AGENDA
REGULAR CITY COUNCIL MEETING
CITY OF BANNING
BANNING, CALIFORNIA

October 25, 2016 Banning Civic Center
6:00 p.m. Council Chambers
99 E. Ramsey St.

The following information comprises the agenda for a regular meeting of the City Council; a joint
meeting of the Banning City Council and the City Council Sitting in Its Capacity of a Successor
Agency, and a scheduled meeting of the Banning Utility Authority.

Per City Council Resolution No. 2016-44 matters taken up by the Council before 10:00 p.m. may
be concluded, but no new matters shall be taken up after 10:00 p.m. except upon a unanimous vote
of the council members present and voting, but such extension shall only be valid for one hour and
each hour thereafter shall require a renewed action for the meeting to continue.

l. CALL TO ORDER
e Invocation — Banning Police Chaplain Merle Malland
e Pledge of Allegiance
e Roll Call - Councilmembers Franklin, Miller, Moyer, Peterson, Mayor Welch

1. REPORT ON CLOSED SESSION

I11.  PRESENTATIONS

1. Update Regarding Receivership Process of Abandoned Buildings on
Lincoln Street by Silver & Wright, LLP........c.ccoooviiiiiceeeece e, ORAL

IV.  APPOINTMENTS

1. Consideration of appointing one candidate to fill the vacant position on the
Banning Park & Recreation COMMISSION ..........cceveieiicvieie e ORAL

Recommendation: Consider appointing one candidate to fill the vacant position

on the Park & Recreation Commission for the remainder of the term that ends

April 9, 20109.

The City of Banning promotes and supports a high quality of life that ensures a safe
and friendly environment, fosters new opportunities and provides responsive,
fair treatment to all and is the pride of its citizens.




V. ANNOUNCEMENTS/REPORTS (Upcoming Events/Other Items if any)
= City Council Reports
= City Committee Reports
= Report by City Attorney
= Report by City Manager

VI. PUBLIC COMMENTS - On Items Not on the Agenda

A five-minute limitation shall apply to each member of the public who wishes to address the Mayor and
Council on a matter not on the agenda. No member of the public shall be permitted to ““share” his/her five
minutes with any other member of the public. (Usually, any items received under this heading are referred
to staff for future study, research, completion and/or future Council Action.) (See last page. PLEASE
STATE YOUR NAME AND ADDRESS FOR THE RECORD.

CORRESPONDENCE: Items received under this category may be received and
filed or referred to staff for future research or a future agenda.

VIlI. CONSENT ITEMS

(The following items have been recommended for approval and will be acted upon simultaneously,
unless a member of the City Council wishes to remove an item for separate consideration.)

Motion: To approve Consent Items 1 through 7

Items to be pulled , , , for discussion.
(Resolutions require a recorded majority vote of the total membership of the City Council)

1. Approval of Minutes — Regular Meeting — 09/27/16 (Regular Meeting).............cecuvnn.. 1
2. Approval of Minutes — Special Meeting — 10/04/16 (Special Meeting) ................c.... 125
3. Approval of Minutes — Special Meeting — 10/11/16 (Closed Session)............cceevene. 131
4. Receive and File List of Contracts Signed Under City Manager Signature
Authority 0f $25,000 OF LESS.....ccveiviiieiiesie ettt 133
5. Adopt Resolution No. 2016-107 in Opposition of Proposition 57 ...................... 135
6. Ordinance No. 1502 — 2" Reading:
An Ordinance of the City of Banning, California, Amending Section 3.18.030 of
Chapter 3.18 of the Banning Municipal Code Reducing the Mining Tax from
Eighty Cents to Twenty-Five Cents Per Ton of Rock Materials Excavated,
Processed and Transported Within the City of Banning ...........c.cccceveveiievieennenn, 141
7. Approval of Accounts Payable and Payroll Warrants — July 2016...................... 145

e  Open for Public Comments
e Make Motion




RECESS REGULAR MEETING OF THE BANNING CITY COUNCIL AND CALL TO
ORDER A JOINT MEETING OF THE BANNING CITY COUNCIL AND THE BANNING
CITY COUNCIL SITTING IN ITS CAPACITY OF A SUCCESSOR AGENCY BOARD

l. REPORTS OF OFFICERS

1. Discuss and Consider Adopting Resolution No. 2016-09 SA Approving the
Subordination Agreement to the Loan Agreement for a First Time
Homebuyer Program Located at 510 Dorothy Anna Drive.........ccccceeevverieenene. 149
(Staff Report — Ted Shove, Economic Development Manager)
Recommendation: Motion to Adopt Resolution No. 2016-09 SA, approving the
Subordination Agreement to the Loan Agreement for the First Time
Homebuyer Program to Security Interest in property located at 510 Dorothy
Ana Drive, Banning, CA, Assessor’s Parcel No. 537-262-002-5.

Adjourn joint meeting and reconvene regular City Council Meeting

VIll. REPORTS OF OFFICERS

1. Discuss and Consider Adopting Resolution No. 2016-105, Approving a
Fiscal Year 2017-2018 Community Development Block Grant (CDBG)
Program PrOJECT ....cc.veieeic ettt re e e sreeae s 165
(Staff Report — Ted Shove, Economic Development Manager)
Recommendation: Motion to Adopt Resolution No. 2016-105, approving a
Fiscal Year 2016-2017 Community Development Block Grant Project and
authorize staff to submit an application to the Riverside County Economic
Development Agency.

2. Discuss and Consider Adopting Resolution No. 2016-104, Approving the
First Amendment to the Rancho San Gorgonio Specific Plan Project
Manager Services Agreement Between the City of Banning and Romo
PIanNing Group, INC. .....couoiiiiiiii e 173
(Staff Report — Brian Guillot, Community Development Director)
Recommendation: Motion to Adopt Resolution No. 2016-104, approving the
First Amendment to the Rancho San Gorgonio Project Manager Services
Agreement with Romo Planning Group, Inc.



3. Discuss and Consider Adopting Resolution No. 2016-87, Approving the
Amendment to the City of Banning Professional Services Agreement for
Cost of Service Analysis and Rate Design Between the City of Banning
and Leidos Engineering, LLC to Extend the Term of the Contract to April
30, 2018 and Include the Development of a Stranded Cost Recovery Rate

FOT 5,000 . 215

(Staff Report — Fred Mason, Electric Utility Director)
Recommendations: Motion to Adopt Resolution No. 2016-87; 1) approving
the Amendment to the City of Banning Professional Services Agreement for
Cost of Service Analysis and Rate Design between the City of Banning and
Leidos Engineering, LLC, 2) authorizing the City Manager to execute the
applicable documents to effect said Amendment, and 3) authorizing the
Administrative Services Director to make the necessary purchase order
adjustments, appropriations, and transfers.

4. Discuss and Consider Adopting Resolution No. 2016-106, Awarding the
Contract for the Smart Meter Installation Service to Vanguard Utility
Service, Inc. in an Amount Not to Exceed $365,480 and Rejecting All Other

PrOPOSAIS ... ettt re et e e reeae s 257

(Staff Report — Fred Mason, Electric Utility Director)
Recommendations: Motion to Adopt Resolution No. 2016-106; 1) awarding
the Contract for the Smart Meter Installation Service to Vanguard Utility
Service, Inc. in an amount not to exceed $365,480 and rejecting all other
proposals, 2) authorizing the City Manager to execute the applicable
documents to effect said Agreement, and 3) authorizing the Administrative
Services Director to make the necessary budget adjustments, appropriations,
and transfers.

5. Discuss Establishing Financial Impact Maximum Consent Calendar ................. 429

(Staff Report — Rochelle Clayton, ASD/Deputy City Manager)
Recommendation: Provide direction to staff regarding financial impact maximum

limits for what is allowed under Consent Items on future City Council agendas

BANNING UTILITY AUTHORITY (BUA) — no meeting.

BANNING FINANCING AUTHORITY (BFA) — no meeting.




IX. ITEMS FOR FUTURE AGENDAS

New ltems —

Pending Items — City Council

1. Annual Report by Southern California Gas Company

2. General Plan — allow for people to have gardens on their property

3. Consideration of the Annual Disaster Survival Expo as a City signature event
4. Join other agencies to challenge the State in regard to Chromium-6 water issue

(Note: Dates attached to pending items are the dates anticipated when it will be on an agenda.
The item(s) will be removed when completed.)

X. ADJOURNMENT

Pursuant to amended Government Code Section 54957.5(b) staff reports and other public records related to open
session agenda items are available at City Hall, 99 E. Ramsey St., at the office of the City Clerk during regular
business hours, Monday through Friday, 8 a.m. to 5 p.m.

NOTICE: Any member of the public may address this meeting of the Mayor and Council on any item
appearing on the agenda by approaching the microphone in the Council Chambers and asking to be recognized, either
before the item about which the member desires to speak is called, or at any time during consideration of the item. A
five-minute limitation shall apply to each member of the public, unless such time is extended by the Mayor. No
member of the public shall be permitted to “share” his/her five minutes with any other member of the public.

Any member of the public may address this meeting of the Mayor and Council on any item which does not appear on
the agenda, but is of interest to the general public and is an item upon which the Mayor and Council may act. A five-
minute limitation shall apply to each member of the public, unless such time is extended by the Mayor. No member
of the public shall be permitted to “share™ his/her five minutes with any other member of the public. The Mayor and
Council will in most instances refer items of discussion which do not appear on the agenda to staff for appropriate
action or direct that the item be placed on a future agenda of the Mayor and Council. However, no other action shall
be taken, nor discussion held by the Mayor and Council on any item which does not appear on the agenda, unless the
action is otherwise authorized in accordance with the provisions of subdivision (b) of Section 54954.2 of the
Government Code.

In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, if you need special assistance to participate in this meeting,
please contact the City Clerk's Office (951) 922-3102. Notification 48 hours prior to the meeting will enable the
City to make reasonable arrangements to ensure accessibility to this meeting. [28 CFR 35.02-35.104 ADA Tile 1]
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MINUTES 09/27/16
CITY COUNCIL REGULAR MEETING
BANNING, CALIFORNIA

A regular meeting of the Banning City Council and a joint meeting of the Banning City Council
and the Banning Utility Authority; and a scheduled meeting of the Banning Utility Authority was
called to order by Mayor Welch on September 27, 2016 at 6:00 p.m.at the Banning Civic Center
Council Chambers, 99 E. Ramsey Street, Banning, California.

