: (Source: FPEIR Figure 5.16-3 – Water Service Areas, Figure 5.16-4 – Water Facilities, Table 5.16E – RPU Projected Domestic Water Supply (AC-FT/YR, Table 5.16-F – Projected Water Demand, Table 5.16-G
– General Plan Projected Water Demand for RPU including Water Reliability for 2025, Table 5.16-H – Current
and Projected Domestic Water Supply (acre-ft/year) WMWD Table 5.16-I Current and Projected Water Use
WMWD, Table 5.16-J – General Plan Projected Water Demand for WMWD Including Water Reliability 2025,
RPU Master Plan, EMWD Master Plan, WMWD Master Plan, and Highgrove Water District Master Plan)
The project will not exceed expected water supplies. The project is consistent with the General Plan 2025 Typical Growth
Scenario where future water supplies were determined to be adequate (see Tables 5.16-E, 5.16-F, 5.16-G, 5.16-H, 5.16-I
and 5.16-J of the General Plan 2025 Final PEIR). Therefore, the project will have no impact resulting in the insufficient
water supplies either directly, indirectly or cumulatively.
e. Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment
provider which serves or may serve the project that it has
adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in
addition to the provider’s existing commitments?
17e. Response: (Source: FPEIR Figure 5.16-5 - Sewer Service Areas, Figure 5.16-6 -Sewer Infrastructure, Table
5.16-K - Estimated Future Wastewater Generation for the City of Riverside’s Sewer Service Area, Table 5.16-L
- Estimated Future Wastewater Generation for the Planning Area Served by WMWD , and Wastewater
Integrated Master Plan and Certified EIR)
The project will not exceed wastewater treatment requirements of (Regional Water Quality Control Board). The project is
consistent with the General Plan 2025 Typical Growth Scenario where future wastewater generation was determined to be
adequate (see Table 5.16-K of the General Plan 2025 Final PEIR). Further, the current Wastewater Treatment Master Plan
anticipates and provides for this type of project. Therefore, no impact to wastewater treatment directly, indirectly or
cumulatively will occur.
f. Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to
accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal needs?
17f. Response: (Source: FPEIR Table 5.16-A – Existing Landfills and Table 5.16-M – Estimated Future Solid
Waste Generation from the Planning Area)
The project is consistent with the General Plan 2025 Typical Build-out Project level where future landfill capacity was
determined to be adequate (see Tables 5.16-A and 5.16-M of the General Plan 2025 Final PEIR). Therefore, no impact to
landfill capacity will occur directly, indirectly or cumulatively.
g. Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and
regulations related to solid waste?
17g. Response: (Source: California Integrated Waste Management Board 2002 Landfill Facility Compliance
Study)
The California Integrated Waste Management Act under the Public Resource Code requires that local jurisdictions divert at
least 50% of all solid waste generated by January 1, 2000. The City is currently achieving a 60% diversion rate, well above
State requirements. In addition, the California Green Building Code requires all developments to divert 50% of nonhazardous construction and demolition debris for all projects and 100% of excavated soil and land clearing debris for all
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non-residential projects beginning January 1, 2011. The proposed project must comply with the City’s waste disposal
requirements as well as the California Green Building Code and as such would not conflict with any Federal, State, or local
regulations related to solid waste. Therefore, no impacts related to solid waste statues will occur directly, indirectly or
cumulatively.

18. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE.
a.

Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of
the environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or
wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop
below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or
animal community, reduce the number or restrict the range
of a rare or an endangered plant or animal or eliminate
important examples of the major periods of California
history or prehistory?

18a. Response: Source: General Plan 2025 – Figure OS-6 – Stephen’s Kangaroo Rat (SKR) Core Reserve and
Other Habitat Conservation Plans (HCP), Figure OS-7 – MSHCP Cores and Linkages, Figure OS-8 – MSHCP
Cell Areas, General Plan 2025 FPEIR Figure 5.4-2 – MSHCP Area Plans, Figure 5.4-4 - MSHCP Criteria
Cells and Subunit Areas, Figure 5.4-6 – MSHCP Narrow Endemic Plant Species Survey Area, Figure 5.4-7 –
MSHCP Criteria Area Species Survey Area, Figure 5.4-8 – MSHCP Burrowing Owl Survey Area, MSHCP
Section 6.1.2 - Protection of Species Associated with Riparian/Riverine Areas and Vernal Pools, FPEIR Table
5.5-A Historical Districts and Neighborhood Conservation Areas, Figure 5.5-1 - Archaeological Sensitivity,
Figure 5.5-2 - Prehistoric Cultural Resources Sensitivity, Appendix D, Title 20 of the Riverside Municipal
Code)
Potential impacts related to habitat of fish or wildlife species were discussed in the Biological Resources Section of this
Initial Study, and were all found to be less than significant. Additionally, potential impacts to cultural, archaeological and
paleontological resources related to major periods of California and the City of Riverside’s history or prehistory were
discussed in the Cultural Resources Section of this Initial Study, and were found to be less than significant.
b. Does the project have impacts that are individually limited,
but
cumulatively
considerable?
(“Cumulatively
considerable” means that the incremental effects of a
project are considerable when viewed in connection with
the effects of past projects, the effects of other current
projects, and the effects of probable future projects)?
18b. Response: (Source: FPEIR Section 6 – Long-Term Effects/ Cumulative Impacts for the General Plan 2025
Program)
Because the project is consistent with the General Plan 2025, no new cumulative impacts are anticipated and therefore
cumulative impacts of the proposed project beyond those previously considered in the GP 2025 FPEIR are less than
significant.
c. Does the project have environmental effects which will
cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either
directly or indirectly?
18c. Response: (Source: FPEIR Section 5 – Environmental Impact Analysis for the General Plan 2025 Program)
Effects on human beings were evaluated as part of the aesthetics, air quality, hydrology & water quality, noise, population
and housing, hazards and hazardous materials, and traffic sections of this initial study and found to be less than significant
for each of the above sections. Based on the analysis and conclusions in this initial study, the project will not cause
substantial adverse effects, directly or indirectly to human beings. Therefore, potential direct and indirect impacts on
human beings that result from the proposed project are less than significant.

