CORRESPONDENCE RECEIVED
REGARDING CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT #1238
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From: planningweb

To: McBride. Scott; Espinosa, Kim; Nelson, Julie
Subject: FW: McKee & Yosemite project
Date: Wednesday, January 22, 2020 4:47:36 PM

This just came through on PlanningWeb, | will print copies for the Commission.

Taylor Gates
Administrative Assistant |
City of Merced

Planning Department

678 W. 18th Street
Merced, CA 95340
gatest@cityofmerced.org
209-385-6954

From: Karen Albright

Sent: Wednesday, January 22, 2020 4:41 PM

To: planningweb <planningweb@cityofmerced.org>
Subject: McKee & Yosemite project

After reading the proposal for this new plan for the property at McKee and Yosemite, in Merced, we are
adamantly against this plan. Just the idea of storing excess sewage underground on the site is appalling. The
additional traffic created in the immediate area will be impossible.

In the past we have been informed about any development plans within our immediate area. We were not
notified by the City Planning Department or the City Council this time. Since this plan is going before the Planning
Commission, is that really possible without any prior neighborhood input?

When several of the proposed area developments were put forth by developers in the past, we were always
notified and attended public meetings on the details of the project. Why not this one? Please put us on notification
lists for any future changes to our neighborhood.

Since we are unable to attend tonight’s meeting, this shows our stand on the issue.

Richard and Karen Albright

Merced, CA 95340-8683

[NOTICE: This message originated outside of City of Merced -- DO NOT CLICK on links or open attachments
unless you are sure the content is safe.]
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Submitted at

Planning
January 1, 2020 Commission meeting
iCasey Steed on 1/22/2020
PO Box 3453
Merced, Ca 95344

Director of Development Services
City of Merced
678 w. 18" Street

Merced, Ca 95340

Subject: “The Hub” project. Yosemite Ave. and McKee Rd. Merced, Ca. Conditional Use Permit #1238
Initial Study #19-37. City of Merced Planning Commission Resolution #4035. Previous CUP #1231.CEQA

Review and reports. Merced Holdings, LP.

Dear Director of Development Services,

We are concerned that the above subject previous and current staff reports, initial study(s), and
proposed mitigation measures proposed for the above subject project are inadequate as submitted. We
believe that the project as currently proposed requires a full and complete new and current
environmental impact report (EIR). This project was previously submitted to the city for approval in
2019. The new project now submitted is essentially the same design and layout as before with the main
revision on this application being the reduction of 62 bedrooms from the project. While some interior
walls have been removed, the project layout, style of design and bedrooms, common areas and the site
are the same as the previous submission. Based on the number of bedrooms, the project has a density
of 61 units per acre which is above the HD designation allowance of 36 units per acre. The previous
submission was72 units per acre. This project is vastly different from the previous CEQA submission and
mitigated negative declaration submission for the zone change in 2014 from an R-1 to CN, neighborhood
commercial designation. Some of the same supporting documents used in 2014 are being used for this
current project submission. Specifically, but not limited to Appendix “C” greenhouse gas analysis. This
2014 analysis is based on a project much smaller than what is proposed now. Quantity of parking stalls,
building sizes, occupancy and use are much greater than what was previously studied. The traffic study
does not include the impact of additional traffic generated by the campus parkway extension that will
be complete soon and contribute to the traffic volume in the area. The existing City of Merced sewage
system will not accept the GPD generated by this proposed project. The sewer line in Yosemite Ave is
constricted and would require an alternative means of discharging wastewater from the site during peak
flow times thru use of an onsite wastewater storage system, which could cause impacts to the existing

ATTACHMENT 17 - Page 3


nelsonj
Text Box
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wastewater infrastructure in the area. The City has never approved such a system before and therefore,
has no experience with long term maintenance and upkeep of such a facility. There is the possibility of a
hazardous waste spill or an accidental discharge of sewage that could end up in nearby Black Rascal
Creek, local MID irrigation distribution systems or neighboring properties with this type of design. A
complete (EIR) should be done for this project.

