NIVA MEETING RECORD

September 10, 2003

ATTENDEES Dave Cole Vista Filare David Melvold ~ Canyon Creek
Yvonne Cole Vista Fllare Ken Omgohundro The Groves
Jerry Kirchgessner College Park Debra Osobio  Northwood Couttside
Terry Kiser Racquet Club Andy Zelinko

Sheri Vander Dussan Has resigned her position as Community Development Director for Irvine to take up
the position of Director of Planning with the City of Anaheim.

At the Aug 26 meeting, the Council approved extending the study on the establishment of a municipal
electric utility after hearing a presentation by staff on financial analysis. An additional $30,000 wiil be spent
on consultant fees to continue the study on legal and financial analysis. The vote was 4/1 with Shea
dissenting. Also noteworthy is the reduced service area being considered for the utility. Originally
conceived as the whole Northern Sphere area, because such a utility could not feasibly be implemented
in time without severe delay consequences to the Northern Sphere project development, it was decided
to change and limit the area to only PA-40!

As previously announced, The lrvine Company has renewed its lease with Hines Nursery through Year
2010. However, what wasn't clearly communicated was the fact that involved in the lease is a relocation of
part of the operation. The portion on the east side of Jeffrey will be closed out in Year 2006 and relocated
to the area on the west side of Jeffrey north of irvine Bivd. which is currently planted with strawberries ~ in
assence, the field will go from strawberries to containerized plants. Hines will of course loose their nice
sign on the NE corner of Jeffrey & Irvine Bivd.

P

1. LOWER PETERS CANYON COMMITTEE [Dave Melvold] - TIC has submitted the application for
the Culver/i-5 affordable housing project. Included are a Master Plan, Vesting Tentative Tract Map, and
Park Plan. The proposal will require a General Plan Amendment [GPA] and Zone Change {ZC}.
Tentative schedule on remaining actions for the GPA/ZC is as follows:

Sept 16 - Public workshop on the proposal including the traffic study
Sept 22 - Transportation & Infrastructure Commission [T&IC} hearing
Sept. 24 - Subdivision Committee

Oct 2 - Planning Commission [PC] hearing

Oct 28 - City Councit hearing

The Community Services Commission heid a hearing on the Park Plan on Sept 3 and approved a
recommendation {3/0, Dugard & Khosravani absent] for approval to the PC. Of the 30 to 40 members of
the public in attendance, 8 members from Racquet Club, Northwood Courtside, and Vista Filare spoke to
the Commission all expressing various concems with the project mostly dealing with traffic, safety, noise
and aesthetics. Kiser has been spearheading the collective efforts of the community. Unfortunately,
however, due 1o the limited oversight responsibility of the CSC, the Commission couid not respond to
most of the expressed concerns but did give individual statements. Melvold also spoke but in behalt of
NIVA but also received no response whatsoever. Copies of the presentation were distributed at the
meeting. The matter presented entailed the loss to the City of $3 to 4 Million in terms of the loss of
community parkiand. 1t should be noted that the driving incentive is the desire to meet an end of the year
approval deadline so as to qualify for Federal funding of the affordable housing and as a consequence the
processing is being expedited including the “backwards” consideration of the details of the plan such as
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this park plan prior to approval of the underiying General Plan Amendment and Zone Change.

A draft of a letter the committee is proposing to have NIVA send to the Planning Commission stating in
detail the arguments concerning several objections with the project was reviewed at the meeting. The
letter discusses concems about (1) inadequate public notification, (2) Aesthetics, (3) traffic, (4) potential
tand use conflict, (5) community parkiand dedication, and (6) ultimately proposes an alternative site for the
project After discussion and some changes, it was approved for sending. [Letter sent Sept 11] Also,
the Committee is planning to forward copies of the City’s Notice on the CSC hearing along with a listing ot
the schedule of remaining City commission/council hearings and meetings to the SCAQMD, OCFA,
USPS, City of Tustin, and TUSD as they apparently have not been noticed by the City.