Note: Authority cited: Sections 21083 and 21087, Public Resources Code. Reference: Sections 21080(c), 21080.1, 21080.3, 21082.1, 21083, 21083.3,
21093, 21094, 21151, Public Resources Code; Sundstrom v. County of Mendocino, 202 Cal.App.3d 296 (1988); Leonoff v. Monterey Board of Supervisors,
222 Cal.App.3d 1337 (1990).
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THE FOLLOWING BUSINESS WAS CONDUCTED:
Chair Lock-Dawson called the meeting to order at 9:00 a.m.
The Pledge of Allegiance was given to the Flag.
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Company, to consider a modification of an existing Conditional Use Permit (C-20-834) to establish a senior
assisted living facility on approximately 2.36 acres currently developed as a senior living facility, at 8537
Magnolia Avenue, situated on the northerly side of Magnolia Avenue between Melody Lane and Wayne Court
R-1-7000-SP – Single-Family Residential and Specific Plan (Magnolia Avenue) Overlay Zone and in Ward 5.
15
5. PLANNING CASES P10-0788 & P11-0112: Proposal by Lisa Guan, AT Construction Services, to
consider a Conditional Use Permit and the Design Review of a Plot Plan and Building Elevations to reestablish a 2,968 square foot fast food restaurant and to construct a cover over the drive-thru lane pick-up
window on approximately 0.57 acres, located at 3531 Madison Avenue, situated on the southeast corner of
Madison Street and Garden Street, in the CR- Commercial Retail Zone and in Ward 3. ................................ 16
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Council Chambers. ........................................................................................................................................... 19

Planning Commission Minutes – May 5, 2011

3 of 19

PLANNING/ZONING MATTERS FROM THE AUDIENCE
There was no one present requesting to speak.
PUBLIC HEARINGS
1. PLANNING CASE P05-1493 (Continued from April 7, 2011): Proposal by Pacifica Companies
to consider a Condominium Conversion Permit, to legalize the conversion of a 104 unit apartment
project into condominiums on approximately 4.2 acres, located at 1108 Blaine Street, situated on
the southwesterly corner of Blaine Street and Rustin Avenue in the R-3-1500 - Multiple Family
Residential Zone, and in Ward 2.
Patricia Brenes, Senior Planner, presented the staff report.
Craig Combs, Attorney representing Woodlands Riverside Condominium Maintenance Corp., 7955
Ratheon Rd., San Diego, CA 92111, addressed the Commission. He stated that they were in agreement
with staff’s conditions.
Chair Lock-Dawson asked if there was anyone in the audience requesting to speak on this item. No one
came forward, the public hearing was officially closed.
MOTION MADE by Commissioner Allen, SECONDED by Commissioner Kain, TO DETERMINE
that the proposed project is categorically exempt from the provisions of the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA), pursuant to Section 15301 (Existing Facilities) of CEQA, TO RECOMMEND
APPROVAL of Planning Case P05-1493 subject to staff’s findings and recommended conditions.
MOTION CARRIED unanimously.
AYES:
NOES:
DISQUALIFIED:
ABSTAINED:
ABSENT:

Allen, Brown, Kain, Lock-Dawson, Maloney, Riggle, Stockton, Wade
None
None
None
Tavaglione
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Commissioner Maloney recused himself from Items 2 and 3 due to a conflict of interest.
2. PLANNING CASES P09-0808, P09-0809 & P09-0810 (Continued from April 7, 2011):
Proposal by Germania Corporation to consider a Conditional Use Permit and the Design Review
of a plot plan and building elevations to establish a four-story,121 unit senior housing facility and
a street vacation of approximately 4,000 square feet of Eucalyptus Avenue southerly of Vasquez
Place, the project site is located at 2340 Fourteenth Street, situated on the northeasterly side of
Fourteenth Street, southeasterly of Sedgwick Avenue and southerly of Georgia Street in the R-17000 – Single Family Residential Zone, in Ward 2.
Kyle Smith, Associate Planner, presented the staff report. He noted that the project has been presented to
a number of community groups in the Eastside neighborhood over the last few months. The majority of
the comments received from the community have been incorporated into the staff report and
recommended conditions of approval.
Kevin Wolf, Managing Member of Riverside Senior Housing Partners, stated for the record that this
project was not a Germania project. This project, in its entirety, is being handled by The Riverside Senior
Housing Partners, LLC. He stated they were not in agreement with the conditions and provided the
Commission with an itemized list of their request for modifications. He stated that they have been
working with staff and the community on this project. Some of the community’s concerns were regarding
the block walls, which is also a concern for them.
Chair Lock-Dawson asked if there was anyone in the audience that wanted to speak to this item. There
was no one that came forward to speak on this item.
Commissioner Wade commented regarding the list of modifications requested by the applicant. At this
particular point, he did not have sufficient time to go over all of these and was ready now to either vote
approval as recommended by staff or for a continuance. He asked staff if they had seen this list before
today.
Mr. Smith replied that staff received the list this morning as well.
Commissioner Allen said that Commissioner Wade comments were pretty heart felt. Looking at the
handout, he would have liked to have seen this last week. He was curious as to why they would not be in
favor of the block walls. He referenced how nicely done Trader Joe’s block walls were and noted that
something similar could add a lot to this project. He noted that this wasn’t a very simple project;, this is a
4-story building in an R-1-7000 neighborhood.
Mr. Wolf explained that they received the staff report on Tuesday and tried to respond to it as soon as
possible. He stated that they were prepared to go through the items. Most of the items are minor
technicalities and details, nothing of great substance. Since this is a CUP, they are anxious to have as
much clarity as possible now.
Commissioner Riggle referred to page 14 of the staff report regarding the community meetings. He asked
staff to expand on the community’s concerns regarding the massing and the size of this building.
Mr. Smith explained that the comment referred to the height of the building and the fact that there are two
wings that taper down in a way that makes it look less massive from 14th Street. This condition is further
reduced based on the fact that the site is sloped in a manner that will make the building look smaller from
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the existing residential neighborhood to the north. He deferred to the applicant regarding their need for
this density.
Commissioner Riggle asked to return to one of the graphics. He looked at the grades at the corner
knuckle which is 9’. The graphic is showing the block wall, which is why staff is stating the 2 – 2 ½ story
building visibility. If the block wall is changed to wrought iron, it will look like a 3 – 3 ½ story building,
if we pretend that the block wall will magically make half of a story go away.
Steve Hayes, Principal Planner, stated he would agree with Commissioner Riggle’s assessment.
Commissioner Riggle referred to page 6 of the staff report and noted that this project was at the top end of
density for anything in Riverside. He asked how staff justified the variances for this project and what the
need was for a 4-story building.
Mr. Smith clarified that there is no variance for density on this project; the General Plan has density
guidelines only. One of the reasons there are a number of variances for this project is that there isn’t a
section in the Zoning Code detailing specific standards for senior housing. Senior housing is a permitted
use in the R-1 Zones but there are no standards. Generally, the R-1 standards for setbacks will apply to
these projects. The density for this project, as demonstrated by the chart on page 6 of the Staff Report, is
generally in the range of what has been approved for other projects, however, it is on the higher end.
Commissioner Riggle addressed the applicant and stated he wanted to commend them and felt they had a
good project. It is a good fit for this site and he would certainly like to see something happen there. To
that end, he did question the need for a 4-story building in a predominately single family residential
community. There probably aren’t many 2-story buildings, much less 3-story, in the area. His concern
was that this was a lot of units for a small area which can be overpowering. The variances requested for
this project is indicative of the problem and felt it might be related to the density.
Mr. Wolf noted that, as staff has mentioned, in terms of density they are within the range of similar
projects that have been done in the City. This project is bound by streets on all sides which require a great
deal of property to be set aside for street improvements. To make the project financially feasible, they
need this unit count. This project has many amenities that will draw a long term viable group of folks. As
soon as we start cutting units, those amenities will start going away because they will not be economically
feasible. He described their intent in taking advantage of the lower grade at 14th Street. He noted that
whether it is a block wall or a heavily landscaped 6’ tubular or wrought iron fence, there will appear
something less than a 4-story building, no matter how you look at it. Those that have the greatest
concerns have been the neighbors and through meetings with them, they are comfortable with the project.
Commissioner Riggle asked the applicant if they had considered a 3-story building on this site. He felt
that a 3-story concept would help the issues with the massing, site density, parking and covered parking
go away. There are 29 units on the top floor, eliminating these would bring the density to just over 30
which is a more palatable range. He noted that financial issues were not always the primary concern for
the Commission. He would like to make sure it is a good fit and a good project but at the same time, he
did not want to submarine it.
Mr. Wolf explained that they did look at a 2-story and 3-story concept but those did not pencil out. He
stated that they purchased the property in 2008 and have been working with staff and the community on a
design that fits the physical constraints of the site and also provides the unit mix that will make the project
function. He noted that they were only 4-6 covered carports short and this is because of the site
constraints. They could fit these carports in at the Georgia knuckle but they would not be aesthetically
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pleasing. This was an upfront discussion with the Planning Division and they agreed they would not do
the carports there.
Ken Gutierrez, Planning Director, stated that the density was also a concern for staff, not only in terms of
density but as pointed out, the site is surrounded by single family homes. Why is staff supporting this?
There are changes coming, and staff is finding that we need to come up with more compact and walkable
designs. The Commission may start to see building footprints getting smaller and going higher as time
goes on. This is a concept that is embedded in the General Plan. Staff agrees, this project is pushing it
and that is one of reasons the applicant was requested to talk to the neighborhood. There were some