The previous CUP submissions for approval for this subject property have been controversial with the
surrounding community as to site occupancy, density, parking, wastewater / storm water containment
and discharge concerns. Also there are many concerns about pedestrian, bicycle and motor vehicle
traffic safety and circulation. Transit stops on both sides of Yosemite Ave should be provided as per
previous traffic studies. The previous project for this site was denied by the planning commission and
that denial was subsequently upheld by the Merced City Council on October 71" 2019 at their regular
council meeting. Proper mitigation measures have not been proposed for this project. The negative
mitigated declaration, initial study 19-37 specifically and inclusively and the proposed course of action
does not address all of the impacts to the environment caused by this project. Therefore a new and
current full EIR for the project should be prepared and submitted for approval to address these

deficiencies.

Please do not hesitate to contact me to discuss this matter further.

Sincerely

Casey Steed

ATTACHMENT 17 - Page 4



CASZN SzED SIAEE ECorT
Box 34 Zo <\
Cetern, enasme  CoPH 23

1

ot perzs STRE. IR zzlzoze Ve S

AT T SZE Tos itwre PeNccoengar

L ORIGIVALLY ZORIZ_D €)1 (oHza Anwe x 7
INTO C_ 1T -

o 20l — o SHorres . G U NILLAGZ . BE v
,,,,, Zowe. TO AL - Sucpeiat cawre GZ.¥ TN

,,,,,, e CrevinG. Staces

__FzZe\d- Cue-  Y2® VMmiTs ALl )\ georeom

WA BA - FAwmao Corri_ Dl e )

e L O Coomett O[T UPWEO Daapal -

o ) KaAé oS TO&  DnuAL D Redsonss

|l Gnomes OF OimaL  OF cw#lw] _BdoiwAc

S | R W/ O ¥R voles - WA ( veae —ca -

) ASCARR L ,h—'CUF a0 I — 8@0@ wmu’@m

o .3 G Voers - Rzovenow  ofF 67 Broreoms
%MVwL\ﬂoo_s%Zﬁ CiYY  BASED  Dpasiy
_ON ) Béoraom = ‘eru%sréo WAL O T
L LPUBS(ANTALLY. @G¥ANGIn . UMT Pa: Acﬁc_ .
CALLS  Suoule R S[MII/AK OUD{ GOMM@;O
Cwen [ Gl 10 mooe - Bzproon  UmrTe.
s Keovetion o Kwegns . I
,"M?/Z(/d; _STATION D uants Tac ,‘,:IS'M/@ )
0% OF _ Reoz. S®tACL (S ‘F@e_ esy vse
B A N Omw/ Rtz Ve
(t%% OF W V5  Caamoeny

T Mucd %TA@MMEI\W’W%&%




e THE MOz V2102 s
Ve aRTicrgamon SRS

’\..g’i@/ a3 OF AT F Qo
25 Min__ Convo  wind TUE \11«)20 dam.

~e\Ic &C/(AAMCAJLOK ,MCLQOD — _ NOT A

LeaTer.  OF (INTLIT.  Lerte 0'& o%

L ANTICR T

Loes  AOT Base ﬁro TRUT e
- 9% Ay

et _AfLipz. For Ucvl

- NO @chu ’r@ Alr:eonmﬁ

o

B s L L wﬁf@"/‘u— - roviores ajo ?c;p(;
- ‘72?&/\% O zeiopao

-€

NoT F(Amw@de onJ IZWYZUG‘O%%«

\—k@uﬁg _OF OPc&rzow S

o UeM A usT ¢o <
CArRT Foeceé ?‘Z%UC{T(O O‘ZMM BZD_S*

R/ V.NNs) CAIL  pag _eNKEoul

o wn \JcAVF, A(,wcwtzur W / l&@ 1:4&'
| T SZceeary

- o- éA/tf “5 QTAFF E CfOD( \é T,;;)_‘__—C;mr;(z:

B LA%T ~ ?A@ﬂ GZA?_IA ‘ \71 SC.C.-M v@z,

[ 4

ATTACHMENT 17 - Page 6



TN Hos \Zz-zoze
NO _ Ds.coent gAMf)ZM — AL

_30F S

\ 0O MowlToezn @ Omot(s \42;1 {%\3

?O\»SUL O uara CALL BiNes- Cm—\?ATzoz,s

faec vt — o0 st

0L SR oG \ZZL\JTZU C:_MZ-.& =

AVWAY _ TRoM __ VABY\RG
- A_TTeANC 1T S1of o

9Muw 'AA\L

.ﬁ
T T'Is

P\

Y

.‘“.

