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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, I will print copies for the Commission.

Taylor Gates
Administrative Assistant I
City of Merced
Planning Department
678 W. 18th Street
Merced, CA 95340
gatest@cityofmerced.org
209-385-6954

-----Original Message-----
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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nelsonj
Text Box
Submitted at Planning Commission meeting on 1/22/2020
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CORRESPONDENCE RECEIVED 

REGARDING SITE PLAN REVIEW #455 
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From: Ann Kelley   

Sent: Friday, April 10, 2020 7:15 AM 

To: planningweb <planningweb@cityofmerced.org> 

Subject: Oppose Site Plan Review #455 

 

Honorable Commissioners: 

I 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.  I 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 , in a 2  or 3 story building on this size parcel is just TOO many.  I oppose the proposed 
project. 

However, if a smaller project might be more suitable for this parcel.  I 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. 

  Merced, CA. 
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From: Dene Silveira   

Sent: Saturday, April 11, 2020 8:48 PM 

To: planningweb <planningweb@cityofmerced.org> 

Subject: Site Plan Review #455 

 

Hello, I reside on Pebble Beach Ct. directly across from the proposed site.  I attended two previous 
meetings concerning Site Plan #455.  One by the developer and the other a Planning Commission 
meeting allowing public comment.  I 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 I will be perfectly frank and honest on how I 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.   I say that with what were some comments and responses to some 
of the concerns voiced by neighboring residents.  I 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 , I 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. 

     I 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: harrimanlaw1@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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