COUNCIL MEMBERS PRESENT: Councilmember Franklin
Councilmember Miller
Councilmember Moyer

Councilmember Peterson
Mayor Welch

COUNCIL MEMBERS ABSENT: None

OTHERS PRESENT:  Michael Rock, City Manager
John C. Cotti, Interim City Attorney
Rochelle Clayton, Administrative Services Dir./Deputy City Manager
Alex Diaz, Police Chief
Fred Mason, Electric Utility Director
Heidi Meraz, Community Services Director
Arturo Vela, Public Works Director
Brian Guillot, Community Development Director
Tim Chavez, Battalion Chief
Stacy Bavol, Utility Financial Analyst
Ted Shove, Economic Development Manager
Patty Nevins, Senior Planner
Tammi Phillips, WRCOG Fellow
Sonja De La Fuente, Executive Assistant/Deputy City Clerk
Marie A. Calderon, City Clerk

The invocation was given by Rev. Daniel Pedraza, First Hispanic Baptist Church.
Councilmember Franklin led the audience in the Pledge of Allegiance to the Flag.

REPORT ON CLOSED SESSION

Interim City Attorney stated that the Council did convene to closed session this afternoon at about
4:35 p.m. to discuss the two items listed on the closed session agenda relative to a real property
negotiation for the property located at 33 S. San Gorgonio and to instruct labor negotiators
pursuant to Government Code Section 54957.6. At the conclusion of that closed session there
were no reportable actions.

PUBLIC COMMENTS — On Items Not on the Agenda
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Inge Schuler, resident addressed the Council stating she was a little disappointed. She attended
the workshop today and it was a public hearing and it ended without any possibility of any of the
attending public to have public input on that particular document that was discussed in regards
to the development agreement for the project that is before the Council today. She did have some
real important questions and she was sorry she didn’t get to ask them.

Ellen Carr, Tender Loving Critter Animal Rescue addressed the Council giving an update on the
spay and neuter bus. This Friday at 11:00 a.m. she is going to meet with Melody Farnik,
Administrator of the bus to iron out some details. It is looking like two days in November and
as soon as she knows the dates, she will let everyone know.

Dorothy Familetti-McLean, resident addressed the Council reading her letter in regards to not
wanting a County Probation Department (attached Exhibit “A™).

Amy Pippenger, Banning Stagecoach Days Association addressed the Council congratulating
them on a job well-done on the city’s promotional video; it turned out awesome. She is here to
ask questions so that the Stagecoach Days Association knows how to proceed for 2017 and she
gave a brief description of why she is asking these questions in regards to liability insurance
coverage for Stagecoach Days and provided the Council with a copy of the documents she is
describing. She went into detail in regards to her exchange of emails with Rita Chapparosa, City
of Banning Risk Manager in regards to this liability insurance coverage requirements and the
conversation with the insurance broker that explained what this meant was that all Stagecoach
Days volunteers will assume all the responsibility for anything over $4 million should they get
sued. She did contact several members of Stagecoach Days and they all stated that they are not
willing to risk their houses and assets for a volunteer position so she reached out to every Council
Member that she could and thankfully two called her back and she explained the situation and it
was resolved that these requirements were for next year 2017 and not 2016. She asked the
Council if these requirements for 2017 are going to be for every park in the city, every special
event, for every non-profit or for-profit that hosts a special event in the city and does it included
Little League, Boys and Girls Club, Cultural Alliance, Chamber of Commerce, Concerts in the
Park, etc.? She said since their first meeting for Stagecoach Days 2017 is October 3" at 6:00
p.m. she is requesting a response in writing by October 3, 2016 at 5 p.m. because they need to
know how to proceed because they have contracts they need to sign to move forward with their
60" Anniversary for Stagecoach Days. She said she provided copies to the Council of everything
and if someone could let her know by next week, she would really appreciate it.

Mayor Welch asked Ms. Pippenger if she has spoken to staff or the City Manager and if not,
maybe they need to all get together to talk about this.

CORRESPONDENCE

City Clerk read a letter from Fred Sakurai (attached Exhibit “B™) regarding comments made by
a speaker at the last Council Meeting and a letter from The Ellis Family (attached Exhibit “C”)
regarding opposition to Mayor Art Welch and to re-elect Doctor Ed Miller.

PRESENTATIONS

1. Recetvership Process presented by Silver & Wright, LLP
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(This item was pulled from the agenda because there was an oral presentation at the Council’s
last meeting)

ANNOUNCEMENTS/REPORTS  (Upcoming Events/Other Items if any)

City Council

Councilmember Peterson —
* He said the other day he sent an email to the City Manager or Rochelle Clayton requesting
a status update on the garnishment from Jim Smith on the judgement. He asked if the City
has received any figures on what he has contributed.

Interim City Attorney responded that this matter is being handled by an outside attorney, Nathan
Mclntyre and he has not yet responded to the City’s request for information. Once he has that report
he will forward it to all the Council.

Councilmember Franklin —

e September 28™ at 5:30 p.m. the Water Alliance Meeting will be held here in city hall and
the topic is going to be a presentation on the Perris Desalination Plan and the public is invited
to this meeting.

e Friday, Sept. 20% the State of the Water will be held here in city hall Council Chambers from
8 to 11 a.m. and the public is invited and there is no charge.

e Saturday, October 1% there will be a Bulky Item Drop Off event, as well as, free paper
shredding at Dysart Park from 8 am. to 1 p.m.

Councilmember Moyer —
o Tuesday, October 4" the “State of the City” will be held at 10:30 a.m. in the Council
Chambers. It is open to the public and free for those that would like to attend and also lunch

1s free.
e October 10" there will be another Animal Control Meeting at 6:00 p.m. at the police
department.
Councilmember Miller —

e At 3:00 p.m. today there was a workshop on the contract for the Rancho San Gorgonio
Project and right now on the agenda the Council is supposed to consider and vote on it. To
him that is outrageous to have a workshop where they discuss the contract and then decide
upon that immediately is impossible. This is a $1 billion dollar project if not more. How
anyone can make a decision about a $1 billion dollar contract or $1 billion dollar anything
in one day to him is inconceivable. As he said at that meeting he is not prepared to make a
decision without looking at this thing very carefully and he hopes the rest of the Council
agrees with him and does the same thing. But what he certainly hopes is that in the future
when we have anything that is that important that the Council have time to consider it and
as he said previous Councils have just gone ahead and approved things without looking at
them sufficiently and carefully. He hopes that this Council doesn’t do the same thing and
he expects this Council not to do the same thing. The Council needs to evaluate that
development agreement carefully before making a decision.
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Mayor Welch —
e Thursday, September 29" the City will have a ribbon cutting at the four new stores at the
shopping center and that will begin at 10 am. Everyone is invited to attend the ribbon
cutting for the whole complex.

City Committee Reports
CDBG -

e Councilmember Peterson said that he and Councilmember Moyer are on the Community
Development Block Grant Ad Hoc Committee and this last week they approved the funding
for two multi-purpose fields to be constructed at Lions Park to give our youth a place to play
soccer and other types of field events other than baseball. That should be coming forward
this year and it is something that has been well requested throughout of the community. Our
soccer leagues with BPAL through Chief Diaz and through neighborhood groups the kids
are not exceeding somewhere between 100 to 150 children that are into soccer so now we
will hopefully have a decent place for them to play soccer.

e  Councilmember Moyer said that both he and Councilmember Peterson made it quite clear
that they want to fast-track this thing and don’t want it to take four or five years to get built
and want it done as soon as possible.

Report by City Attorney
* Healerted the Council and Ms. McLean and others in the public that their office is preparing
a demand letter to the Vanir applicants. They are going to demand that they comply with the
performance guarantees from the purchase and sale agreement and intend to have that letter
out by this Friday and all the Council will be copied on that letter and the letter will be made
public at that time.

Report by City Manager — None

CONSENT ITEMS

1. Approval of Minutes — Special Meeting — 08/23/16 (Closed Session)

Recommendation: That the minutes of the Special Meeting of August 23, 2016 be approved.

2. Approval of Minutes — Regular Meeting — 08/23/16

Recommendation: That the minutes of the Regular Meeting of August 23, 2016 be approved.

% Approval of Minutes — Special Meeting — 09/13/16 (Closed Session)

Recommendation: That the minutes of the Special Meeting of September 13, 2016 be approved.
4. Approval of Minutes — Regular Meeting — 09/13/16

Recommendation: That the minutes of the Regular Meeting of September 13, 2016 be approved.

3 Resolution No. 2016-93 Approving the Tentative Agreement for a Successor
Memorandum of Understanding (Deal Points) and the Memorandum of Understanding
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Between the City of Banning and the International Brotherhood of Electric Workers
General Unit (IBEW General) for the period July 1, 2016 through June 30, 2017.

Recommendation: That Resolution No. 2016-93 be approved.

0. Resolution No. 2016-94 Approving the Tentative Agreement for a Successor
Memorandum of Understanding (Deal Points) and the Memorandum of Understanding
Between the City of Banning and the International Brotherhood of Electric Workers
Utility Unit (IBEW Utility) for the period July 1, 2016 through June 30, 2017.

Recommendation: That Resolution No. 2016-94 be approved.

Mayor Welch opened the item for public comments; there were none.

Motion Moyer/Miller that Consent Items 1 through 6 be approved. Motion carried, all in
favor.

Mayor Welch recessed the regular City Council Meeting and called to order a scheduled meeting
of the Banning Utility Authority.

BANNING UTILITY AUTHORITY (BUA)

CONSENT ITEM

Councilmember Peterson pulled the item for discussion.
Councilmember Moyer recused himself because of a conflict of interest.

1. That the Banning Utility Authority approve and authorize the execution of the
settlement agreement with the Sun Lakes Country Club Homeowners Association to
resolve the slow meters/non-registering meters and billing issues within the community.

Interim City Attorney gave the staff report as contained in the agenda packet which involves
Council consideration of a settlement agreement with Sun Lakes to resolve the underreporting of
certain water meters within the Sun Lakes community. That underreporting occurred from 2012
to approximately 2015 at which point it was discovered. The concern and the reason that this
item is on the agenda in the form of a settlement agreement is that it involves the interpretation
of Water Rule No. 6 that in certain circumstances allows the City to go back three years to collect
the underreporting and in other circumstances it allows the City to only go back three months.
Rather than initiate litigation they are recommending that the City Council approve a settlement
agreement in the amount of $113,000 to resolve the dispute. This resolves the matter and all
meters are functioning properly. He explained the conflicts under the Political Reform Act and
the opinion from the Fair Political Practices Commission.

Councilmember Peterson said that was a great explanation and all he really wanted to do was to
pull the item so the public could get an explanation of what it was and just didn’t want to approve
a consent item and just let it go with too many questions out.
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Chairman Welch opened the item for comments from the public.