é’fovs N r\)m* B Emoo@a

,,TTEA«/HC/ Stuev -

, \/)A _MorRAGA

_ETOY  ceeoT

2Pk recocnoo + 5% For et
oo ot T s
Wil ?AP—-A FForty.
gom %DZ;

l-%AﬁD TO. P

LTTAYE.  TARY G-

MO\/"L B»us; 1 . BUS Srof @ VrA MDQA&A
?@Ac,ur WNAT’ A'@OUT AT
l\Joud aAacy ‘YO KIS oz
_ON S(Tf' Tews T Sme 2o TCEAFH-C’/‘(D
U%A 'TO RS oma

4‘0&) o Yoo Vl@&\/'a\n' UMAomocha

| ?A(ZAL\'\L

I(Lﬂ’zv_éwaoos nu A(ZZA LOSA"‘F‘J»..
VOSS\"SU&, @\Ml'\l’a 9\(&0(40(2(, ’—/4‘30\/’
o @%w - Geounn, .
.Ot«ssm‘c VA@\A(\JC—» A TROBm mow.
~ ATTACHMENT 17 - Page 7




. \gumD KWGES

A4

e H7 - \ZOOF ‘TO? D 2 \”\-— o

7 Houre e O?’cuwou

Vs &(&OA)_J RO NSIISEN V(Tic., ?(T ScAﬂ'\-'C—;_:

-

Fog. Ao 1 & \%Umo/ es.
Notse L1 o ?Owo‘ﬂow ~ (/OuD

PAKm ag = NOLSE CAT%&; WPM Hey .

ARAS - Geams Fiooe oe \e@r
T&N*ANT— '—\-O . Peo AT

: LAum ey oN )

| Fbooa /u:rr ; ALL

i
o :

_iTead cm - Cottie ORI, Astad A

TRz A o Pomeerze

| NEAGKDOPS  (AnED Comtnt s

i
QO

'~--_,.._A.J_\_/ﬁt6&<t*rl/529/ RST, CoFFer 2~ nten 1

TESENATE  Paevive For  Feon Jeomy

?0\0) C7r (ZCJ\JCX.A’E_/S (/@‘\—S et T‘QAWO

HE w;rg,\fqm—%\m @cw@%uw C@UcMg

el owsmy W\ Mo o'

Lo oS RS TAL RrATom cfw
L.Ozeorac (VU'F(L(, MuoPMM\ Not

-@V&F‘LL WL SR B ERMENT 17 - Page8



R Au
RS OVE 2.

Ooms HA\/Z U( ?‘241 e OCLUPAAJW

\deo  Lore  MOT- - cooamalé
Comed | Rerac s & sitoze

>

\VVISATL @uem _Freoa

eos %u\a ﬁAMZ,(/

Posgz@uz t—‘c/c_AT’
| ATz étaod\) SPACE.

JTALZ . [N CAMPUS  PARY LA

FMUST  ASY TO oy

ARees AV PABKING CoT  Soiae
VS EAND WL 50%{

«\-XA\/Q—,., «_COM?L)?/T‘Z Newo ?ﬁ—o.i’

|LAPP2OO et

IO NV oS CRAANGES .

zoi{ . ALSOo TRAFFe é‘c‘uo 1 . %Gou w_

L TBALID  pad THZ

~ ATTACHMENT 17 -Page 9



M el R

Divector of Development Services

S REGEIVED

678 Ww. (1§ Street M

Merced, Cal/f ornid A i A l
PLANNING DEPE,

To Wham 1 Moy Conceyn”

J amn wJuﬁv’? o OppaoaTenn ﬁ.?’é; 5,
bondtimal wiat prmit 1233 fru Dhor FEAS =

£ i

= ,/
g LA |
i T m/ﬁif VY e A

ATTACHMENT 17 - Page 10



(M/M
Iy thad proget W
7 _ v, WW\-‘
I 07? /

ol gl By s 5y ot
MM,ZO/?JWJWW Wx«

i ey Arreght “f e
No 40 No' !

ATTACHMENT 17 - Page 11



Submitted at the Planning
Commission meeting of
Date:  January 22, 2020 1/22/2020

)
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To: Merced City Planning Commissioners
From: Michael Belluomini, former City Council Member and City Planner

Ref: CUP #1238 for 214 Apartments SE Corner Yosemite Avenue & McKee Road

[ am writing you to urge you to approve CUP #1238 contingent on several significant changes to the project
design.