TIC's appeal of the PC's rejection of the gates for the 380-unit apartment complex on lrvine Bivd across
from Target was considered by the Council on Sept 8. The Council upheld the appeal 5/0, thus
overturning the PC, but with the caveat that, though the vehicle gates will be permitted, the pedestrian
gates were to remain open to the public. There was discussion about whether the gates provide any
security or whether the extensive use of gates in Irvine is giving a bad perception that {rvine is unsafe and
needs gates.

2. NORTHERN SPHERE (PA-3, 5B, 6, 8A, & 9) ( ) - TIC has requested a mesting of
the Task Force on Sept. 16 to appraise the members and seek response to a proposal to convert some of
the business section of PA-6 east of SR-133 with residential. TIC submitted an application to the City on
Aug 14 for a General Pian Amendment and zone change to (1) change 227 acres of research and
industrial to residential in PA-6 from 2.4 million sq. ft. to 500 thousand and (2) to spread the existing
approved 4,500 residential DUs in PA-6 over this additiona! acreage thereby reducing the density.
Ironically, this request is similar to that ot NIVA during the Northern Sphere Development Project approval
as NIVA was on record of objecting to the industrial zoning north of irvine Bivd. TIC hopes to have this
change in the works before the end of the year. If approved, this change whould reduce traftic
expectations to some degree but unlikely to significantly impact the overal! deficiency from all
development in North irvine.

1. EL TORO MCAS REUSE - The City Council continued the discussion on the administrative
organization and Bylaws for Orange County Great Park Corporation from meeting of Aug 26 to Sept S.
On Sept 9, the Council approved [5/0] a corporation board consisting of § City Councilmembers and 4
members from the public. Subsequently, they selected and approved [5/0] the foliowing 4 public
members: Dick Sims (retired TIC executive & current Irvine resident), Michael Pinto (an environmentalist
and founder of Laguna Canyon Foundation and VP of the Great Park Consetvancy), Miguel Pulido
(Mayor of Santa Ana), and James Wilkie Ray ( owner of Sanderson J. Ray Dev. Corp.). There was some
discussion on the need for advisory committee(s) which would serve the board and furnish input on
various matters. It might be of consideration to assure that there is representation on at least one such
committeas from North Irvine to represent the interests of the adjacent residents. Consideration of the
Corporation Bylaws is expected to come back to the Council again on Sept 23,

A lawsuit was filed Sept 5 by Caltrans on the Great Park EIR for inadequacy of the traffic analysis. At the
time of the Council's consideration of the EIR {ast May, City staff told the Council and public that, though
no concern or commitment to improvements was received from Caitrans, discussions have been
underway and that “ciosure will be reached in a timely fashion”. Obviously, this statement was overly
optimistic if not misleading, as the lawsuit bears out. Caltrans stated that it filed the lawsuit after deciding
negotiations weren't progressing. How could they as there is little the City can do now that the project
and EIR have been approved. NIVA had objected to details of the traffic study and inadequacy of the
proposed mitigation measures. To some extent, the concern on traffic for which NIVA received a brush
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off by the Councit was vindicated by the iawsuit. As the hearing on the annexation is scheduled by
LAFCO on Nov 11, the lawsuit must be settled or the annexation process may be delayed.

2. NORTH IRVINE LIBRARY [Dave Meivoid] - Per asticle in the Sept 4, 2003 Irvine World News,
construction is expected to start this Jan. and finish in about a year for an opening in Dec. However,
drawings have yet {o finalized by the architect, 30th St. Architects.

3 UNDERGROUNDING OF BRYAN 89-KV POWER LINE [Zelinko] - Per TIC's Ken Koulter (9/18),
TIC is going forward with its piece along Trabuco and expects SCE 1o be ready to meet the scheduled
start of construction at the end of the year for the Bryan and Jeffrey sections. Al three sections are to be
installed simultaneouly. SCE was, however, siowed by an error in design. The alignment originally
planned on Jeffrey had to be moved at it was too close to a proposed underground water line.