Jerry Westholder, Banning said to him this is an issue of fairness. He has sat on this Council and
has been in these meetings when people in our community have had a problem with their utility
bills. Our utility company with its policy shows no mercy no matter how far back they have gone
in fact, they were victim of the same problem when the City did not record their electric right. It
is a question of fairness to him. The faimess is simply that the Sun Lakes Homeowners
Association collected that money from their residents and the money is now a part of the
Association coffers. Are the people from Sun Lakes going to get a refund? 50 cents on the dollar
for every 50 cents on the dollar that you pay the City because that is faimess. If not, all the
money that the Association collected should come into the City and if for nothing else, for the
reason that we, in violation of law, still do not have in our utility company a way to discount
utility bills to those who are under the poverty level and those who are on a fixed income and
that would be a good start to put that money to take care of these people. So it is a question of
fairness. It has nothing to do with prejudice; it is a questions of fairness. He thinks that the City
would do right by collecting all of it and taking care of the rest of the community as well.

Chairman Welch closed the item for public comment seeing no one else coming forward.

Motion Peterson/Franklin to approve the item.

Roll Call Vote: Boardmember Franklin — yes; Boardmember Miller — abstain; Boardmember
Moyer — no vote (recused); Boardmember Peterson — yes; Chairman Welch — abstain. Motion
carried 2-0-2.

Mayor Welch adjourned the scheduled meeting of the Banning Utility Authority and called to
order a joint meeting of the Banning City Council and the Banning Utility Authority.

PUBLIC HEARINGS

1. Discussion and Consideration of approval of the Rancho San Gorgonio Specific Plan
that includes the adoption of a Statement of Overriding Considerations, Certification of
the Final Environmental Impact Report, Approval of the Water Supply Assessment,
adoption of General Plan Amendment No. 13-2503 and Zone Change No. 13-3501,
approval of Tentative Tract Map No. 36586, approval of a Development Agreement,
and the Annexation of 161 Acres.

(Staff Report — Brian Guillot, Community Development Director

Director Guillot addressed the Council stating that this project will have four parts with others
providing information. He will start with a project summary for those that are not familiar with
the project, Placeworks the consultant who prepared the EIR will provide the environmental
information, Deputy City Manager Clayton wi2ll give a summary of the development agreement
and then the applicant will give a presentation on the project. Director Guillot presented the staff
report as contained in the agenda packet and also started his power-point presentation in regards
to the project (attached Exhibit “D”).

Joanne Hadfield from Placeworks addressed the Council giving the environmental presentation
giving a broad overview of the environmental review and the findings which is very
comprehensive. Placeworks was retained by the City almost two years ago to prepare the
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environmental impact report for this project. She said that this is a very comprehensive long
process and all the documentation is not just Placeworks but a host of both applicant, technical
consultants, and peer review consultants retained by their firm to assure that the analysis is
objective and accurate and reviewing in depth every document along the way and complying
with the very stringent process under the California Environmental Quality Act for the
environmental impact report. At this time she started her very detailed power-point presentation
(attached Exhibit “E”). She also mentioned that in the agenda packet is a copy of the Finding of
Fact, as well as, a Statement of Overriding Considerations outlying the reasons that the City may
choose to approve the project in light of the significant impacts. She also provided a quick
overview of biological resources issues related to a comment letter that was received subsequent
to preparation of the final EIR and consideration of that final EIR by the Planning Commission
and basically she is talking about letters submitted by the wildlife agencies, US Fish and Wildlife
Service at the federal level and the California Department of Fish and Wildlife and she went over
the responses that were provided to those agencies addressing those issues. She said that
Placeworks concurs as the CEQA consultant that the MSHCP (Multiple Species Habitat
Conservation Plan and DBESP (Determination of Biological Equivalent or Superior
Preservation) do not have to be approved prior to approval of the project, prior to certification of
the final EIR; that is not a requirement whatsoever. The response to comments that was submitted
to the Council tonight there has been a mitigation measure added which she will read into the
record to be added to both the final EIR and to the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program.
The mitigation measures assures that the conditions of the MSHCP and the DBESP on-going in
coordination with these wildlife agencies these will be negotiated and no grading permit can be
issued until these issues are resolved. This is the mitigation measure that has been added and is
mncluded in the hard-copy response to the wildlife agency. Again, they are requesting that this
measure be read and added to the record: “Implementation and completion of the MSHCP
consistency/DBESP review process and compliance with any additional avoidance, minimization
and mitigation measures required pursuant to that review process when complete shall occur
prior to issuance of any grading permit as required by applicable law and the policies and
procedures of the MSHCP.” So the September 26, 2016 response to the second letter from the
wildlife agencies that was received last Friday basically says that this Council does not need to
delay approval of the project for this reason for the reasons in the second letter or the first letter
and that on-going negotiations will meet these requirements and the new mitigation measure
reassures that will occur.

Director Clayton addressed the Council stating that she presented the development agreement
earlier in the workshop and will briefly go over what was presented (see attached Exhibit “F”).
She said that the development agreement and the original conditions of approval do not include
improvements of the library so staff will amend Condition No. 39, page 636 of the agenda packet,
to include the size of space shall be at least 2000 square feet and the City will meet and confer
with the Library District and proceed with negotiations if we are to expand upon the 2000 square
foot dedication which is include in the community center. They will leave as is in Condition 39
the dedication of the 14 computers.

Peter Pitassi, partner with Diversified Pacific of Rancho Cucamonga addressed the Council at
this time to present the project and all of the applications that are before the Council. They have
been working on this project for over four years and it has been a long journey. He appreciated
the comprehensive presentations that were made by staff and by the EIR consultant and the
conversation they had earlier at the workshop regarding the development agreement. Mr. Pitassi
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said that he will be asking Boyd Martin from Market Profiles to assist him in a portion of the
presentation, then Shane Morgan, Principal with David Taussig and Associates to talk about
some of the economic benefits. At this time Mr. Pitassi started is very detailed presentation in
regards to the project (attached Exhibit “G”).

Boyd Martin, Principal with Market Profiles, Inc. addressed the Council stating that they have
been in business since 1968 doing highest and best use feasibility studies long-term forecasting
product and pricing definition. Their assignment on this particular project was to look at the
long-term opportunities for the region and he went over that in detail.

Mr. Pitassi continued his presentation in regards to the Specific Plan giving more detailed
information about the project particularly, the retail site at the proposed location.

Shane Morgan, Principal with David Taussig and Associates addressed the Council stating that
he was engaged by the developer to prepare a fiscal and economic study on the project. At this
time Mr. Morgan went over the Fiscal Impact Analysis.

Mr. Pitassi continued his presentation going over their community outreach and the support that
they have received for the proposed project. He said that the Planning Commission back on
September 7 unanimously voted to recommend approval on all of the applications that are in
front of the Council this evening and looked at this proposal at a very technical level. He said
that they are presenting this to the Council on more of a policy level and he thinks the Planning
Commission’s recommendation is something to be seriously considered. At this time he showed
a computer-generated video of what it would be like to drive through Rancho San Gorgonio. He
concluded the presentation and stated that they will answer any questions from the Council and
he expressed their sincere gratitude for the patience that the Council has had in working with the
City Manager and his staff on this project.

Mayor Welch opened this item for comments and questions from the City Council Members.

Councilmember Peterson said this has been a long, long process and as a Council Member he
will be glad when all of this really goes away but he doesn’t think it will go away quickly. He
has several things he wants to talk about and has questions in regards to the propose land use
plan regarding density particularly in sections PA-8A, B, C, and D, and the Dysart Park area
where 22™ Street runs into Dysart Park where it is proposed to take off 75 feet on the west side
of Dysart Park but before he gets into those he wants to go back with the public and remind them
of a few things that have gone on in Banning over the last couple of years. He said he wanted
to express his dissatisfaction with the City Manager for not scheduling a workshop for this and
doesn’t understand why they are in here this late and now just beginning on it. The Council has
had no workshop on the Specific Plan, the EIR and Ms. Hadfield was great today but she went
over a complete EIR in 28 minutes which took him a week to read and there are a lot of questions
on the EIR. The Specific Plan that is huge and he has massive questions on every page. Today
the Council had a workshop for the development agreement and ironically this workshop was
scheduled on the same day as approval. He said he would like to take a historical look at the
developers that have come into Banning just during his term on the City Council which has been
since December 2012 and those were Highland Fairview, Arthur Pearlman Corporation in
partnership with the Frost Company, and Diversified Pacific — Colonies partners and their
founder of both companies Mr. Jeffrey Burum. It is a well-known fact that for months former
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Council Member Bob Botts and Mr. Peter Pitassi have been inviting local residents to coffees
and lunches in an attempt to promote and gather support for the Diversified Pacific Project,
Rancho San Gorgonio. The catch was to sign a support letter and leave it on the table leaving
and his question to a lot of these supporters who attended these gathers was any of the information
that he is about to report every discussed. At this time Councilmember Peterson went into much
detail regarding an article that was in the newspaper on September 15, 2011 a little over five
years ago when federal agents served search warrants on nine locations with ties to Colonies
Partners corruption probe, Jeffrey Burum who is the co-managing partner of Colonies Partners
and Diversified Pacific and others that were involved in this wide-spread corruption. Looking
ahead five years from 2011 to about two week ago on September 9™ prosecutors and defense
attorneys are ready to begin trial on San Bernardino County’s largest and biggest public
corruption case and he gave more details. He hopes this explains the background of the developer
that we are dealing with and if his questions come across abruptly it is because we need to protect
the interest of the people. On May 16, 2013 Diversified Pacific filed their application with the
City of Banning for their Specific Plan which is the reason we are here today. However, before
he begins asking questions about the specific plan, the environmental report, and the developer’s
agreement he would like to ask Mr. Pitassi a few questions and to begin with he would like to
know what will happen to this project should Mr. Burum be found guilty and sentenced to prison;
will we be left with another abandoned site like Pearlman and Vanir across the street or the
Banning Business Center or the O’Donnell Property on the east side of town and what guarantees
do the people of this town have that this is not another sham or shell game because as he has
pointed out the reputation of the company is something that needs to be questioned.