concerns from the neighborhood and maybe if this was an active/conventional apartment, there may have
been more concern. If this is going to be a large complex, it has to make up for it in stellar architecture,
amenity package, and things like that. If staff is going to support the taller building, they want to make
sure the architecture is good and the landscaping is exceptional. The perimeter of the site, with pitched
roofs, carport and block walls will help set it apart and protect that residential neighborhood. Staff is ok
with the height as long as these other components fit together. This is why staff has recommended these
conditions which are also the ones Mr. Wolf objects to. He reiterated that this is a large building and
there is no doubt it will change the landscaping of the area.
Commissioner Brown stated that the Commission has heard repeatedly that the applicant has done
extensive work and has worked with staff on this project. He asked why weren’t the issues brought up by
the applicant today resolved prior to this meeting?
Mr. Gutierrez explained that sometimes things do not get resolved and it takes the Commission to make a
decision. Staff has discussed these items with the applicant, there are no surprises here but sometimes
there is a disagreement between staff and the applicant.
Commissioner Brown inquired if this situation was indicative of his statement. These are differences
between the applicant and staff?
Mr. Gutierrez replied yes.
Mr. Wolf stated that he would also agree with that statement. The block wall is an issue of concern. They
feel that shrubbery and fencing can achieve the same screening affect and not be an attractive nuisance.
Commissioner Stockton inquired whether staff’s recommended conditions was that there be a block wall
as a replacement in the alignment of what is shown as a fence between Georgia and the back of the
carports in addition to asking for a solid decorative treatment to the back of the carports.
Mr. Hayes clarified that the intent of the conditions was to require a masonry wall only for the portion of
the area on the westerly or upper left corner of the site plan closest to the cul-de-sac of Georgia, where it
is adjacent to open parking spaces. The intent would be that the back walls of the carport structures
facing Georgia be decorative solid features but that the open fencing along Georgia can remain where it is
proposed with the addition of decorative pilasters.
Commissioner Stockton asked the applicant if he was opposed to constructing the wall or just opposed to
constructing a wall at the end of where the open parking is at the cul-de-sac.
Mr. Wolf responded no, and that it made sense. One of the concerns that was brought up and what they
are trying to address, is the headlight glare and noise from cars. He explained that the grade differential
from the top of the curb on Georgia and headlight level onsite, along with fencing and landscaping, more
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than sufficiently deal with this issue. The exception is the area where it is essentially a flat elevation
across the corner which would be fine. He reiterated that they are trying to make this an affordable
project, and it is at the tipping point. As soon as you start adding extra requirements that were not what
was discussed, such as solid walls on the back of carports, it starts to become a challenge, hence their
objection.
Commissioner Stockton suggested a compromise with regard to the carports, would be that in the areas
where there is no grade differential, the applicants come up with a design that makes it look like the size
and the mass articulate as it comes away from Georgia Street. He stated that he found it difficult to review
the applicant’s letter. He found there were inconsistencies and the written comments were not
descriptive.
Mr. Wolf agreed with Commissioner Stockton’s suggestion. He added that he would be happy to speak to
the intent of the letter and go through the items.
Commissioner Stockton said that this would be his preference, to go through the intent of the letter and
take a continuance to the next Planning Commission meeting at which time a new set of conditions and
additional recommendations can be brought forward. A couple of other observations regarding the site
circulation and the rationale for obtaining a parking variance is that, this is a senior project. It will be a
very walkable project, in close proximity to other amenities, facilities and bus stops. Unfortunately, the
only pedestrian connection he can see from the site to 14th Street is at the pork chop at the main entry. An
occupant trying to get to 14th street would have to cross the main drive aisle interior to the site. Once they
are at the pork chop, they would have to cross the main entry or main exit. He felt this was an unsafe
condition. He would much rather see circulation out to 14th Street on the westerly end of the building
complex and on the easterly end of the building complex. The second observation is related to the pork
chop and probably directed to Public Works staff. Because of the deceleration lane coming off the curb
on 14th Street, moving towards the west, once a vehicle is trapped in that lane, they have a decision to turn
right into this site or slam right into the pork chop. He asked if the Commission could recommend
deletion or a traffic study be done to analyze whether or not this is a safe condition.
Rob van Zanten, Public Works Department, agreed with Commissioner Stockton’s observation. It is
something that Public Works staff could do. One reason they pushed it out was to provide an additional
buffer area and landscaping to soften it. He would lean towards modifying it and pulling it back as
opposed to eliminating it altogether. Staff can look at this closer and do either/or, to address that scenario.
Commissioner Riggle said he would like to take the opportunity and go through the letter. He noted a
number of things can be omitted because he felt they did not necessarily apply and some are discussion
points the Commission has already had. He reviewed the applicant’s letter going through the items listed.
Item 3, regarding the issue of intellectual property, he asked staff if an operations plan can be established
without compromising this? A suggestion was made that the document be marked confidential so that it
is not subject to the public records act.
Kristi Smith, Supervising Deputy Attorney, agreed that there was a compromise. The condition is not
asking for specific information, which is what the applicant may think is proprietary information. A
management or operational plan can be drawn up without having to disclose any proprietary information,
and can be very generic. She felt the condition was fine the way it was written.
Commissioner Riggle inquired if the applicant was ok with that?
Mr. Wolf replied that he was.
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Commissioner Riggle continued with the review of the applicant’s list. #7 requested the “addition of
language for corrective action remedies performing under the CUP”. He asked the applicant what was
meant by this.
Mr. Wolf explained that they have financing partners that have looked these conditions over. As the
condition reads, if someone shows up at the site and there isn’t the appropriate management of the CUP
plan readily available, the CUP could be revoked. It would be helpful to include language that there is
time for corrective action so that his lenders can be reassured.
Ms. Smith noted that, as everyone is aware, the revocation of a CUP it is not easy. There is a “due
process” that must be done, which includes notifying the applicant and allowing them to quickly fix the
issue.
Mr. Wolf said he understood but he has to explain this to a third party.
Commissioner Riggle continued and asked Ms. Smith regarding item 8, the hold harmless agreement?
Ms. Smith replied that this was not negotiable. There is a standard Indemnification Agreement the
applicant has to provide to the City of Riverside, this will not be changed whatsoever.
Commissioner Brown commented that having to go through this whole list now was ridiculous.
Commissioner Riggle continued and summarized that based on the list provided, the Commission could
consider accepting the applicant’s request for items: 4, 9, 16, 18, 19 and 22. The rest of the request for
modifications on the list will be removed from consideration as they are mostly standard conditions and
should remain.
Chair Lock-Dawson asked if there was anyone wishing to speak to this item. No on in the audience came