4. PROPOSED WIRELESS TELECOMMUNICATION FACILITY ORDINANCE [Jerry Kirchgessner] -
[ON HOLD awaiting hearing postponed 9/24/02 to time indefinite by Council.] Council hearing is
anticipated in Oct. Per request of the City, a duplicate copy ot the NiVA's last letter of comments was
forwarded to the City.

5. STORM DRAIN INSPECTICNS - A task force which was to make a recommendation to the Santa
Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board has been accused of being unfairly “stacked” with a makeup ot
primarily oil companies and development contractors at the exclusion of environmental interests. Asa
result, the Board has postponed a vote until at least Sept 26 on the proposed program to reduce runoft
potiution which was deveioped over the last 3 years. if a plan is not approved and in place by October, the
county will have to comply with the more stringent and costly state standards that require the instaliation of
devicss to filter and contro! urban runoff.  This would not only impact the City of irvine but also all gated
residential communities with private streets with storm drains such as Canyon Creek, Windstream, and
most of Lower Peters Canyon communities such as West Irvine, Northpark, and Northpark Square.

6. FUTURE NORTHWOOD MIDDLE SCHOOL - Per Ken Koulter of TIC, IUSD has received the
apprisals for the two sites which indicate them to be essentially the same in value. This is expected to
satisty the State. As the appriaisals are only good for 6 months, the District must make the decision within
6 months as to which site io use. Koulter befieve the District will go with the side in PA-.

7 BOWERMAN LANDFILL CAPACITY INCREASE STUDY - Though the environmental report on
the proposed expansion was expected to have been out for public review this Summer, it now is
expected {0 be sometime this Fall.

8. AFFORDABLE HOUSING - The Courncil was to take up consideration of a change in the in-lieu
fees and credits in the City's affordable housing program at its Sept 9 meeting but the matter was
continued until the first meeting in Oct.

TiC has submitted the official application for the second consolidated affordable housing project in North
Irvine at the northwest corner of the i-5 Freeway and Culver Drive. {See further details under the Lower
Peters Canyon Committee report.) Members of the Racquet Club, Northwood Courtside, and Vista Filare
have been actively engaged in addressing the community response to the two proposed apartment
complexes and have been organizing local resident attendance and presentations at upcoming hearings
including the distribution of fiyers.

9. NIVA MONTHLY MAILINGS - There was much discussion on the feasibility and benefits of utilizing
e-mail for distribution of NIVA correspondence to membership as a means of expediting distribution and
reducing costs. There was no conclusion reached. Will continue to explore the matter.

NEXT MEETING - The next meeting will be Wednesday, Oct. 8, 2003 at 7:15 PM.
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Planning Commission %
City of Irvine
P. 0. BOX 19575

irvine, Calif. 92623-9575 é

roposed General Plan Amendment & Zone Change

@ For Planning Area 4, Sector 8
Master Plans 00337700-PMP & 00337768-PMP

September 11, 2003

Dear Planning Commissioners:

z_<>8§a28§E§_~oEu_woo_é;iaca:.m_i?gomvm:ao:. 83%_28
totaling 584 units at its September meeting and approved the sending of this letter to you
The lefter presents a listing of the major concerns with the General Plan Amendment/Zone
Change and corresponxiing Master Plans for two proposed apartment complexes in
Seclor 8 of Planning Area 4. More specifically, this letter addresses in detall the concem
with the City’s nofification and concerns deaiing with aesthetics, traffic, potential land
use contlict, parkiand dedication requirement, and concludes by proposing a suggested site
for the apartment complexes which would resoive all of the currently identfied
objectionable issues. 1t hi :_wﬂm those places where NIVA believes The Irvine
Company ooaumg and/or the City is going back on maso:m commitments and

ings made with the community. h this is multi-page, the issues are
critical and we impiore you in the interest of our community, the electorate in North irvine, to
take the time to read the letter in its entirety and to seriously consider these issues.