Mr. Pitassi said that in everything that Councilmember Peterson has stated is public knowledge
and he is going to ask Stephen Larson, Jeff Burum’s attorney to respond to the comments that
Councilmember Peterson made. But before that he wants to do two things: 1) Jeff Burum is a
partner of his in Diversified Pacific and he has a number of business entities that he is involved
with which includes the Colonies and others; and 2) in Diversified Pacific there are a number of
partners and he is one of them. He has been a personal friend of Jeff Burum for over thirty years
and they have worked together since the early 1980’s either in the same company or working
together in a client relationship and he can vouch personally for his integrity and his value to
every community that he has participated in creating; his integrity is not questioned. These are
ridiculous charges which will be proved.

Stephen Larson addressed the Council stating that he appreciates the opportunity to address this
issue and he will direct this comments obviously to the entire Council but Mr. Peterson raised
some important issues. One of the things that we learn early on is that you cannot believe
everything that you read in the newspaper or the blogs. Sadly, in the course of our history with
this country a lot of good people have been slandered, defamed, and liable by things that have
been put in the press. We have a free press and that is a great thing and everybody is allowed to
express their opinion and we need to protect that but when you are dealing with a person like Mr.
Burum who has been accused and they believe falsely and is awaiting trial, you need to be careful
and take some degree of care in what is said. He said he will start by touching upon a few of the
allegations that have been made by Councilmember Peterson’s statements and then he is going
to try as best as he can to answer those questions. As indicated the people in the case mentioned
have predicted a very long trial and he can’t in these few moments go over the entire trial but he
hopes he can put into context and allay the concerns that have been raised and that perhaps some
of the other people in this room have as well. As mentioned in September 2011 there was an FBI
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raid of Mr. Burum’s residence and his office and those offices of a number of other people and
what needs to understood is kind of the Paul Harvey rest of that story which he went into in some
detail about the allegations and the investigation. He said that this Council have had experience
with Diversified Pacific with Mr. Pete Pitassi and other individuals here for the last three to five
years that he is aware of and these are men and women of integrity. You cannot change
somebody else’s slander, you can’t change somebody else’s libel but you certainly should not
rely upon them in making your decision tonight. What they at Diversified Pacific are asking the
Council to do is make your decision based on your experience. You asked two questions; what
will happen if he is convicted. He said he is as confident as he has ever been on any case that he
has had and he has been involved in the legal system for a long time as a federal judge for San
Bernardino and Riverside County, as an Assistant U. S. Attorney, as a prosecutor, and spent the
last six years as a defense attorney and he has never seen a case more riddled with problems than
the collapsing case that is being prosecuted in San Bernardino County against Mr. Burum. He is
very confident that they will never get to his question of what will happen. But what will happen,
Mr. Pitassi and all the other individuals and the partners that work at Diversified Pacific will do
exactly what they have been doing for the three to five years with this Council to work to get this
done.

Councilmember Peterson asked if the $109 million dollars already given as settlement to
Diversified and if so, what if there is a conviction and there has to be restitution.

Mr. Larson said to finish in regards to what guarantee do you have and in life there are no
guarantees but one he thinks you can take to the bank in this case is that Mr. Pitassi did a pretty
impassionate plea a few moments ago about his faith in Jeff Burum. There are 160 other Pete
Pitassi’s, the investors of Diversified Pacific Opportunity Fund who are supporting this project
and each of those people, very accomplished people, all who know and have known Jeff Burum
for a long time a number of them are here in the Council Chambers this evening and those folks
not only believe in Jeff Burum, they believe in Banning and believe in this project and that is the
guarantee that you have. As far as the question in regards to the $109 million, it is $102 million
dollars for a settlement back in November 2006 to settle some civil litigation that was going on
with San Bernardino County Flood Control District. He didn’t want to get into the minutiae on
that right now but suffice it to say that the Flood Control District settled for $102 million dollars
to the Colonies Partners not Diversified Pacific. This has nothing to do with Colonies Partners,
this project here. That settlement was between the Colonies Partners and the San Bernardino
County Flood Control District to avoid a potential liability of over $300 million dollars that the
Food Control District may have had to pay to the Colonies Partners and he gave more details in
regards to that settlement and the different series of litigation and they were not induced by
corruption; there was no corruption. Sadly Mr. Postmus as you recall was having some serious
problems and sometimes when people get bad information or get a wrong idea certain public
pronouncements that they make have some bad consequences. He said that he why he is standing
up here right now because he wants to make sure that bad information in the past doesn’t harm
what is an extraordinary opportunity for the City of Banning.

Councilmember Peterson said he thinks that it is important that it be aired. He thinks it was
important that these issues were brought out and important that it was explained because it not
only himself that you read the newspaper or whatever and you follow certain cases and when this
type of dynamics is coming out and again, he laid history with the developers that have come
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into the City and he is thinking is this another one. Are you going to be just like everybody else
that came in?

Mr. Larson said he respects Councilmember Peterson for raising this issue. He takes issue of
course the way it was characterized and he appreciates the opportunity given to explain this and
he is happy to meet with Councilmember Peterson and anybody on this Council or anyone that
has any concerns to talk about this case.

Councilmember Peterson asked various questions in regards to Planning Areas 8, A, B, C, & D
and the zoning of those individual properties which are listed as medium-high density and the
City not having median high density and he went over the chart and Table on page 2.2-4 of the
Specific Plan commenting on the gross acres and total residential units that will be built on those
properties which comes to 1,684 units. Basically we are talking about half of all your homes you
want to build are all built along Sunset and Westward closest to the retirement community of
Serrano Del Vista and within a stones-throw of Sun Lakes. So will it be left at that or can it be
changed or fixed.

Mr. Pitassi said we may want to check the math but it comes to approximately a little over 900
and he is not sure where the 1,684 came from but to answer the question those four planning
areas are designated medium-high density residential and have a density range of 12.1 to 18 DU
per acre. The maximum is identified in the Specific Plan and those are the maximum numbers
that are allocated to each of those Planning Areas and there is a variety of different product types
or housing types that can be built within each of those Planning Areas.

Councilmember Peterson said that in talking to Brian Guillot that MHDR (Medium-High Density
Residential) is your designation and as far as the City’s designation that would be Very-High
Density be believes.

Mr. Pitassi said that these designations in the Specific Plan are unique to this Specific Plan which
is what a specific plan is for. So it defines what these designations are and the terminology used
for them but more importantly it describes the product type and density ranges that are allowed.
The Specific Plan evaluates the maximum number of units that could be built. It is quite common
that when a project is proposed for any one of these planning areas the number may be less and
could be significantly less depending on what the market is telling us at that time. He gave more
information on when these phases might come to fruition and the placement of those and why
they have been located in these Planning Areas.

Councilmember Peterson would those be where your clustered homes would be. Mr. Pitassi said
it could be and if you go to Table 4-1 on page 4-9, that table indicates the type of housing that
could be built within particular density ranges and he went over those types of housing products
which is defined within the Specific Plan. That can be changed in the future and there is a
mechanism in the Specific Plan that allows it to be amended at some point if both parties believe
that it is in their best interest. But that is what the Specific Plan anticipates at this point in time.

Councilmember Peterson said you changed the City’s zoning that the Council did in July 2013.
Soin July 2013 the APNs that are in this area that you used were all very-high density residential
19 to 24 units so you are saying that under what we changed from 19 to 24 units you are going
to knock down to 18 and you won’t keep the 20 units per acre. Mr. Pitassi said that is correct.
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Councilmember Peterson asked if he could come back later and ask to change it. Mr. Pitassi said
as he mentioned before a Specific Plan can be amended by either party with a concession of both
parties.

Councilmember Peterson said in regards to affordable housing a lot of people think that
affordable housing is based on a dollar figure and he read from the U. S. Department of Housing
and Urban Development: “As defined, Affordable Housing is no more than 30% of a household’s
income. That means you shouldn’t be paying more than 30% of your income for housing whether
mortgage payments or rent plus utilities each month. People think Affordable Housing means
just one thing but it doesn’t. The levels of affordability are based on an area’s median incomes
and the area-wide median income for Riverside County based on 2013 figures is $65,000.
Looking at Banning and what we have here our median income is right at about $38,919 per year.
With that a person would be able to afford $838 in rent and $140,000 for a home and that is based
on 5% down, 4% interest, and 1.25% taxes and insurance. So affordable housing may include
subsidized housing projects such as multi-family apartments, cluster housing or single-family
housing or homes built and leased though private programs. HUD has a Housing Choice Voucher
Program known as Section 8 for the elderly and disabled people, very low income families, and
homeless or otherwise eligible veterans.” So where these homes are coming into RSG what is
considered affordable housing in this project. Are you going to have homes in there that the
people of this area based on a median income of $38,000 a year or homes that could be priced at
$140,000 or less, will there be anything in there to that.

Mr. Pitassi said first of all they have never proposed any affordable housing under the definitions
that he just read. That has never been proposed on this property or on RSG or on any of the
documents that they have ever produced.

Councilmember Peterson said he doesn’t know where it can from but he has heard it said by the
Mayor and Councilmember Franklin that we need more affordable housing and he thinks that it
has been implied that this project was going to bring affordable housing to the table.

Mr. Pitassi said he was glad it was brought up and they can address it and the addressing of it is
as follows: They have never proposed any kind of subsidized affordable housing as described.
This is market rate housing. They want to make sure they raise the bar in Banning and create
housing that is certainly achievable by families but meets the market rate which raises the
property values of not only RSG but the surrounding areas as well.

Mayor Welch said that he has used the term “affordable housing” but it was only in comparison
to Section 8 Housing. Section 8 Housing has never been proposed for this project ever but a lot
of people hook them together for their own purpose of definition. The affordable housing is
market-driven price.

Councilmember Peterson referred to page 2.3-2 in the Specific Plan where it states, “The City of
Banning which owns Dysart Park will need to provide approximately 76 feet of right-of-way
from the west side of Dysart Park to complete the proposed improvements on the east side of
Rancho San Gorgonio Parkway in this area.” Are you wanting to snip off 75 feet of Dysart?
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Mr. Pitassi said that currently there are improvements in Dysart that actually encroach into their
property. They have done aerial surveys of the site and there are improvements at Dysart that do
encroach into their side and it is a fact that when RSG Parkway is ultimately developed
improvements will have to occur on both sides of that street. They propose to reduce the parkway
on the east side of RSG Parkway to reduce the impact on that side of the park. The Planning
Commission imposed a condition on the project that stated that they wanted to see that additional
16 feet of parkway included on the east side of RSG Parkway and they agreed to that condition
that was imposed by the Planning Commission.

Councilmember Peterson said he doesn’t think that was ever discussed and he was at both
Planning Commission meetings and there was never anything discussed about taking 75 feet or
76 feet of Dysart Park.