Density - The project is still too dense at 214 units. The staff report states it will have the maximum density of 36
apartments per acre allowed by the highest residential general plan designation HMD PLUS have retail shops and
business offices allowed by the Neighborhood Commercial CN plan designation and zoning. It was not the intent
of the city in approving the general plan/zoning to STACK or COMPOUND the permitted land uses to allow the
maximum number of apartments and then add commercial uses. The General Plan designation of Medium
Density Housing is a more appropriate density for this project at 24 units per acre instead of the High Density use
of 36 units per acre. Therefore, I recommend the Commission reduce the density and number of apartments to 24
units per acre to yield a project of 144 units instead of 214, as follows:

1) Building #1 Convert the ground floor apartments to neighborhood commercial shops or offices.
This decreases project apartments by 22.

ByILDING * : : . N
2) Delete the third floor, leave the roof top outdoor recreation space. This decreases the project apart-
tments by 34 units.

3) Unit Sizes - Reduce the number of the one bedroom units to achieve a maximum of 144 apartments.

Safe and Enjoyable Environment - In 2016, the City Council approved a major revision of the zoning
ordinance. It anticipated the increase in the requests for new apartment projects to serve the UC community and
others. After much discussion, the council approved Residential Design Standards for Multi-Family Dwellings as
-qf the zoning ordinance (pages 171 and 172) Section 20.46.030 (Attached). It states that EVERY apartment
ave a useable private outdoor patio or balcony of a minimum of 5 feet by 8 feet. It encourages common
Tereational areas for apartment dwellers to increase tenants knowing cach other and being able to distinguish
strange intruders from tenants. These Design Standards are critical making apartments safe and an enjoyable
living environment for citizens of Merced. Therefore, I urge you to change the design of the apartment portion of
the project as follows:

4) Building #1 Create common courtyard for tenants at the landing of the apartment stairs by converting
three apartments to a courtyard. Convert one apartment area to a laundry. (See Attached Plan)

5) Building #2 and #3 Similarly, create a common courtyard for tenants at the landing of the apartment
stairs by converting three apartments to a courtyard.

6) Change the design so that EVERY apartment has a balcony of a minimum size of 8 feet by 8 feet..

Shops and Services - Though the developer has’designed this project for UC student tenants, you as City
Planning Commissioners must have a long-term view and broader view to all the citizens of Merced using this
project. The site is designated a Neighborhood Commercial Center because it meets the General Plan Policy
spacing of being one mile from the nearest shopping center of the Promenade/ Raley's. Therefore, I urge you to
designate the ground floor of all buildings to be retail businesses or offices as follows:

7) Building #2 Convert the ground floor, non-business uses to retail commercial shops or business
offices.

The role of the Planning Commission is to allow the land developer to succeed in a profitable projef:t whiile
protecting the citizens of Merced and ensuring that the project provides a safe living environment for .futurc‘
tenants, current and future neighbors and all citizens of Merced by 1) preventing crowding and co.ngestlon of
streets, parking lots and apartment areas; 2) providing a living cnvironment that fosters a neighborhood
association for apartment dwellers, thereby increasing their safety from intruders and assista.nce in tin.w of neec’i;
3) providing outdoor space for every resident so that they can enjoy the beauty of Merced'sz climate, gain fresh air
and sunshine and escape "cabin fever" claustrophobia of apartment living and 4) using the ‘.Nelghbm'hood
Commercial designation and zoning to provide shopping and service opportunities for the neighborhood.

RECOMMENDATION - I recommend you approve CUP #1238 Aﬂrﬁr )&@Tﬂl MQN :Jluogr,l77 zlbolg ésg e 1 2

conditions of approval for the project.


nelsonj
Text Box
Submitted at the Planning Commission meeting of 1/22/2020


CHAPTER 20.46 RESIDENTIAL DESIGN STANDARDS

F. Apartment Unit.

1. Each apartment uni 1) have unique
identification (i.e. numbers, letters, etc.)
and all unit identification shall be in
proper sequential order.

2. Unit identification
inches in height.

3. Unit identifications [
that it is clearly read
access.

4. The project “mail directory” required by the postal service shall be located to
be only accessible to the postal carrier, and not to the general public.