, as we understand, is required to only notice landowners within 300 feet of the
proposed project; but because of the project's potential to negatively impact the traffic flow
on Culver Drive north of the I-5 Freeway, notice is warranted over an expanded area for
the opportunity tor involvement of all residents north of the I-5 who frequently use this

ent of Culver Drive. As such, these residents are most certainly interested parties as
their journeys to and from the -5 or south will be impacted by additional traffic cx tion
generated .«mo:_ the project. At minimum, we suggest the notice be expanded including
very clear and obvious notices in the Irvine World News on all public hearings and
meetings or workshops.

All potentially atfected agencles of the proposed project are noticed to give them the
opportunity to comment and express any concerns as part of the environmental process.
But apparently a lead agency is also not mandated by either State or Federal law to notify
them for an atdendum to an approved EIR. It would seem though to do so would be in
the best interest of all parties including the City and local community. However, the City as
lead agency has chosen to do only the bare minimum in developing the Addendum to
m_m.m%.w. it is safe to assume that at minimum, the City of Tustin, Tustin Unified School
District [TUSD], Caltrans, United States Posta! Service [USPS], Sm.o_ﬁzwa County Fire
Authortty [OCFA], and the South Coast Air Quality Management District [SCAQMD]
would be provided the opportunity. This would give added assurance to the community
that impacts of which the community may be unaware have been addressed.

JRYINE, CALIFORNIA 92620
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- The City of Tustin has already expressed an interest with the previous
“transter” dwaelling units to Sector 8 in the recent past. pr proposal to

- The TUSD will have to provide schooling for all resident children in the complexes.

- Caltrans may find themselves involved in a noise issue requiring a nok
the top of the I-5 Freeway embankment adjacent mnﬁo %oan_mwoom%m__ slong

- The USPS, as owner of an adjacent parcel, intends to build a branch i
which must interface with this v.u_.wvoooa project. roh post office

- The OCFA has the responsibility to revise the Hazardous Disclosure and

m<mocmco_._ ram which must be revised due to the i imi
Evacuatia Snmm%_ y change in proximity of

Historically, there have occurred some key decisions/agreaments or understandings which
have piayed a major part in the development of PA-4 to date and, therefore, wsq%_ma not be
overlooked/disregarded in the desire to secure additional alfordable housing. These
agreements were decisive in the acceptance by both the local community and the City of
the change to the previous General Plan for the City's Sphere of Influence when the
Company processed the Lower Peters Canyon Project {LPCP] through the County.

The Company originatly sited a high density zoning (an apartment compiex) along Culver
Drive at Bryan M,m_m_w:@.oaon in the enclosed >§o_..==moa 7 hm the Lower mamm 0%%5:
Proposed Community Profile. Following discussions with the City and NIVA, the
apartment compiex was relocated to a site mmmoma fo the Eastern Transportation Corridor
[ETC] as indicated in the enclosed copy of Appendix B1 of the m:Uchoa County-
approved Lower Peters Canyon Specific Plan. And at the c@:m of NIVA and with the
support of the City, the Company agreed in mm.o:ms_ to locating all high-density
development Am@maamawfwa_mooa to the ETC and away from Culver Drive and existi
single-family residential. result is evident in the language for the zoning for PA-4. Al 6
apartment complexes - Estancia, Solano, Las Palmas, Serrano, Somerset, and yet to be
named complex near Target -- have consequently been so located. The siting of these
newly proposed complexes adjacent to Culver Drive is, therefore, in direct disregard of this
previous agreament by both the Company and the City.

%m ox__mm w_ community has always had concem about the aesthetics of any

proposed development of the area across Culver Drive. This was stressed again duri

the Planning Commission's consideration of the Master Plan tor Sector 8 and resutted in

Commission modifying the setback restrictions along Culver Drive. Conditions 6.20 and

6.21 were added with Resolution 97-1987 to increase the setback such that for Lots 20 &

m“h,ﬂa for Lot 19 the minimum setback is 115 and 40 feet, respectively, from the ultimate
aco.