Mr. Pitassi said that that they did discuss the improvement on RSG Parkway and ultimately made
the motion to include that condition on the Tract Map but in order to do the improvements on
RSG Parkway and to correct the access issues at Dysart Park they had done some studies that
were far more detailed than what they would normally do or anyone would do at the Specific
Plan level to look at how that improvement would work providing access to the lower pad from
RSG Parkway, providing access to the upper pad from Victory as well as how the pad would
relate to the elevation of the street and the elevation of the street as it relates to the improvements
on the east side of 22", All that study has been done and additional right-of-way is needed to
put the improvements in and the improvements would be paid by them.

Councilmember Peterson said he thinks that this needs to be looked at a little bit more because
this is the first time he has heard of it.

Councilmember Franklin said in going back to something Councilmember Peterson said in
regards to what kind of housing that we needed she has fought here and fought with Sacramento
that we need housing that is better than some of the housing that we here now. That has been the
issue all along with the RHNA numbers and that is why she has spoken to the State about it. We
need housing that is market rate at today’s rates and we don’t have that. She has never made a
comment about this kind of housing being affordable housing in terms of Section 8 or low income
housing. As was shown on the chart when you have this kind of housing come into a
neighborhood or into a community, it raises the bar for everybody and that is what we need here.
She said in full disclosure she has only heard one presentation and has been at meetings where
Mr. Pitassi has spoken about the development and have been in social gatherings where they
have both been present because of the kind of event that it is. She said the Council was given the
Specific Plan in July to be able to read it in advance and also given the Draft EIR months ago.
She said that she has spent hours with staff and even tonight she has three pages of questions and
has spent hours in the last couple of days asking questions but rather than go through all three
pages there were some she wanted to bring forward tonight and one was already asked in regards
to low density versus medium-high density but she wanted to know what triggers the creation of
the HOA because there are a lot of things involved in doing that.

Mr. Pitassi said that they have a master track map that divides the property into the 44 Planning
Areas and that track map will be recorded in 6 parts to coincide with the phases of the project.
As a condition of approval they have to create CC&R’s, create by-laws for a Master HOA and
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incorporate that Master HOA and have them approved by the Bureau of Real Estate at the State
level with budgets and so forth. All of that needs to be done before the first map can record.

Councilmember Franklin said it was brought during the workshop but for the audience that is
here now the question came up as to whether or not the fire department could be created earlier
than the phase that it is. She asked him to summarize very briefly why it is being built in Phase
4 as opposed to earlier and also asked if RSG was giving us the land for the fire station.

Mr. Pitassi said the timing of the fire station was dictated by the fire department. He said that
they did not suggest a timing nor did the City staff to his knowledge. The fire department issued
a letter and said based on their evaluation of RSG and their levels of response and response times
and positioning of stations, etc. they suggested and basically conditioned to have the fire station
completed by the 1500 dwelling unit. The 1350™ unit that is identified in the conditions of
approval is based upon the time it would take to build a station so it is assuming a certain
absorption and the idea would be to have the funding in place and that the City would be able to
provide all the design completed and ready to start construction by that 1350 unit with having
it completed and on-line and operational by the 1500™ unit. In regards to the land they are
dedicating the land for the fire station and they are paying their development impact fees of
$1,335 dollars per unit up to and through the completion of the project. The City is committed
to building the fire station with the funding that is provided through the development impact fees.

Councilmember Franklin asked if he could talk a little bit about how the size of the community
center was determined.

Mr. Pitassi said the size is identified as 12,000 square feet. Community centers for a park of that
size are usually somewhere in the order of 8,000 to 10,000 square feet usually on the lower end.
Normally a community center would be programmed with multi-purpose rooms, staff areas,
storage, restrooms, and things of that type. The idea for a community center is to provide flexible
space that can be programmed by staft and utilized for a variety of activities whether they be
recreational activities, community gathering activities. They evaluated what they believe would
be in the best interest of RSG and have committed to a 12,000 square foot community center.

Councilmember Franklin addressed staff stating that the report references the 2010 Urban Water
Management Plan and she wants to know if the 2015 Urban Water Management Plan has been
approved.

Director Vela said the 2015 Urban Water Management Plan was submitted to the State but it has
not been formally approved. The City has not received comments back from the State. When the
2010 Urban Water Management Plan was submitted it took the State almost 8 months to get back
to the City so he doesn’t expect to hear back anytime soon. He said that when the WSA for this
project was developed it references the 2010 Urban Water Management Plan although during the
development of the 2015 Urban Water Management Plan staff incorporated the demand factors
for this project so actually the City’s plan is current and reflects the proposed demands for this
project.

Councilmember Franklin said in regards to the conditions of approval it was stated that none of

this is going to be gated and will just have monuments.
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Mr. Pitassi said what he stated was that the major public streets into the facility are public streets
and not gated. Individually planning areas could be gated communities, that’s possible but all of
the streets shown on the Specific Plan and on the diagram are public streets so access through the
community is open to the public, access to the parks, the paseos and the trails are open to the
public.

Councilmember Franklin said that she wanted to make sure and that it is on the record for the
planning that the Community Services Director also be included in the areas of planning the parks
and that would be Condition No. 58 on page 691.

City Manager said that they can fix that and she is also known as the Park and Recreation Director
and it will be clarified.

Councilmember Franklin asked if part of their zoning includes community gardens because she
knows that in the city of Banning we don’t have those zoned.

Mr. Pitassi said that they have actually proposed community gardens in the neighborhood park
for example. That could be a component of any of the parks to designate an area for a community
garden. [s it allowed use with the Specific Plan; it certainly could be.

Councilmember Franklin said that in regards to Condition No. 86 on page 697 where it talks
about drainage and she wanted to know if something could be said or determined later to make
sure that there is no cross-drainage across the individual lots. That was a problem in the Fair
Oaks development and she wanted to make sure that there were no issues there.

Mr. Pitassi said that condition is looking at a more global review of the overall phasing of the
site but on an individual lot basis it would not be their intent to have cross lot drainage and don’t
anticipate that occurring but that would be a function of individual tract maps that would be
reviewed by City staff. The idea here with Condition No. 86 is that each of those phases would
be independent and be able to function as they come on line.

Councilmember Franklin said that on page 699 Condition No. 98 f) talks about replacing plants
and if it could be included in that condition that if plants are damaged or destroyed that they
would be replaced within a specific time frame. For instance, within 30 days plants would be
replaced.

Mr. Pitassi said that they are obligated to maintain any landscape areas that they build that would
ultimately be dedicated to the City for 180 days so they are obligated to maintain them and to
replace plant material that may not survive and they can certainly put a time in there.

Councilmember Franklin said in talking about the different improvements do they occur at the
beginning of the phases or at the end of the phases.

Mr. Pitassi said it depends on what improvements we are talking about. In the Conditions of
Approval on the map and on the Specific Plan it does talk about the timing of when improvements
come on-line and in the normal sequence of construction there are a lot of things that are
occurring simultaneously and must be in place and functional before a house can be occupied.
There are others that occur over time as houses are built so it just depends on what the

15
reg.mtg.-09/27/16

15



improvements are but the specific timing, if it is critical, is described in the Conditions of
Approval.

Councilmember Franklin said when we talk about CFD’s they only apply to the new homes that
are coming in. Mr. Pitassi said that is correct.

Mayor Welch said one of the concerns that he has had voiced several times in Phase 4 is the
placement of the commercial property. How flexible are we as time moves on because Phase 4
is down the line a ways, how flexible are we if there is a different place in the plan that ends up
being more suitable, how flexible are we in being able to move that.

Mr. Pitassi said it would require an amendment to the Specific Plan if it were to occur at a later
point in time. Again, the location of the retail center is really driven by its opportunity for
success. They want it to be successful and the City wants it to be successful so taking a retail
center and placing it in a way that doesn’t allow those retailers to have that visibility will condemn
it to failure and would not come to fruition. They believe this location offers those opportunity
for success and that has been verified by the individuals and the companies that they have talked
to that are in this business and understand what it takes to make it successful. From their
perspective this is the best location not only for RSG but for the community as a whole. They
understand that concerns have been raised however, when looking at the larger picture and
looking at Westward Avenue as a collector and looking at its location relative to the college
campus and the connection of Sun Lakes Blvd. this is the location that will allow it to be
successful.

Mayor Welch said he understands all of that but his question is how flexible are we in relation to
the plan even with all the research that can change somewhere down the line because this is not
an immediate part of the project.

Mr. Pitassi said that they are obviously willing to listen to conversation in the future if there is a
better location that can be identified they are willing to listen but it would require a Specific Plan
Amendment at that point in time and there is flexibility.

Councilmember Moyer said that many of the things that he had written down have been asked
already but he asked this in the work session and one of the biggest concerns is recycled water
and so forth. As he understands it, if our treatment plant hasn’t been improved enough to handle
the sewage and the recycling of water by the time this project overloads the plant, your company
will build a satellite plant to handle it and create your own recycled water and is that correct.

Mr. Pitassi said that is an option available to them, yes.

Councilmember Moyer said at this point in time we don’t have a trigger like the fire station that
triggers 1350 units but we don’t have a trigger on what that would be to actually have the plant
built by the developer; is that correct.

Mr. Pitassi said that the expanding of the existing wastewater treatment plant is the City’s
responsibility and not theirs. The timing of it is really addressed in the development agreement
and the City has stated their commitment to get that done as soon as they can. ;
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Deputy City Manager Clayton added that the Focus Study that is going to be completed will be
finalized before the building of the first house which would identify when it should be needed to
go on-line.

Director Guillot said the Housing Element is certified by the State and won’t need to be addressed
until the next cycle which give us about four years so we are hopefully going to meet some of
the RHNA numbers and so we are in very good shape in that respect.

Councilmember Moyer said that the young lady brought up the fact that the recent letter we got
asked us to relook at the Burrowing Owl and the LA Pocket Mouse and is there any real need,
now that it has been addressed with this response, is there any real need to delay accepting the
EIR now.

Mr. Pitassi said that your consultant has indicated no and they certainly agree and their legal
counsel and the City Attorney agreed as well that there is no reason to delay.

Councilmember Moyer said that we have made three finding designations to the EIR and Finding
3 is stuff that basically we don’t think we can do much about and can’t really mitigate; it is out
of our control. For example, he knows that the Caltrans things are out of our control and that
was a Finding 3 and is that correct.

Mr. Pitassi said that the reason that is considered an issue of Overriding Consideration is because
the City doesn’t issue encroachment permits on Caltrans right-of-way.

Councilmember Moyer said he knows that and his question is that there were a number of
mitigating suggestions on a number of those items. Do we still go forward with those mitigations
or do we simply say those are not good enough and we are not going to do it.