G. Location. Each dwelling shall face or have frontage upon a street or permanent
means of access to a street by way of a public or private easement other than an
alley. Such easements shall not be less than 10 feet in width.

—=. H. Safety and Defensible Space.
' i 1. Placement of windows and door cilitate neighborhood surveillance of

their neighbor's entryways.

2. The number of apartments that enter their front door from the same hallway
or courtyard @oe limited to no more than 12 (or as otherwise approved
by City staff) so that residents can learn to distinguish fellow neighbors from

be 6 inches to 8

be treated so
from a street or

visitors and/or intruders.

3. Apartment common recreational areas be easily viewed by residents
within the units and shall be defined by a physical boundary.

4. Physical changes (such as picket fences, porches, decks, or landscape features)
to mark and define areas near a dwelling as that unit's "territory" @i be

installed.
5. Keyed access gates and surveillance cameras@be installed to enter
common areas.
. I. Private Outdoor Space.
' 1. Ground Floor Units. Eyerydwelling
unit which is on the ground floor d have a
private outdoor usable space, if feasible, of a
minimum size of 5 feet by 8 feet.

2. Units Above Ground Floor. Every
dwelling unit which is above the ground floor
if feasible, have a useable outdoor
balcony space of a minimum size of 5 feet by 8
feet.

Page 172 ) City of Merced Zoning Urdinance
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From Rick Telegan

COMMENTS REGARDING INITIAL STUDY # 19-37

The City of Merced does nof have a sewer master plan. The subject
property is not within the North Merced Sewer District (NMSD) boundary
(see the attached boundary map with the NMSD area shaded).

The NMSD was established in the early 1980s, decades prior to the subject
property being included within the City’s January, 2012 General Plan, or
even considered for urban development. The NMSD property owners paid
for the sewer line capacity along the Yosemite Avenue frontage of the
subject (without contemplating the subject for urban development), as well as
the sewer line infrastructure at the “G” Street and Yosemite Avenue
intersection, together with the sewer infrastructure downstream from that
intersection. The City has already negatively impacted the sewer line
capacity in Yosemite Avenue between “G” Street and Gardner Road (as
determined by the City’s consultant — Stantec Consulting Services), in
addition to the infrastructure at the “G” Street and Yosemite Avenue
intersection when it allocated unanticipated sewer line capacity to UC
Merced, as well as other properties that were not included in the NMSD
boundary.

The proposed project should not receive entitlements to proceed without
thoroughly evaluating the environmental impacts on the existing NMSD
properties that have a vested right to the sewer line capacity as a result of
having paid money over decades to retire the assessment district bonds.
Further, this project cannot rely on a proposed, as yet unadopted, city-wide
sewer master plan.

Also, there needs to be an analysis completed that shows how much more
sewer fees will the City need to charge and collect from this development
in order to balance out with those properties within the NMSD who have
paid for their existing sewer line capacity.

January 21, 2020
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COMMENTS REGARDING INITIAL STUDY # 19-37

Reference is made to pages 66 thru 68 of Initial Study # 19-37 (Attached).
Section 15 (“Public Services”) totally and completely omits any mentioning
of wastewater, except reference to “v. Other Public Facilities” in section
15. a). Point of fact, there is absolutely no mention of wastewater impact(s)
in the “Impact Analysis” portion of the Initial Study, except to say that the
«...development of the project could impact the maintenance of public
facilities...” and that the “(P)ayment of the fees required under the Public
Facilities Financing Program (PFFP)...would mitigate these impacts...”. Since
no impacts to the City’s wastewater system were identified, the project
proponent would be exempt from the payment of any PFFP fees relating to
the City’s wastewater systen.

Section 15, subsection a) v. is woefully inadequate in determining this
project’s impact to the City’s wastewaler system, given that the city’s own
paid consultant (Stantec Consulting Services, “City of Merced Sewer Master
Plan — DRAFT, October 28, 2016, Figure 6-5) has previously identified a
problem that has continued unresolved. In light of the fact that City desires
to finance hundreds of millions of dollars for construction of a master
sewer system (not yet approved) by obligating property owners within the
Sphere of Influence to pay for it, I, as well as others, would expect that an
Initial Study for environmental impacts would be more detailed and
forthcoming rather than merely saying that “...the project could impact ...
public facilities and could generate impacts to other governmental services”
[Emphasis added].