The proposed apartment complexes, t h not light industrial buildings, can still impose
an undesirable frontage especially if of similar architecture to that being use by the
Company on the most recent apartment complex (Sorrena) with a 3-story structure with
garages on the bottom floor facing the roadway.
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In the early stage ot development ot PA-4, the Company demonstrated a greater
sensttivity to the ht concern and proposed apartment complexes with only 2-story
buildings fronting major roadways ~ especially Irvine Bivd. and Bryan. In fact, the
Company redesigned the structures for the Estancia complex to reduce the height from that
of 3-story in the initial application to 2-story along irvine Bivd. However, with the more
recent apartment compiexes, the Company has relaxed that earlier commitment and has
proposed 3-story structures fronting arterials. It is our understanding that the Company is
again proposing 3-story structures along the adjacent arterial, Culver Drive. If that Wuﬁm
case, we find it objectionabie.

m@m mam serious concerm with potential traffic congestion contributed by the project.
qw%om»o.ioH&:Qmooisoamc_ﬁgm€§w~5<Qo<3§m80ono§Rm
traffic study.

Currently, the lack of a 3rd north-bound fane on Culver Drive under the I-5 contributes to a
seriously deficient situation and the additional traffic from other new development north of
the I-5 in PA-4 and in the Northern Sphere, PA-40, and E! Toro Reuse will further erode this
situation and that of the adjacent Culver Drive/Trabuco and Culver Drive/Scottsdale
inersections. At present there is no planned and funded fix or relief in the near future.

This project will only make matters worse.

Regarding traffic, the original EIR-557 for LPCP addresses the traffic issue on a macro scale
for the overall project as to be ox@oosn since detalls of internal streets were m
undetermined as yet. Additionally, it did not contain subsequent changes in the Pin
proximity to this proposed project especially the future post office. There is also major
concern about the inadequacy of the traffic study modeling to accurately simulate the traffic
for the high school other than the ideal radially-fed school, i.e., it fails to inciude the effects of
a service boundary other than a circle around the school at the center. in this case, Beckman
High School is at the eastern geographic edge of the service territory. It also has no
provision to incorporate the physical constraints of the |-5 Freeway and ETC on traffic
generation related to the school. These deficiencies in the traffic study modeling introduce
major errors in the resuits.

Furthermore, the recently disclosed state standardized testing results indicate that the other
2 Tustin high schools failed to meet their required minimum performance levels. Asa
result, students as these 2 other schools have the right to request transfers to another high
school in the district as granted by Federal law. This creates a high potential for many
students to Ewnm& assignment to the new and :ﬁwon_og:o_om_om__#o.nsuuoa Beckman
High School. This could result in additional high schoot generated traffic.

1t shouid also be of critical concem to the Commission of the inherent implications of the fact
that there is no elementary school in either Sector 8 or 11 ~ the area south of Bryan
Avenuse. Most likely, the students would be assigned to the future elementary school
planned for Northpark Square (Sector 7) —- the area north of Bryan Avenue. Itis uniikely
that parents will allow elementary-age children to traverse the distance, cross a major arterial
as Bryan Is becoming, and “mix and mingle” with the high school students, and vehicles and
employees of the Invine Technology Center to attend their elementary school. .
* Consequently, most students, who normaily might otherwise walk to schoo! with or without
parents, will most fikely be driven to school. This additional traffic will add to the already
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abnormally high traffic on Culver Drive e ially around Farwell. Thi
more evident if the appiicant had to fumish a reviead pedestrian %ﬂ.ﬁwﬁoﬁ Seior a1
as previously provided with the initial Sector 8/11 Master Pian application.

ocation of the Jam 6 housing complex is additionall j ¥
located immediately adjacent to the post oaooam;: wwv_maao_un,an _%Z .w.mh_ww_ozﬁm-%o ashie
na.zaow. it also waﬁam.:oae negate the previously negotiated possibillty of a rear
access for the post  which was sought by the community as a relief from anticipated
noise from night-time mait am.zm:o.m usually via large trucks. As negotiated between the
and the USPS at NIVA's encouragement, night deliveries would be made via a
n from Culver Drive.