Ms. Hadfield said that the Environmental Quality Act does mandate that the City implement any
feasible mitigation. So if it does reduce the impact, you are mandated to implement it whether
or not it reduces it to less than significant.

Councilmember Moyer said if he is reading this right, you are saying that in Phase 1 you are
going to do 49.2 acres and you are going to put 239 units in and that comes to about an average
of 8900 square feet per lot. It doesn’t sound right to him.

Mr. Pitassi said lot size is dictated by the planning area and so lot sizes are identified within each
of those areas. The total number of acreage includes streets so that math really can’t be applied
in that way because there are portions of Phase 1 that are dedicated to public streets so the lot
size is really identified by the identification for each of those planning areas.

Councilmember Miller thanked Mr. Pitassi for a very complete program which showed the
Council a deal about this program. He said that since the community center will be on park land
it will be available for everyone in the city and is that correct. Mr. Pitassi said that was correct.
Councilmember Miller said but yet its maintenance will have to be paid for by the HOA’s of that
community.
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Mr. Pitassi said no. The maintenance of the facility will be by the City because it is part of the
public park and the CFD will provide a mechanism for revenue stream to provide the
maintenance for the facility.

Councilmember Miller said so basically you are asking the Council to approve a community
building that you will build and then we will take it over and maintain it. Mr. Pitassi said that is
correct.

Councilmember Miller asked who in the City approved a community center in that park as a
concept.

Mr. Pitassi said it was reviewed with City staff at the Planning level, with Heidi Meraz at
Community Services level, with all of the other individuals within the City staff family that has
reviewed the proposal but ultimately the approval is the Council’s.

Councilmember Miller asked Mr. Pitassi if he was going to be the builder of all of the various
houses or will there be subcontractors or different builders.

Mr. Pitassi said no and they have said from the beginning that they are the master developer of
the community and they may build some planning areas and most likely will as a home builder.
They will also sell some planning areas to other home builders such as publically traded
companies like Lennar and Standard Pacific and KB and others that buy planning areas from
master planned communities to build housing; that will happen.

Councilmember Miller asked who builds the infrastructure. Mr. Pitassi said they do.

Councilmember Miller asked Mr. Pitassi when Rancho San Gorgonio Parkway will be
completed.

Mr. Pitassi said that in Phase 1, RSG Parkway will be completed to the south end of Confluence
Park and in Phase 2, it will be completed all the way to the intersection of 22™ Street and
Westward.

Councilmember Miller said in the development agreement he sees that there is a Completion
Bond and he asked Mr. Pitassi to explain that further.

Mr. Pitassi said that any improvements have to be bonded by the developer. They post bonds
that give the City the security to complete the improvements if they are not completed by them
for any reason. They put those bonds up and pay for that cost and once the improvements are
completed the bonds are released. That is typical of any public improvement under California
Public Contract law. They would bond the improvements on a phase by phase basis as they are
required to put them in by the conditions.

Councilmember Miller said that was a very nice analysis of why you have different types of
houses under market conditions but again, as you said this is a 30-year project and how do you
really expect to be sure in the very least what housing requirements will be asked for in 30 years.
Again, you are talking about Phase 6 being constructed, high density, and why in 30 years do
you think that would be the one that is needed.
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Mr. Pitassi said that Boyd Martin addressed that and he can ask him to address the issue again
but in terms of what the market would demand 30 years from now it is difficult to predict with
accuracy what that would be but we can apply historical trends and look at market trends and
that is really what Boyd’s company does so they believe they have evaluated correctly.

Mr. Martin said generally when you are planning for 20 to 30 years out you are looking at density
allocations and units per acre and what happens inside that in the design or the type of unit
changes. The densities don’t change quite as radically if you look at the buildout of other cities
and the densities the sizes of lots remains similar in an evolutionary way but the size of the home
on that lot or the density of it 12 to the acre some homes are thousands and some are 1500 and
some homes are 2000 so you try to plan for density use.

Councilmember Miller said on page 2.2-3 you have the various types of houses and in your
designation of very low density, low density, medium density and medium-high density and there
are different percentages of those dwellings but he was wondering if you have an estimate as to
what the cost of each of that type of house would be.

Mr. Pitassi said that they haven’t projected any sales prices at this point in time. It is to be
evaluated when the timing is determined that the housing really comes on-line and what the
market conditions are at that time.

Councilmember Miller said he noticed that you have a 45 foot height on some houses and is that
a three-story house or is that just because of the grading in that property.

Mr. Pitassi said the allowable height is dictated by the development standards in the Specific
Plan. For example on all the charts that he is looking at in Section 4 of the Specific Plan the
allowable height is 35 feet and that is the maximal allowable height and that is consistent with
building code.

Councilmember Miller said that somewhere it was mentioned multi-family dwellings and what
are those because he doesn’t see any pictures of those in the plan.

Mr. Pitassi said that multi-family dwelling is kind of a generic term for effectively attached
housing. It could be in a variety of housing types such duplex, townhome, cluster homes,
stacked-flats those are all considered multi-family housing. That means multi units in one
building versus a single-family detached structure.

Mayor Welch said that the maximum time limit on our City Council meetings is 10:00 p.m. and
he would entertain a motion from the Council that we continue beyond 10:00 p.m. to areasonable
conclusion of this subject tonight.

Motion Franklin to continue the meeting on this subject. Second by Councilmember
Moyer.

Councilmember Miller made an amendment to that motion. He thinks that we are going
to have a lot of public comments and he still has an hour’s worth of questions so he would
suggest that we extend the meeting for public comment and that the Council continue their
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discussion at the next meeting. This is a $1 billion dollar project or more and he doesn’t
believe that he should make a decision instantly on something so expensive. If he is going
to buy a house, he wouldn’t do it in three hours. If he is going to buy 3000 houses for the
City of Banning, he is not going to do that in three hours and he believes that the rest of the
Council should also agree with that. Councilmember Peterson seconded Councilmember
Miller’s motion.

Mayor Welch said the motion is that the Council continue to hear public comment this evening
and then continue the meeting at a later date.

Motion failed 3/2 with Councilmembers Franklin, Moyer and Mayor Welch voting no.

Mayor Welch said that there was a motion on the floor with a second to continue the meeting so
we can take all of the public comments and then conclude our business on this issue this evening.

Motion passed 4/1 to continue this item with Councilmember Miller voting no.

City Attorney said for clarity he believes that the motion that was voted on and approved was to
take public comment and then to allow the hearing to continue this evening.

Meeting recessed at 10:01 p.m. and reconvened at 10:13 p.m.

Councilmember Moyer said in the study session that was held the issue with the library came up
and he knows that they felt that they had a commitment of about 4500 square feet and evidently
that has been a problem because he understands that we are talking maybe 2000 square feet and
he certainly would like to see the library get the 4500 square feet if it is possible. He doesn’t
know why it hasn’t been addressed already but he would like to see this done.

Mayor Welch opened the public hearing on this item for comments from the public however they
are going to change the time rules because of the time and allow three minutes per speaker. There
was a bit of Council discussion on the time allowable for the public to address the Council.

Motion Moyer/Franklin that the public be given three minutes to address the Council on
this item. Motion carried 4/1 in favor of the motion with Councilmember Miller voting no.

Henry De Roule, 3424 W. Nicolet Street said he is in total and complete favor of this project. He
has lived in Banning since 2004 and he has seen projects come, be approved and disappear. He
doesn’t want this one to suffer the same fate. We need the rooftops badly in this city.

Bob Rochelle addressed the Council stating that he bought a new home in Banning in 2004 and
he wouldn’t be here without a new home in Banning. He actually moved from the Bench. Yogi
Berra once said one of the best things I hate is public speaking and that kind of applies to him
also. He stated that he is a real estate broker and has subdivided quite a few properties and has
been through environmental impact reports and these kind of things and he has read the EIR and
the Specific Plan at the library and this is a great project for the people for a bigger and better
Banning. He approves of the RSG project for Banning citizens and the business community.
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Suzanna Duncan, 47180 Woodcliff Drive stated that she approves this project and the remainder
of her comments are going to be specifically directed to Mr. Peterson. She said that she is not a
vocal person but based on some of the comments he has made she feels the need to make some
statements to him. She needs to state that he made some very defamatory comments under the
guise of concern and she is so grateful that the Council was here to clarify those statements.
There is always two sides to every story so she is grateful that both sides were able to be heard.
He also made a comment that the developer and Mr. Bob Botts had been conducting coffees and
there is nothing really wrong with that. If you want approval, then you seek for approval. You
are up for re-election and she is sure that he is going to have coffees and so does that mean that
she should assume that he is paying them for their vote; she hopes not. Another statement was
made about your City Manager that you were disappointed that he did not conduct a workshop.
She said she used to work for the City of San Bernardino and does your City Manager have carte
blanche as to how he chooses to use your City funds. In working with the City of San Bernardino
if the City Councilmembers wanted a workshop, they requested that workshop so she felt that his
comments were extremely negative and felt the need to address that.

Councilmember Peterson said he really didn’t mind her comments but they would mean a lot
more if she was a resident of Banning and could vote in the City and the project doesn’t impact
her either.

Victoria Hatch, Trustee of the Banning Library District addressed the Council stated that she
would like to encourage and the dedication of space in the community center for a library branch.
It is critical to any community and she would just urge that.

Andrew Jarred, General Counsel for the Banning Library District said he wanted to clarify one
point and he is glad there is vocal support for the library district receiving dedicated space. Ms.
Clayton mentioned that they had come to an agreement and in fact they had and he spoke with
the City Manager immediately before this meeting and they did have an opportunity to speak
since the 3 p.m. meeting. Unfortunately it got glossed over in the immense amount of
information that Ms. Clayton had to provide and believes that is what happened between the
parties. He read into the record the way that they would like to hear Condition No. 39 and what
he thought they agreed to which was as he put in his email at of September 26" at 5:52 p.m. that:
“Condition No. 39. The developer shall provide dedicated space in the community center for the
exclusive use and occupancy by the Banning Library District. The size of the space shall be no
less than 2000 square feet and the design of the space shall be approved by the City Manager and
the Banning Library District at the time of the submittal of construction documents by the
developer. The design of the space shall include access and egress directly into the District space
and shall incorporate restrooms for Library District use within the District space. A joint use
agreement between the City of Banning and the Banning Library District shall be negotiated and
approved by the respective agencies to address issues of utility costs, interior maintenance and
access and parking. Upon occupancy of the community center the developer shall provide desks
with computers for 14 stations.” There was reference made to a meet and confer and he thinks
that doesn’t need to be made into the condition but instead can be an understanding that between
now and the next meeting their office and admin will discuss this and if there are any additional
issues that need to be addressed they can address them in perhaps a side letter or something of
that nature. He said that they have put on the record how they believe the tax structure alone that
the District assesses is not to be used for the construction of a new improvement such as this.
That the impact of adding 9,000 additional residents is in of itself what the District is entitled to
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for 4500 square feet but for dedicated space and certainty of that in the future the District will
entertain a lesser amount. He must say however that this 2000 square foot is an agreement that
he has made and he needs to go back to the Board in a special meeting and so that is where the
meet and confer and “not less than” aspect comes in.