forward to speak, the public hearing was officially closed.
Commissioner Allen asked what Commissioner Riggle’s intent was with that review. Will the
Commission provide the applicant with direction? Most of the issues as indicated by the applicant are
clarifications for his lender.
Commissioner Riggle explained that as part of a motion, the Commission can accept some of the
applicant’s request for modifications. He felt these were not detrimental to the project and would
eliminate a number of the issues that were boiler plate and/or issues related to the masonry wall. He felt
the walls could be made a part of the motion but for him the issue was the density. He thought that a 4story building was on the high density side. He felt there should be block walls because it will hide the
carports and some of the first floor. If it were a 3-story building, they could use wrought iron, and open it
up for a different look. The block walls would prevent some of the noise and parking issues related to the
residential area. His personal preference would be to keep the block walls on the back side, the front, and
wrought iron along 14th.
Commissioner Allen indicated that he would accept wrought iron only where it is appropriate. He is a big
fan of block walls especially the decorative block walls with plantings on it. A project of this scale needs
to be invested in order to protect that project.
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Commissioner Stockton asked the applicant or his architect to explain the look of the carports along
Georgia Street which appear to have a mixture.
Doug Pancake, President of Douglas Pancake Architects, 1470 Jamboree, Newport Beach, 92660,
addressed the question. He explained that they are anticipating having a standing seam metal roof over
the carports. Mr. Wolf’s concern is creating purpose built carports as opposed to something that can be
shop fabricated and readily installed onsite.
Commissioner Stockton indicated he was not sure what that would look like. There were no material
samples that reflect what the roofing for that would be, in terms of the treatment to the back of the carport.
He asked whether they necessarily had to be block wall as opposed to a framed wall with stucco. This
would be significantly less expensive. If there was that kind of architectural treatment along the back of
the carport then the applicant could have a wrought iron fence with landscaping and get the same effect.
This would be much less expensive but still provide that articulation staff is looking for. He reiterated
that instead of a masonry block wall, a frame in the back of the carports can give it an architectural
treatment and it would not be a block wall, it would provide the relief staff is looking for. Staff is
referring to the carports around the vicinity where you come into the site and down to the cul-de-sac
where there is open parking. They would like to have something that gives it some relief, boxes in the
back of the carports so that you are not looking into a carport. If this can be done and have a wrought iron
fence, he felt staff is getting what they are asking for and saving the applicant considerably over having to
do a masonry wall.
Mr. Hayes stated that this was the intent of recommended condition 7i on page 23.
Chair Lock-Dawson asked for the applicant if this was acceptable to them.
Mr. Wolf responded that this was a reasonable request. Again, they want it to look aesthetically pleasing.
If they can articulate it with different building materials, subject to everyone’s approval, metal stud frame
or wood frame stucco, vines, etc., it can be easily done.
Chair Lock-Dawson pointed out that the condition in the staff report does not state the back of the carport
has to be block. It just says that the back wall of the carport will be decorative in nature. She did not
think the condition needed to be clarified.
Commissioner Riggle asked staff which projects were the most recent on the density chart.
Mr. Hayes explained that the projects are in chronological order. The recently completed, on the ground
today, are the Raincross Senior project, Las Fuentes and El Paseo projects. All the projects are on the
ground except Snowberry Creek which is currently under construction. The Las Fuentes and El Paseo
projects are the two Telecu projects, and are some of the higher density projects.
Commissioner Allen inquired about the street vacation.
Mr. Van Zanten noted that the vacation case is not being incorporated with this project. Public Works is
agreeable to the vacation because it essentially serves only one property, lot 80. It is only a matter of that
property accepting the vacated area and incorporating it into their lot. By virtue of how this segment was
dedicated, it would revert back to the adjacent property and not this project site.
Commissioner Allen noted that as far as staff knows, the owner of lot 80 has not accepted this area to be
vacated.
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Mr. Van Zanten replied affirmatively. He did not know first-hand whether the property owner has had
conversation with the City and is agreeable to the vacation and that they intend to accept the vacated area.
Mr. Wolf stated that as of a month ago, the property was in receivership with a lender.
MOTION MADE by Commissioner Stockton, SECONDED by Commissioner Allen, TO
DETERMINE that the proposed project would not have a significant adverse impact on the environment,
TO RECOMMEND adoption of a Negative Declaration and TO RECOMMEND APPROVAL of
Planning Cases P09-0808, P09-0809 and P09-0810 subject to staff’s findings and recommended
conditions with the following modifications:
Page 24, Add Condition 10i: Pedestrian connection shall be added to 14th Street at the easterly and
westerly portions of the complex.
Page 27, condition 26: Main driveway to be located on Fourteenth Street as reflected on the approved site
plan, to be curb return-type, radius and width to meet Fire Code with a raised center diverter, all to Public
Works specifications. This condition shall be revised in accordance with the requirements of the
City Traffic Engineer.
The Commission accepted the applicant’s request for revision (items 4, 9, 16, 18, 19 & 22 from their
letter submitted to Planning Commission May 5, 2011) to the following conditions:
Page 16, Condition 10: As part of the management plan, managers and Assistant Managers shall be
required to live onsite. Up-to-date names and contact information shall be placed on file with the Police
Department.
Page 19, Condition 33: There shall be a two four-year time limit in which to commence construction of
the project beginning the day following approval by the Planning Commission unless a public hearing is
held by City Council; in that event the time limit begins the day following City Council approval.
Page 25, Condition 14a: Stamped Decorative concrete shall be provided at the primary driveway, to the
satisfaction of Planning Staff;
Page 26, Condition 18: There is a 24 48 month time limit on this approval, which begins following City
Council approval of this case.
Page 30, Condition 8: There shall be a two four year time limit in which to commence the vacation
beginning the day following approval by the Planning Commission unless a public hearing is held by City
Council; in that event the time limit begins the day following City Council approval.
SUBSTITUTE MOTION MADE by Commissioner Riggle, TO DETERMINE that the proposed
project would not have a significant adverse impact on the environment, TO RECOMMEND adoption of
a Negative Declaration and TO RECOMMEND APPROVAL of Planning Cases P09-0808, P09-0809,
and P09-0810 subject to staff’s findings and recommended conditions and also including modifications
made by Commissioner Stockton with the addition of the limitation of the number of units not to exceed
35 units an acre. This would be approximately 106 units. He leaves it up to the applicant to determine
how they accomplish this. He would be ok with having a higher portion of the building in the middle.
Commissioner Riggle stated that based on this the applicant would lose approximately 20 units but he felt
that the density for this small site was too high.
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MOTION FAILED due to lack of second.
Chair Lock-Dawson called for the vote on Commissioner Stockton’s motion.
MOTION CARRIED by a vote of 5 ayes to 2 noes and 1 disqualified and 0 abstentions.
AYES:
NOES:
DISQUALIFIED:
ABSTAINED:
ABSENT:

Allen, Kain, Lock-Dawson, Stockton, Wade
Brown, Riggle
Maloney
None
Tavaglione

Chair Lock-Dawson advised the applicant of the appeal procedure.
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Commissioners Riggle and Stockton recused themselves from the following case due to conflicts of
interest.
The Commission took a 5 minute break.
3. PLANNING CASES P11-0087 AND P11-0088: Proposal by Steve Berzansky of PB
Development to consider a Conditional Use Permit and the Design Review of a Plot Plan and
Building Elevations to facilitate the first phase of renovation of the existing Adams Plaza,
specifically to establish a student recreation center for California Baptist University, located at
3536 Adams Street, situated on the westerly side of Adams Street and northerly of Diana Avenue,
in the CR-SP – Commercial Retail and Specific Plan (Magnolia Avenue) Overlay Zones, in Ward
5.
Patricia Brenes, Senior Planner, presented the staff report.
Steve Berzansky, representing the applicant, 7111 Indiana Avenue, addressed the Commission. He said
that Steve Smith, representing Cal Baptist University, was also present. He thanked staff for their
assistance on this project. He stated that they were in agreement with the conditions as recommended.
This is just a first phase of a project that will transform the 40-year old Adams Plaza into a wonderful
window both from the campus and from the freeway. He reviewed the project with the neighbors, the
Chamber of Commerce and the Auto Center Group and has received their support as well. He noted that
they do not require variances and they are in conformance with the General Plan and current zoning.
Chair Lock-Dawson asked if there was anyone in the audience that wished to speak to this item. There
was no one present requesting to speak.
Commissioner Brown stated he wanted to commend this project. He asked to receive confirmation that
the applicant has gone through this portion of the renovation of the shopping center in detail to make sure
there is no problem with what may follow. He was concerned because the frontage on the Magnolia side
of Cal Baptist University now is quite pleasant. He stated that the back door has got to look the same. He
also asked if they will have water or monument features.
Mr. Berzansky stated that they do not want this to appear as a stand-alone renovation. They do have
elevations that were not a part of the staff report for the north end of the building. A project that will be
coming through shortly is the campus bookstore where the old JoAnn Fabrics store space was. He
assured everyone that the Commission will see a very dramatic change at the center. He pointed out that
conditioned in this project, at the front of the concave glass wall will be some type of artistic feature at the
entry way. Whether that will be a water feature or some type of sculpture, it has not been determined yet.
They will be bringing those details back to staff for review at a later date.
Commissioner Allen stated he looked forward to seeing this project.
The public hearing was officially closed.
MOTION MADE by Commissioner Wade, SECONDED by Commissioner Brown, TO DETERMINE
that the proposed project would not have a significant adverse impact on the environment, TO
RECOMMEND adoption of a Negative Declaration and TO RECOMMEND APPROVAL of Planning
Cases P11-0087 and P11-0088 subject to staff’s findings and recommended conditions.
MOTION CARRIED by a vote of 5 ayes to 0 noes and 3 disqualified and 0 abstentions.
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AYES:
NOES:
DISQUALIFIED:
ABSTAINED:
ABSENT:

Allen, Brown, Kain, Lock-Dawson, Wade
None
Maloney, Riggle, Stockton
None
Tavaglione
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Commissioners Maloney, Riggle and Stockton returned to the dais.
4. PLANNING CASE P11-0018: Proposal by Raymond Yancey, on behalf of BPM Senior Living
Company, to consider a modification of an existing Conditional Use Permit (C-20-834) to
establish a senior assisted living facility on approximately 2.36 acres currently developed as a
senior living facility, at 8537 Magnolia Avenue, situated on the northerly side of Magnolia
Avenue between Melody Lane and Wayne Court R-1-7000-SP – Single-Family Residential and
Specific Plan (Magnolia Avenue) Overlay Zone and in Ward 5.
Moises Lopez, Associate Planner, presented the staff report.
Raymond Yancey, 808 SW 3rd Street, Portland, OR 97204, stated they were in agreement with the
conditions.
Chair Lock-Dawson asked if there was anyone in the audience that would like to speak to this item. No
one came forward, the public hearing was officially closed.
MOTION MADE by Commissioner Allen, SECONDED by Commissioner Wade, TO DETERMINE
that the proposed project is exempt from California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), review pursuant
to Section 15301 (Existing Facilities) and TO RECOMMEND APPROVAL of Planning Case P110018 subject to staff’s findings and recommended conditions.
MOTION CARRIED unanimously.
AYES:
NOES:
DISQUALIFIED:
ABSTAINED:
ABSENT:

Allen, Brown, Kain, Lock-Dawson, Maloney, Riggle, Stockton, Wade
None
None
None
Tavaglione
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5. PLANNING CASES P10-0788 & P11-0112: Proposal by Lisa Guan, AT Construction Services,
to consider a Conditional Use Permit and the Design Review of a Plot Plan and Building
Elevations to re-establish a 2,968 square foot fast food restaurant and to construct a cover over the
drive-thru lane pick-up window on approximately 0.57 acres, located at 3531 Madison Avenue,
situated on the southeast corner of Madison Street and Garden Street, in the CR- Commercial
Retail Zone and in Ward 3.
Yvette Sennewald, Senior Planner, presented the staff report.
Tim Lan, 3531 Madison Street, stated they were in agreement with the conditions.
Chair Lock-Dawson asked if there was anyone in the audience that would like to speak to this item. No
one came forward; the public hearing was officially closed.
MOTION MADE by Commissioner Riggle, SECONDED by Commissioner Kain, TO DETERMINE
that the proposed project is categorically exempt from the provisions of the California Environmental
Quality Act, pursuant to Section 15301 (Existing Facilities) of CEQA and TO RECOMMEND
APPROVAL of Planning Cases P10-0788 and P11-0112 subject to staff’s findings and recommended
conditions.
MOTION CARRIED unanimously.
AYES:
NOES:
DISQUALIFIED:
ABSTAINED:
ABSENT:

L.E. Allen, Brown, Kain, Lock-Dawson, Maloney, Riggle, Stockton, Wade
None
None
None
Tavaglione
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6. PLANNING CASE P10-0377: Proposal by Gerard Hill to consider an amendment to the Zoning
Code (Title 19 of the Municipal Code) to rezone approximately 4.04 vacant acres at 6458 Van
Buren Boulevard, situated on the west side of Van Buren Boulevard, north of Arlington Avenue,
from the BMP - Business and Manufacturing Park Zone to the CR-AP-D – Commercial Retail and
Airport Protection (Zone D) Overlay Zones, in Ward 7.
Yvette Sennewald, Senior Planner, presented the staff report. She indicated that staff is requesting to add
a condition of approval that would require the Planning Commission to review any future development
plans, given the site’s location along a scenic boulevard and in close proximity to one of the busiest
intersections in the City.
Chair Lock-Dawson clarified for the Commission that they will be voting on the rezoning only, not the
site plan shown today.
Gerard P. Hill, 1304 W. Adams, Kirkwood, MO, stated they were in agreement with the conditions.
Commissioner Stockton asked if staff was supportive of direct access to Van Buren for this site.
Mr. Van Zanten replied that Public Works is fully supportive of direct access at this point, right turn
ingress and egress only. Staff is continuing discussions with the applicant regarding the possibility of
alternate access serving this site off of Doolittle.
Commissioner Wade said he wanted to ask the same question. He was concerned about access from Van
Buren. It does not look like it has been an issue with the Walgreen’s. Although it is very difficult for
anyone coming in from Riverside to get into the parking lot, this would probably be worse. He asked if
there was any thought of a potential entrance at Doolittle.
Mr. Hill explained that when they initially embarked on this project, there was no center median and
Doolittle was open to traffic. They are currently doing a traffic study as well as a civil engineering study.
He believes there is currently a safety issue regarding the Walgreen’s and did not want to create the same
issue with their development. They are currently working with Public Works and have suggested the
concept of a U-turn lane which would benefit the community, using the vacant strip which is owned by
the City. He has drawings they would like to submit to the Public Works Department today for their
review.
Commissioner Riggle asked if there will be a private access road or easement across the property allowing
for access to this site off of Doolittle.
Mr. Van Zanten replied that staff has not looked at this in detail yet. The applicant is in the process of a
civil and traffic engineering study. Staff does have concerns regarding this but it is something that
warrants investigation into the viability so staff is not discounting it entirely.
Commissioner Allen announced a possible conflict of interest and recused himself from the discussion
and left the dais.
Chair Lock-Dawson asked if there was anyone in the audience that would like to speak to this item. No
one came forward and the public hearing was officially closed.
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MOTION MADE by Commissioner Riggle, SECONDED by Commissioner Wade, TO DETERMINE
that the proposed project would not have a significant adverse impact on the environment, TO
RECOMMEND adoption of a Negative Declaration and TO RECOMMEND APPROVAL of
Planning Case P10-0377 subject to staff’s findings and recommended conditions.
MOTION CARRIED by a vote of 7 ayes to 0 noes and 1 disqualified and 0 abstentions.
AYES:
NOES:
DISQUALIFIED:
ABSTAINED:
ABSENT:

Brown, Kain, Lock-Dawson, Maloney, Riggle, Stockton, Wade
None
Allen
None
Tavaglione

Commissioner Allen returned to the dais.
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MISCELLANEOUS PLANNING AND ZONING ITEMS:
7. Brief report from the Planning Director on recent City Council actions.
Mr. Gutierrez updated the Commission on the recent City Council actions.

8. Items for future agendas.
Mr. Hayes stated that it looked like there would be 2- 3 public hearings at the next meeting.
Chair Lock-Dawson announced she would not be present for the May 19th meeting.

9. Update on status of major development projects.
Mr. Gutierrez announced that the Baker’s at Indiana and Jane is now open. The UEI vocational school on
University Avenue is now open as well. The Commission spent a lot of time trying to find ways to get the
students to the front and activate the sidewalk in front of the building and it has worked. When you drive by
the students are sitting at the tables and entering those front doors. Staff is starting to see a lot of positive
activity along University Avenue. He updated the Commission on other projects under construction.
Commissioner Riggle inquired if the church at Canyon Crest and Martin Luther King was constructed.
Mr. Gutierrez replied that the St. Andrews Orthodox Church received their certificate of occupancy in time
for the Easter Sunday service. Staff members who have been to the site have indicated that as nice as it
looks on the outside, it is highly decorative and looks wonderful from the inside as well.
Commissioner Kain asked about the parking structure next to the Fox Theater.
Scott Barber, Community Development Director, stated that the grading permit is about to be issued.
Commissioner Brown asked if the problem with Arts Bar and Grill had been solved.
Mr. Gutierrez stated that the parking lot kitty corner to the fire station will now be open to public parking
and will be available for use by Arts. They also have an agreement with the mortuary next door.
Ms. Smith reminded the Commission that when they are going to step down due to a conflict of interest,
they should not state they are abstaining but rather that they recusing themselves.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES:
10. There were no minutes presented for approval.
ADJOURNMENT:
11. The meeting was adjourned at 11:17 am to the meeting of May 19, 2011 at 9:00 a.m. in the Art
Pick Council Chambers.
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Community & Economic Development
Department