limit to affow for a greater number of fioors. This proposal has the masmamoom of

3 ..owmﬂ“amon the existing zoning and development setback Condition along Cutver

Anv._.:mmw.owNoBQmSoﬂamzasmsoam_. rtme
isolated but distant from existing mm:m_ouww:_e ﬁoﬁgﬂ_ﬂx o, tharefors, not

@\pasmamnoﬁmm. . i i
o i cﬂ m_._.omm understanding and agresment on placing high density

(4) Locates apartment residents close to major commercial anterprises (Marketplace);

@Po&uommao_dn:oﬂoossma.o: to the most fik ; mentary school
ely ass i
.mm:om. no arterlal traffic conflict due to m_.mno.uoum..wvmn %ozmm%m_m of Ei mmi:o mmmm..“n "
Bryan Avenus via adjacent Peters Canyon Wash Trail;

B:u_momwmmaamzwzmm_..o:m_ wm__ws:.. . .

and City MOU on u_mﬁ.w_:m for new mv_mow%mw_o%m tent with pollcy ofthe Company

(7) Does not result in a freew:;
addtiong o mau_,nmmw:mm hm:u” above ground level of the apartments with

(8) Still provides the opportunity for additional housing including the affordable
This suggestion should be seriously i . dable
§ considered even at i
ﬁw:%amwm ﬂ%._c«m 10 meet the desired deadiing. Ic%m qﬁ_.wo_m mwmm_ﬂ«uﬂoﬁs_w mn:omug
il rmmm :on? will be followup 8@2.558 10 seek Federal E:.mam if mou:mmaoacm_ .
frrod. wats %:o«m efforts and settlements reached in the past with the com ty
pacts when other options might result in better overall n_m:a..ﬁ. munty or

Also, an outstanding question exists of what amount of Sector 8 industriai square-foot
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intensity will be reduced to correspond to the change to residential. This has not been
discussed or disclosed publicly to date.

CINVILIN el £ Dt AlLICH E .
0 T Communiy Services Commission [CSC] has reviewed the proposed

voﬁ: Lm:cmuqﬂwcoaanﬁa a recommendation to the Planning Commission, NiVA wishes to

ovide an additional factor for consideration than that presented to the CSC at their

apt. 3, 2003 hearing on the Park Plan [See enclosed copy of u.aamamcoa_. Again, it
relates 1o the community parkland dedication requirement. NIVA's position is that with the
additional dwellings units, there should be a coresponding increase in the obligation for
community parkiand dedication.

is obvious the language in Conditions 6.12 and 6.13 that all parties anticipated the
mo.wﬁonco% any a o:w_o dwaelling units would carry the requirement for more .ﬂmi_n:a
dedication. At the time of the approval of the master pian for Sector 8/11, there sti
remained the unresoived matter of the future sasuogo_m:nSoooamncm:omw:oc_aqa
TUSD not exercise their option for purchase of the land assigned in Sector 11 for the high
school. It was agreed that the falback would be residential and that additional community
parkland could be required. In similar fashion, should these dwelling units be added to
Sector 8 of PA-4, additional community parkiand should be required.

The NIVA membership you have taken the time to read this letter in its entirety and
have serious weighed the Issues. Though brevity is desirable, we felt it necessary to
present our case and the grounds for our position on each issue with minimal but adequate
detail. Again, thank you for your time. Should you have any questions, | can be reached

on (714) 669-0664.
ipcerely,
@%
nt

David Melvold
Pre

Enclosures

PRESENTATION TO THE COMMUNITY SERVICES COMMISSION
ON PARK PLAN FOR APARTMENT COMPLEXES IN SECTOR 8 OF PA-4
FOR GPA/ZC ON SEPT 3, 2003

Study/EIR Addendum — and (2) the questioning of the reason for the expediting of this