Ron Duncan, 47180 Woodcliff Dr., Banning stated that his address is a Banning address and he
pays taxes in Banning and all of his property taxes come to Banning and all these school bond
acts and everything else come here and for Mr. Peterson to tell his wife that she cannot speak as
a resident of Banning is really ridiculous.

Councilmember Peterson said he didn’t say that. He said that she doesn’t vote here and neither
does he. And you don’t vote for the government.

Mr. Duncan said he does vote here for the school and their opinion does matter. He owns two
businesses within the city of Banning and he knows that those businesses will directly be
impacted by this project and he knows that it is a good project. He has followed it from the very
beginning and has sat in more of these presentations than he even wants to count. He is kind of
confused at the fact that you say that you don’t know anything about it Mr. Miller when in reality
this has been going on for several years; you can’t say you don’t anything about it. The details
have been out there. He is in direct support of it and it will be good for the school district, the
City, the businesses and it is a good growth opportunity and certainly is going to clean up the
area back there and there will be beautiful homes, parks, and all kinds of things and all the
amenities that a city wants to have. He appreciates the fact that the Council labors over this and
that you are passionate about it. He appreciated the fact that the Planning Commission was that
passionate about it and that they asked some very pointed questions and made some changes. He
thinks that during the course of this project that changes are going to be made and maybe they
will work to the betterment of the city. The Mayor asked if there was the possibly of moving
that center and Mr. Pitassi didn’t say no so there is always that possibility. He urged the Council
to all vote yes on this because it is a good project.

Councilmember Miller said of course he knows everything about this project that has been
submitted. We have had a lot of new information today and that is why he objects in making a
vote today.

Roger Schultz, Superintendent/President of Mt. San Jacinto Community College District said
they are the fastest growing community college in the state of California and they are excited
about expanding their presence here in Banning to address the growth of this community and this
region. They have recently embarked on the design and building by awarding the architecture
contract to their campus that is adjacent to this project. The college’s Board, as you are aware,
has supported this project with a formal resolution in support. There is truly is a unique synergy
between this project and the college’s expansion in the city and the region. An abundance of
great reasons exist for this project to move forward but the bottom line is that this is smart, well-
planned growth that is good for Banning, its residents and the region. The college is a proud
supporter of this model project.

Jan Spann addressed the Council stating that she lives as far up Mountain as you can possibly go
until you get to Pardee land and she really hopes the Council has vetted them as you have done
with this nice gentleman. She has also been the Clerk of the Board of the Banning Unified School
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District for the past three years. They did exactly what the Planning Commission did and voted
5/0 to support this development. We don’t need tract homes popping up here and there with no
amenities. There isn’t a park within miles of her house and they don’t have a fire department.
They have one street in and out. You need a planned community that gives Banning a different
look. You need to have something that draws people to our city. A planned community with all
the amenities that the rest of the city can use is exactly what you need. She understands “not in
my back yard” but she has been here 19 years and Pardee still hasn’t built but the idea of what it
will do for the entire community; that can’t be overlooked. She urged the Council to vote for
this development like the school district and the Planning Commission did.

William Lamb, April Lane brought up a couple of points. First, he supports the fact that
Councilmember Peterson brought up some hard questions and people giving him a hard time
about it is unfair and it is only right that somebody bring up some hard questions. As an
equestrian owner they haven’t had anybody talk to them about the equestrian side of the southern
part of the town. He moved here 26 years ago because he wanted to bring his family out here
and because he wanted to be a horse owner. He has lived in two different properties and the one
he currently lives on is April Lane and if you look where Dysart Park is directly above it and go
to Westward and then go east his house is directly north of the Rancho San Gorgonio project.
All that area there and above Dysart and obviously to the east of San Gorgonio is all primarily
equestrian and some of this project didn’t incorporate some of that equestrian property. Most of
it is going to be medium density and senior housing and they really have no neighborhood affect
where they would have more equestrian incorporated into that and he really laments that.
However, with that being said obviously the Council is going to approve the project but it is just
a shame that we are not going to embrace just a little bit of the equestrian part of our town. He
did just speak to Mr. Pitassi because the trails that are designed to come in there kind of bypass
their equestrian area. That area directly above Dysart right where he is at they really have no
way of accessing it because he would have to take his horse straight up April Lane, fight traffic
down Westward, and then continue over to Dysart or then swing around all the way over to 8"
Street so it makes it difficult for him to get on his horse and get over to those trails so he did say
he would be open to some flexibility and maybe see if there could be some access points. One
of them would be 12" Street because obviously his street is a cul-de-sac so he can’t go down to
the end of the street but 12™ Street is actually open where you can create some kind of an access
to get down to the trails and he hopes that happens and he is going to try to arrange a meeting a
do that. So please don’t lose sight of the fact that there is equestrian neighborhoods around there
and keep them in line and hopefully they won’t get pushed out.

Ingle Schuler, resident said in regards to Bill Lamb’s report on the equestrian facilities the trails
that are in the project do not connect to the trails that were originally established in the region.
If Westward is going to be with curbs, gutters and sidewalks no horseman can ride on that kind
of a trail without getting injured so please don’t put all that stuff on Westward because we are
also residents there. We didn’t have any coffees, did not meet with anybody and were pretty
much ignored. She has a problem with the Montgomery Creek that it is going to be incased in
culverts; that 1s a corridor for wildlife. They are not going to crawl through a culvert and if that
doesn’t really provide for the access of the water, for instance, from Don Smith’s property to go
south, it will back up there and it will be interesting and expensive. The perimeter walls that Mr.
Pitassi was talking about one of those perimeter walls is actually across 210 feet of her back
property that separates her from the project. The grading that they do below that will be about
20 feet so the 6 foot wall and the 20 feet below are going to be a block structure retaining wall
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she supposes for the 20 feet. She insists that those are going to be 18 by 16 block builders and
they should be grouted and have should have rebar every two feet vertically and every 4 feet
horizontally because that is what she had to do in her stable when she built it. The cluster homes
that Mr. Pitassi was referring to were not shown and they are interesting. The apartments or
living quarter is above the garage. Also she still has a problem with the water issue. The tertiary
treatment plant for recycled water according to the July 22, 2016 report from the California
Regional Water Quality Control Board there is no plan for recycled water for the City of Banning.
Water tank location and capacity to serve 9000 people was not specified in the environmental
impact report.

Sue West, west Barbour St. said that she moved here 30 years ago specifically for the half acre
land that she owns. This property development looks very good on paper except it does limit the
stagecoach today things. You used to have land open where they could think of planning in the
future for other equestrian homes but this is going to develop it and it is going to leave their little
community all by itself and as soon as the seniors move in they is going to be complaints so this
is going to kill rural in Banning but it is nice. They also said that 3000 or maybe 6000 people
are going to be living in those 3000 homes and didn’t the Council just okay another 3000 homes
on Highland and Wilson so that is another 3000 homes being built in the same time frame. Tt is
also said it is going to bring in 3000 jobs and 6000 people are going to be looking for those 3000
jobs. The kids at the high school are going to be crowded but the middle school is pretty full and
so you are talking about taking on a lot of extra money for some money coming in but is it the
same. Your development fees are going to be eaten up by paying for the parks. The water fees
that you are going to get are going to be eaten by having to build new facilities to provide for the
water. She said she doesn’t water her lawn. These people have beautiful green grass here and
there is green grass there and there are parks that are all green and she didn’t see any desert
plantings there and beautiful trees and all of that takes water; we don’t have water. So if you
think about what you need, it is a beautiful development but it needs to be put through better
questions. We can’t afford all those parks either and they will end up brown. Lastly is the wall.
They are going to build a 6-foot wall around all that community so does that mean that Dysart
Park has a 6 foot wall around the whole thing expect for the entrance. She doesn’t want to have
to walk down Westward and see this 6-foot wall.

Jerry Westholder, Banning said last time he listened to a real estate presentation that long he got
a free buffet. He said he is not anti-growth and this development doesn’t look that bad but it
needs to be modified. Number one, we have the highest utility rates in the state and who in the
world is going to want to come and live in Banning. We got a 30% water reduction mandated
from the state and where are we going to get the water for this development. You are looking at
a congestion problem with traffic. We are like an hourglass here. It is going to mess up in the
middle and funnel right through here and how are you going to deal with all of this traffic; what
is the guarantee. His problem is not so much with the developer but with a majority of this City
Council. A while back the Council voted to go by 10,000 square feet on Wilson and Sunset down
to 7,000 square feet. You did a project with Coyne and we lost money on that and we lost money
across the street. What guarantee do we have that we have people sitting in Council that are going
to make to make sure that there is follow through on this. Those are his concerns. He does like
the fact that you are concerned about at least building Highland Springs Blvd. all the way over
to Sunset and you have to look at what they said in CEQA it would be better off if we had a 20%
reduction in this and he thinks it needs to be looked at. He agrees with Mr. Miller in that he
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doesn’t think it is right that we got one meeting and you have to make a decision. He thinks that
this decision was made ahead of time and he thinks that this meeting is a railroad.

Yvonne De Roule, Banning said that she has lived here and has been to many meetings
throughout the years with some good and some bad, some promise and you get nothing or they
overdo it. She has sat here all this time and she has been to other meetings here and wondered
why after the time you have had to work on this why Mr. Miller has two hours of questions; don’t
you talk together. For the questions that have already been answered and then to have two hours
of questions that haven’t been answered; what have you been doing all of this time. All of you
have had paperwork.