Jantary 21, 2020 Page 2
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Initial Study #19-37
Page 66 of 86

b) Displace substantial mumbers of existing housing, necessitating the construction of
replacement housing elsewhere?

Implementation of the proposed project would not displace any existing housing. There
were previously two single-family dwellings on the site, but these homes were in a blighted
condition and were demolished in 2017. There is no impact.

15. Public Services

SETTING AND DESCRIPTION

Fire Protection

The City of Merced Fire Department provides fire protection, rescue, and emergency medical
services from five fire stations throughout the urban area. The City’s Central Fire Station is
located in the downtown area at 16" and G Streets. The City also has four other stations throughout
the City. Station #55, located at 3520 Parsons Avenue would serve the project site.

Police Protection

The City of Merced Police Department provides police protection for the entire City. The Police
Department employs a mixture of sworn officers, non-sworn officer positions (clerical, etc.), and
unpaid volunteers (VIP’s). The service standard used for planning future police facilities is
approximately 1.37 sworn officers per 1,000 population, per the Public Facilities Financing Plan.

Schools

The public school system in Merced is served by three districts: 1) Merced City School District
(elementary and middle schools); 2) Merced Union High School District (MUHSD); and, 3)
Weaver Union School District (serving a small area in the southeastern part of the City with
elementary schools). The districts include various elementary schools, middle (junior high)
schools, and high schools. The Project site falls within the Merced City School District and
Merced Union High School District (MUHSD).

As the City grows, new schools will need to be built to serve our growing population. According
to the Development Fee Justification Study for the MUHSD, Merced City Schools students are
generated by new multi-family development at the following rate:

Student Generation Rates

Commercial/Industrial Elementary (K-8) High School (9-12)
Category (Students per 1,000 sq.ft.) (Students per 1,000 sq.ft.)

Retail 0.13 0.038
Restaurants 0.00 0.157

Offices 0.28 0.048

Services 0.06 0.022
Wholesale/Warehouse 0.19 0.016

Industrial 0.30 0.147
Multi-Family 0.559 (per unit) 0.109 (per unit)

Based on the table above, the proposed mixed-use project would be expected to generate 158
total new students [132 Elementary School (K-8) students, and 26 High School students].
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Initial Study #19-37
Page 67 of 86

Parks

Richard Bernasconi Park located within the Moraga subdivision to the east of the site would be
the closest park to the project site. Rahilly Park is located approximately 1 mile southwest of the
site and Davenport Park is located approximately 1 mile northwest of the site.

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mifigation Significant

Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

15. Public Services. Would the project:

a) 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
following public services:

i,  Fire Protection?
it,  Police Protection?
iil.  Schools?
iv.  Parks?
v.  Other Public Facilities?

ASENENENEN

Impact Analysis
Would the project:

a) Result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or
physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered governmental
Jacilities, 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 following public services:

i.  Fire Profection - The City of Merced Fire Department would provide fire
protection services to the site. The project site is located within Fire District #5
and would be served by Fire Station #535, located at 3520 Parsons Avenue. The
response from this station would meet the desired response time of 4 to 6
minutes, citywide. The proposed change in land use designation would not
affect the City’s ability to provide fire protection. The project would be
required to be constructed with a fire sprinkler system and to meet all
requirements of the California Fire Code and the Merced Municipal Code.

At the time a building permit is issued, the developer would be required to pay
the fees required by the Public Facility Financing Plan (PFFP). A portion of
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Initial Study #19-37

Page 68 of 86

iii.

iv.

this fee goes to cover the City’s costs for fire protection such as fire stations,
ete. In addition, the developer would be required to annex into the City’s
Community Facilities District for Services (CFD #2003-2). This would result
in an assessment paid with property taxes in which a portion of the tax would
go to pay for fire protection services.

Compliance with all Fire, Building, and Municipal Code requirements as well
as payment of the Impact Fees required by the Public Facilities Financing
Program, and annexation into the City’s CFD for services would reduce any
potential impacts to a less than significant level.