December 23, 2020
Adriana Quiquivix
A Community of Friends
3701 Wilshire Boulevard, Suite 700
Los Angeles, CA 90010
SUBJECT: REQUEST FOR DETERMINATION OF SUBSTANTIAL CONFORMANCE – OASIS SENIOR VILLAS
– 2340 FOURTEENTH STREET – PLANNING CASE P19-0865 (DR-SC)
Dear Ms. Quiquivix:
Thank you for your investment in the City of Riverside. This letter is in response to your request for
a Substantial Conformance for the senior apartments, located at the 2340 Fourteenth Street,
approved by City Council on June 14, 2011. This request modifies the project design, previously
approved under Planning Cases P09-0808 (Conditional Use Permit) and P09-0809 (Design
Review). The following modifications are proposed:
1. Decrease the number of residential units from 121 to 95 units;
2. Modification of operations from senior independent living market rate units to senior
independent living 100% affordable units;
3. Reconfiguration of building location to avoid existing flood plain that trespasses the site
along the southeast;
4. Modification of the massing and design of the building by changing from a Mission style
4-story building to three distinct modern-style building modules 3 and 4-stories in height;
5. Decrease the maximum building height from 59-feet to 52-feet, 6-inches;
6. Reduce the number of parking spaces from 121 parking spaces to 96 parking spaces in
compliance with the current Zoning Code requirements;
7. Removal of the parking spaces and drive aisle on the north side of the site, adjacent to
Georgia Street;
8. Removal of the emergency access driveway along Georgia Street;
9. Reduction in the total lot coverage from 23% to 17.6%.
Planning Division staff has reviewed the proposed modifications, as depicted in the attached
exhibits, and determined that the proposed modifications substantially conform to the
approved project, comply with the applicable standards of the Citywide Design Guidelines,
subject to the attached Conditions of Approval.
All applicable conditions of approval and mitigation measures of Planning Cases P09-0808
(Conditional Use Permit) and P09-0809 (Design Review) shall continue to apply except as
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clarified herein. No Variances or Modifications are required as part of this Substantial
Conformance request.
If you have any further questions, please do not hesitate to contact me at 951-826-3969.
Sincerely,

Judy Egüez
Associate Planner
Attachments:
1. Conditions of Approval
2. City Council Staff Report, dated June 14, 2011 – Planning Cases P09-0808 (Conditional
Use Permit) and P09-0809 (Design Review)
3. City Council Final Conditions of Approval, dated June 14, 2011 – Planning Cases P09-0808
(Conditional Use Permit) and P09-0809 (Design Review)
4. Planning Commission Final Conditions of Approval, dated May 14, 2020 – Planning Cases
P20-0243 (Time Extension – Conditional Use Permit) and P20-0244 (Time Extension – Design
Review)
5. Approved Substantial Conformance Plans
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COMMUNITY & ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT

PLANNING DIVISION

ATTACHMENT 1 – CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL
PLANNING CASE:

P19-0865 (Design Review for Substantial Conformance)

Case Specific
•

Planning

1.

All applicable conditions and mitigation measures of Planning Cases P09-0808
(Conditional Use Permit), P09-0809 (Design Review), P20-0243 (Time Extension –
Conditional Use Permit), and P20-0244 (Time Extension – Design Review) shall continue to
apply except as modified by the Substantial Conformance approval.

2.

Planning Case P09-0810 (Street Vacation) shall be completed and the Vacation
Resolution recorded, prior to occupancy of the Oasis Senior Villas.

3.

Grading or street improvements within the area to be vacated shall not be permitted
until Planning Case P09-0810 (Street Vacation) is completed and the Vacation Resolution
is recorded.

•

Fire Department

4.

An automatic fire sprinkler system is required by City Ordinance 16.32.080. Under separate
cover, submit plans for the automatic fire sprinkler system(s) and obtain approval from
the Fire Department prior to installation. Systems exceeding 20 sprinkler heads shall be
provided with supervisory service and shall be monitored by a UL Central Station (UUFX)
and shall be UL, FM or ETL certificated for the life of the system. Post Indicator valves,
Detector Check control valves and water flow switches are required to be supervised by
an UL listed central station.
Have a UL, FM or ETL listed and licensed C10 fire alarm contractor submit plans and obtain
approvals prior to installation. Alarm contractor shall provide a copy of a maintenance
contract complying with N.F.P.A. 72.

5.

The Riverside Municipal Code, Section 16.36.010 to 16.36.090 requires a Public-Safety
Radio Amplification System in:
a. New buildings greater than fifty thousand (50,000) square feet.
b. In existing buildings greater than fifty thousand (50,000) square feet when
modifications or repairs exceed fifty percent (50%) of the value of the
existing building(s) and are made within any twelve (12) month period or
the usable floor area is expanded or enlarged by more than fifty percent
(50%)
c. All basements where the occupant load is greater than fifty (50), regardless
of the occupancy, or sub-level parking structures over ten thousand
(10,000) square feet.
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Plans shall be submitted to the Riverside Police Communication Analyst (951) 353-7270,
for review and approval. The Riverside Police Communication Analyst will conduct an
acceptance test of the system and a copy of the report shall be forwarded to the Fire
Department.
6.

All required hydrants shall be in service and fire flow available prior to building permit
release by the Fire Department. Violation of this requirement may result in citations that
require a court appearance to be issued.

7.

New public fire hydrants are required on 14th Street and Georgia Street. Spaced
maximum of 350 feet apart.

Riverside Public Utilities - Electric
8.

Easements and any associated fees will be acquired during the design process.

9.

Provisions for electrical Utility equipment to provide power to the site is the responsibility
of the developer. Please make sure that all clearances are maintained and location of
the equipment is approved by the Utility.

10.

Developer is responsible for all trenching, installation of conduit and sub-structures
required to provide power to the site. In addition to installing spare conduits, streetlights,
also stub & cap along property frontage.

11.

Plot existing electrical distribution facilities on the original site plan.

12.

Please show proposed
room/switchgear.

13.

Street Lights will be required along Georgia Street and Eucalyptus Avenue.

14.

Point of connection at 14th Street x Pennsylvania Avenue (C7632)

location

switch,

PJC,

transformer

(8’x10’)

&

electric

General Conditions
15.

The project shall be developed substantially as depicted in the plans on file with this
approval. Further modifications to the approved design may require additional review
by the Development Review Committee or City Planning Commission.

16.

This approval is for design concept only and is not a substitute for other permits or
approvals as may be required by local ordinance or State law.