3&92._iﬂ.:oan.mggavm;138336:2«338»3._::&.
one specific aspect of the Park Plan,

Per both the Lower Peters o&ﬂm: Specific Plan approved by the County and the GPA
and Zone Change adopted by the City at the time of the annexation of Planning Area 4,
the community park sites were described inckxding the acreage. The size of the parks
were based on the maximum dwelling unit cap approved for the Lower Peters Canyon
Project which contained residential unds in several specific sectors but none in Sector 8.
There was no provision in either the plan approved by the County, or amended by the
City, for expansion of residential in the other sectors and, therefore, no parkland dedications
due to such e: residential development. This is clearly indicated in the table of the
County's Local Park Impler tion Plan and the City's comparable Exhibit 5 of the
Zoning Regulations. industrial ﬁh.:@»m park) land use in Sector 8 does not carry any
parkiand requirement and therefore did not contribute to the overall parkiand in the Park Plan.

it was understood at the time of pracessing of the Lower Peters Canyon Specific Plan that

the residential might well develop at intensities and levels less than the maximum 8,000

dwelling units as is clearly indicated in paragraph 2 of Article C.1 of the Plan which states that

“ail Planning Areas (sectors in the City’s vemacular) will be developed at or below the

maximum number of dwelling units submitted by the density category nated on the

Statistical Table® in Appendix B2, Consequently,all parties understood that the community
land dedication indicated in the Plan could most likely end in excess of that which would

required by the otherwise normal calculation method.

At the same time, there was clear evidence that all parties understood that dwelling unit
numbers could not exceed the individual planning area maximums. This is indicated in
Article B.9.a(1) of the General Regulations of the Specific Plan and than transferred into the
language under Land Use Section LA of the Special Development Requirements of the
City's adopted Zoning (V.E.-804.6). Since the table in the County Plan indicated that for
Sector 8 the maximum was zero and no provision is listed in the City’s zoning language for

dwelting units in Sector 8, any dwelliing unit number greater than zero for Sector 8 would be
in direct violation of this stiputation.

Because of the above facts, consideration for additional wm_.x_m:n is justified and warranted
for both neighborhood and community parkland. Therefore, 1 submit the following for your
consideration: ¢

Either (1) this GPA proposal, if a modification to the original Lower Peters Canyon Plan, is
as such not covered by the previous a ent between the City and TIC on Lower

M-agwx ) and, s_%io_.w. to reconsideration and in the calculation
pal , especially community, above and that already included in the Lower
Peters Canyon Project inciuding both the land value of §u3ww3o=8.

Or (2), this GPA is exactty that, a pr ¢ to the General Plan above

beyond that of the Lower Peters Canyon Project and ¢ be considered and
evaluated on such a basis, i.6., it must be self contained regarding parkland requirements to
meet the City's current standard under the Quimby Act. Inthis case, this proposed project
for 2 apartment complexes must furnish the equivalent of 2.28 acres of community park
cradits. In this case, the valus of the land shoutd be at today’s market rate and not the

553 Thousand dollar per acre figure in the Lower Peters Canyon Development
Agreement. )

Planning Area 4, Lower Peters C: - an abnormally large single planning area made
up of roughly 7,000 residential dwelling units and 25, EMMS.W: w_c-azﬂ_w has no
community center building within its boundaries, that s, in either the existing Hicks Canyon
Community Park or the future Bryan community park and, even though mr__.%. afacility is sited
for the future at Hicks Canyon, there currently is no identified and committed source or
provision for funding. NIVA proposes that the community park credits from this proposed
wqcomm.o if it is approved by the Council, go toward construction of this community center
ilding.

In conclusion, NIVA requests that this Commission determine this proposal to be a project
warranting new community parkland dedication beyond that already attributable to the
Lower Peters Ca Project and that this additional credit be applied to the center at Micks

Cal Commt Park and that you make such a recomm tion to the Planni
ogﬂﬁ._..mm_oz and Councl. you "
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