Police Protection - Development of the project would require additional police
services in the area. The proposed mixed-use project is located on a site that is
currently vacant. Any change to the status of the site would require additional
services. However, the impacts from the proposed project would not
substantially increase the impacts beyond what was anticipated with the previous
General Plan Amendment and Zone Change that changed the land use for this
site to Neighborhood Commercial. Payment of the required Public Facilities
Impact Fees and annexation into the City’s Community Facilities District (CFD)
for services would reduce any potential impacts to a less than significant level.

Schools - Based on the table provided in the “Settings and Description” section
above, the proposed mixed-use project would generate 132 Elementary School
(K-8) students and 26 High School students. This project is intended primarily
for college students and faculty, however, it is not exclusively limited to this.
Therefore, there could be some impact on schools. Therefore, as with all
development, the project would be required to pay all fees required by the Leroy
F. Greene School Facilities Act of 1988. The payment of this statutory fee under
California Government Code §65995 is deemed “full and complete mitigation”
of school impacts.

Parks - The development of the mixed use project would not trigger the need to
construct a new park in the area. Payment of the fees required under the Public
Facilities Financing Program (PFFP) as described above and payment of
Quimby Act fees would be required at time of building permit issuance to help
fund future parks and maintenance of existing parks as well as the payment of
fees in lieu of land dedication for future parks would be required at the building
permit stage. The proposed amenities onsite and the payment of fees would
reduce this potential impact to less than significant.

Other Public Facilities - The development of the project could impact the
maintenance of public facilities and could generate impacts to other
governmental services. Payment of the fees required under the Public Facilities
Financing Program (PFFP) as described above would mitigate these impacts to
a less than significant level.
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CORRESPONDENCE RECEIVED
REGARDING SITE PLAN REVIEW #455
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Sent: Friday, April 10, 2020 7:15 AM
To: planningweb <planningweb@cityofmerced.org>

Subject: Oppose Site Plan Review #455

Honorable Commissioners:

| have reviewed the information in the Notice for the above referenced public hearing and desire to
voice my opposition of this project. There is already a traffic issue on Yosemite Avenue from Mc Kee to
G St. The intersection of Parsons and Yosemite is currently problematic with long lines of traffic on
Yosemite Ave. Yosemite Avenue from G to McKee is in disrepair and has been for several years with no
current plans to fix it. Yosemite Avenue from Parsons to McKee Ave, it is unclear if it is a 3 lane road or a
2 lane road, which causes confusion. McKee Ave from Yosemite Ave. to Olive Ave will also be negatively
impacted by this project. In addition to traffic issues, there is an issue of water usage and sewage
drainage which will be severely impacted upon the city. | am concerned as well about parking for the
proposed tenants. 214 apartment units which will house up to 800 individuals and perhaps animals,
dogs and cats, ina 2 or 3 story building on this size parcel is just TOO many. | oppose the proposed
project.

However, if a smaller project might be more suitable for this parcel. | might also add that perhaps
apartments for the UC Students be built much closer to the University, such as all that vacant land on
Bellevue Rd.

Respectfully submitted,

Ann Kelley, J. D.

I I <<,
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Sent: Saturday, April 11, 2020 8:48 PM
To: planningweb <planningweb@cityofmerced.org>

Subject: Site Plan Review #455

Hello, | reside on Pebble Beach Ct. directly across from the proposed site. | attended two previous
meetings concerning Site Plan #455. One by the developer and the other a Planning Commission
meeting allowing public comment. | was one of the residents that spoke in opposition to the project
with my main concern of the small compact size of these apartments along with the density of entire
project on such a small parcel of land. And now | will be perfectly frank and honest on how | felt after
leaving at the conclusion of the meeting. The PC listened to all who wished to speak. It was clear to me
at the conclusion of meeting, that the Planning Commissioners had their minds made up before this
meeting was called to order. This was obviously only a legal formality which had to be met by the
Commissioners and City of Merced. |say that with what were some comments and responses to some
of the concerns voiced by neighboring residents. | am paraphrasing here, with comments "chalk it up to
growing pains" or " be glad it is not a homeless camp" Seriously????  Frankly, not impressed by any of
these commissioners and the responsive comments given. By the immediate and simultaneous green
go ahead vote by the PC, | can only speak for myself, but it was obvious to me, that this meeting was a
waste of time for those of us who were mailed notifications and invited to attend and speak.

| still stand in opposition and feel such a project would be better served being built within walking
distance of campus. Also as pointed out at meeting, there is absolutely no guarantee those TINY units
will be leased to only students. This could be a project disaster in later years. Sadly this is a "guinea
pig" project that could have been a better community neighborhood project for everyone if the original
zoning was kept in place.

Sincerely,

Daralene W. Silveira

Merced, CA 95340
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Law Offices of
Richard L. Harriman
1078 Via Verona Drive
Chico, California 95973-1031
Telephone: (530) 343-1386
Email: harrimanlawl@sbcglobal.net

April 13,2020

VIA EMAIL TRANSMISSION
[planningweb@cityofmerced.org]|

Planning Commission
City of Merced

678 W. 18th Street, 1st Fl.
Merced, CA 95340

Attention: Kim Espinosa, Planning Manager and Julie Nelson, Associate Planner

Re:  Site Plan Review #455
Merced Holdings LP Project at Yosemite Avenue and McKee Road
Objections to Approval of Site Plan
Planning Commission Hearing Date: April 13, 2020 at 7:00 p.m.

Dear Chairman Harris and Members of the Commission:

Pursuant to the instructions contained in the Public Notice of the hearing of this matter at
tonight’s meeting of the City Planning Commission, this office objects to the approval of the
above-referenced Site Plan on behalf of Casey Steed, Merced Smart Growth Advocates (MSGA),
a California unincorporated association, the San Joaquin Valley Environmental Defense Center, a
California non-profit corporation, and other neighbors who have previously expressed public
opposition to this project for the reasons set forth on the attached Comments hereby submitted to
the Planning Commission for its review and consideration during this evening’s hearing of this
matter. Please enter these Comments into the record and have them read at this evening’s
hearing.

Respectfully submitted,

/s/ Richard L. Harriman

RICHARD L. HARRIMAN

Attorney for Casey Steed, MSGA,

and San Joaquin Valley Environmental
Defense Center
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COMMENTS IN OPPOSITION

[Casey Steed, Merced Smart Growth Advocates (MSGA), a California unincorporated
association, the San Joaquin Valley Environmental Defense Center, a California non-profit
corporation, and other neighbors]

1. Under “FINDINGS/CONSIDERATIONS”, Staff Report #20-03 states,:
“Although the General Plan encourages mixed-use developments, it does not specifically address
the density allowed within a commercial zone for a mixed-use project.” [p. 6, para. A]
Since neither High-Medium Density (HMD) and High Density (HD) is expressly included in the
Neighborhood Commercial (CN) land use designation nor in the zoning classification of
Neighborhood Commercial (C-N) Commercial, The proper legal inference should be that the
City Council did not intend to include either HMD nor HD within the CN land use nor the C-N
zoning designation. Absent express language to the contrary, the Applicant needs to apply for a
General Plan Amendment and a Zoning Amendment to include express language to provide
internally consistency between the General Plan Land Use Element and the Zoning Ordinance,
before the Site Plan may rely upon either HD or HMD entitlement sought by the Applicant.

2. The Site Plan is not consistent with the future upgrade of Yosemite Avenue between
McKee Road and Campus Parkway to 118’ shown in Table 4.1, at page 4.3 of the City’s
Transportation and Circulation Element of the General Plan and the Circulation map.[MCC
Sections 20.68.050 (F)(1) and (6)]

3. The Traffic Study included in the Mitigated Negative Declaration relied on by Staff
for the environmental review for this project does not include an internal circulation plan nor
disclose, analyze, or mitigate the potentially significant cumulative adverse impacts to peak a.m.
traffic safety and congestion caused by right turns from the curb cut on Yosemite Avenue.[MCC
Section 20.68,050 (F)(6)]

4. The Site Plan provides no identification of the location of the 43,000-gallon
underground waste water storage facility to be designed and constructed on site (Conditions 9
and 10 and mitigation measure) to store and pump untreated effluent in the Yosemite Avenue
sewer main during off-peak hours. This infrastructure and the location of the storm water
discharge point into the Merced Irrigation District irrigation canal adjacent to the project need to
be identified in the Site Plan. [MCC Sections 20.68,050 (F)(3) and (6)]

5. There is a pending appeal of CUP # 1238, which should be remanded to this
Commission to be heard with this matter. [Merced Municipal Code (MCC) Section 20.32].

4/13/20
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