Amy Pippenger said in that tentative tract map it appears that you are taking 76 feet by 643 feet
of Dysart Park with equals 1.1 acre. It also says there is a temporary easement for grading
purposes so while they are doing their grading they are going to take another portion of the park
and with Stagecoach Days that could be a problem. Also you all know that there is a hill there
so are they going to cut that hill and grade it back so that we lose more than the 76 feet or how is
that going to be designed. The other issue is that it looks like, per the map, that the east side
Lovell, will also be taken. Some of these things have recently been brought up and she has been
at a lot of these meetings and there are some new things coming out in the last week that they
were not aware of before so she thinks that is the reason why they all have so many questions.
She said she had some questions and maybe they could be answered later. They said the grocery
store needed to be where it was because of the Westward location and from everything she has
heard from the residents of Banning they need a grocery store closer to the east side so wouldn’t
San Gorgonio make more sense. Also they have had bikes and horses on trails. We need to talk
to Bogart Park and see how well that is working with the bikes and the horses on those trails but
as you know and it has been brought up we can’t access those trails anyway with the horses
because there is no entry points. The lady with the EIR report it sounded like the current plan
allowing 1800 homes is the way it would benefit the citizens but in her opinion, the way it was
presented knocked the developer. In regards to the TUMF fees there was something about
keeping 100% of the credit agreement and she has a question on that because when she worked
for the City of Beaumont back in 2004 it seems that was presented and we all know the City of
Beaumont was sued for $43 or $48 million dollars in those TUMF fees so she needs that clarified.

Wendell Bainter, 780 Pine Valley Road said they have owned their home there for 20 years and
have lived there for 14 years now. The project as he has seen it and heard about it in attending
some of the coffees and as a Rotarian there was a presentation and has heard all of the pros and
cons and to him the project needs to go ahead and hopefully the Council will be unanimous on
this. He thinks the positives outweigh the negatives. He said at one point he was a Parks
Commissioner here in Banning and what he sees on this map is tremendous for Parks and have
been lacking in good park space and will be a big benefit. He is also a former Trustee in the
Banning Unified School and as a retired educator he can say that this is only going to help the
school district in more ways than you can imagine. The high school as it is right now is totally
underpopulated and to be a very viable, strong high school you need at least 1500 students and it
is better to have 2000. It is struggling right now and this is only going to help. He has been very
impressed with the presentation tonight by the RSG people and by the staff and the questions
have been good and he just hopes that the Council will consider the time that they have all taken
to study this themselves as community members by going to coffees and listening to
presentations. The Council has had more time technically than they have had with the time that
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they have had over the years with all the documentation that has come your way. He hopes the
Council will vote in favor of this.

Cody Bray, 43091 Bobcat Road said that he would imagine that a majority of the people clapping
today for this project don’t live near the project and it is never going to affect them. The
gentleman earlier said he wanted to clean up that side of town and he happens to live out there
and he likes that side of town and the reason he moved out there was so that he wouldn’t have to
deal with people like that. What you guys are doing is going to move people like that over to
where we are. Mr. Pitassi cares so much and is so respectful for that land out there that he doesn’t
even know that there are people living in those trees out there and they have been there for six
months and nobody seems to care and if that is the respect that he is going to show us the residents
of this community, he thinks the Council needs to seriously consider what you are doing and who
you are working with.

Mike Cummins, 1084 S. 22™ Street said it is right next to Dysart Park where you are going to
put the high density homes and the commercial area and he is really not sure about the high
density homes right there and the commercial property and it seems like a heck of a lot of homes.
They are on four acres there and have a ton of horses and a ton of people are involved with the
horse community right here and he is really worried about what is going to go on there. It seems
like there is going to be a lot of people. On weekdays he stops at AM/PM to get his girls
something to drink and this past week he got hit up four times by loiters, homeless guys and it is
sad and after he bypasses these guys one guy pukes in front of them and his girls have to step
over it and he is pretty sure that is going to come down to that commercial property right there
and it is going to be right around the corner where he lives and you can walk there in two seconds.
He is really concerned about that and it wraps all the way back to Cody’s spot and the high
density homes he doesn’t think that is what Stagecoach Town needs. He said that his wife’s
parents have been here for 40/50 years and he thinks that there will be people leaving if this
currently goes the way it goes.

Jack Underhill, 43363 Hilltop Drive said he has been through floods, fires, bark beetle attacks
losing over 20 trees, water rates going up 40% since he lived there and also been rationed. These
developers don’t really care about one thing except money. They really don’t care about the
residents of Banning and the people that live in that area. Do we really want to have to deal with
these developers with this bad history that they have with 30 to 40 years on this project. All you
got to do is drive around the city of Banning and look at everybody’s dead lawns; nobody is
watering. He has even noticed at Sun Lakes the center median they are not watering that; why.
They have the best landscape than anywhere around and have dead grass and they are not
watering it because we just don’t have the water or can’t afford the water and that is something
you should think about when you want to build these projects. He thinks that somebody referred
to it as a “creek”; it is not a “creek”. Those are washes and are 30 foot high in some places and
he knows that they will get their heavy duty equipment out there and you are going to change the
whole structure of the land and it is going to be flattened like the fantasy video driving through
this green belt; there is no water. The feds are predicting that interest rates after the election are
going to go sky high. You are going to be stuck with a project with houses at $400,000 with high
interest rates; think about that. This is going to be another project that is going to be unfinished
and they are going to go back to Rancho Cucamonga drive their Mercedes Benz’s and that is
going to be it.
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Kim Ortiz said she does not reside in Banning but her daughter’s horse does. She said that her
daughter boards her horse at the Cummins resident right across from Dysart Park and just started
into horses two to three years ago and loves the area and they don’t have things like that
particularly in Redlands so they do come out here to ride. It seems like a whole lot of people are
in favor of the master planned community and she is also a realtor out of Redlands and does
business in Beaumont, Banning, Yucaipa and pretty much throughout the Inland Empire and
blessed to have done so and worked 15 years with a developer and she knows exactly what they
do and had a great experience with it. In regards to high density a community in Chino Hills
really could use high density because everybody commutes into Orange County and LA from
there and she has not once had a buyer or heard of a buyer ask her if they could buy a condo or a
townhouse out towards Banning or Beaumont; she has never had that ever. She doesn’t think the
amount of high density that you are putting in is a good idea. It sounds like it is probably going
to get approved unfortunately. She thinks the things that you need to relook at and take some
extra time with that Mr. Miller had said and she knows that Mr. Peterson had pointed out a lot of
these same issues but the high density is just not needed here and replace it with something like
1500 to 2000 square foot ranch style homes that might match the other side of 22™ Street. Try
to create the street scene just like you did with the other parts of the community to match what
you are putting it next to. With regard to the commercial nobody is really coming to this side for
commercial and nobody hardly goes to the other side for commercial. There are so many empty
buildings that you drive around, fill those first. Don’t even put the commercial over here. We
talk about freeway access and you are going to jump on Sunset or 22™ Street and head yourself
down to Walmart off of Highland Springs and go there probably like everybody else does already.
You don’t need it there on that side of town. This is the equestrian side of town and that is why
they love it and that is why all these people who are here in the back live there. She urged the
Council to reconsider the high density areas and eliminate the commercial.

Josh representing the SoCal Environmental Justice Alliance said he is here to talk about the
environmental impact report and their concerns of it from their letter which was submitted August
3,2016. The EIR states that for purposes of evaluating the traffic impacts at different stages of
development the proposed project has been divided into six phases. This phase modeling is used
to analyze air quality impacts. This is improper because the project does not actually require the
developer to adopt the phased construction plan and even if the phased construction plan were
adopted NOx emission would still exceed SCAQMD’s threshold during four of the six phases.
Further, the EIR provides no analysis of impact from potential overlap of construction phases or
mitigation if this were to occur. The Table 5.3-11 the Long-Term Regional Operational
Emissions Table indicates that at Phase 3 in 2022 regional emissions of ROG and NOx would be
significant by Phase 4, in 2025 emission would expand to include significant emissions of CO,
PMI10 by Phase 5, in 2029 emission expands to include significant emissions of PM2.5. All of
these emissions remain significant and exceed SCAQMD thresholds during Phase 6 in 2035. The
EIR fails to exclude the possibility that these construction phases could occur simultaneously and
could result in even more serious pollution. Again, all of their comments can be seen in the
comment letter that they submitted.

Don Smith said that he was disappointed in the Council in allowing Mr. Pitassi to spend over an
hour giving a presentation that they have all seen before and then telling these people who have
houses directly adjacent to this thing that you don’t have time to listen to them. From the very
beginning the people who live in that area the brown area south of Westward that this project
goes around and then the areas north of Westward. The historical agricultural area of this town
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has asked to meet and has met with this developer who has met with them and has ignored every
request they made; each and every request and none of them were adopted into the plan. He said
he had some serious concerns where the dark brown and light brown is located on the map. Why
did we decide to put the very highest density units right next to the horse properties? Why aren’t
the yellow houses and the light yellow houses the ones next to the existing housing so that they
are not as affected by suddenly having 1000 apartments right next to what they are trying to run
a horse farm, in the case of Sarah, and you don’t think that these 1000 people are not going to
complain that the horse doesn’t meet with their criteria and they create flies and dust and we
don’t like it. Why is there a senior development next to the rest of the horse properties? Why
aren’t the large lots by our large lots and then the small lots further away. He personally thinks
that the City has spent three years developing a General Plan in which the Council actually spoke
to the residents and found out what they wanted and developed a General Plan that isn’t that.
The public told you that is not what they wanted so the Council spent three years studying it and
Art Welch and Debbie Franklin were there. Then a developer comes along and says that he can
make more money if he builds 28. He said that he would just deny the change in the General
Plan but if you are going to approve the change in the General Plan, it should be developed in a
way that mitigates the effective on the existing landowners. The large lots have to be on
Westward and the small lots have to be down by Smith Creek. That is the stupidest location for
a grocery store that he has even seen. We all know of a grocery store that is going to be built and
it is going to be built at the 8™ Street off ramp or the Sunset off ramp. They are not building it
on Westward where nobody can see it from the freeway. He said that for a lot of them that major
asset is in that neighborhood. He said he likes Pete Pitassi and giving him his hour was good but
then telling the public that they cannot have their five minutes; that was wrong.

David Marshall Keeley, 1314 Laguna Seca Court said that we are talking about real estate and
he did a quick search this afternoon about finding homes and he started with Beaumont. All the
Google Search stuff comes up with seven new home communities in Beaumont for sale with 485
homes in one of them. Houses will be built in Banning and he thinks this is an opportunity that
we have today to make sure that we have a good organized development for the future of
Banning; homes will be built here. Rancho San Gorgonio that we have heard tonight a lot of
information about how far behind we are as a city the requirements that the State has put on us
that we need to build houses and six in the last six years is really shocking. So as we decide what
our city wants to be we have an opportunity to approve a community he thinks will make Banning
proud for the years to come. 25% of the space in this project is open space and people in the city
of Banning can enjoy and use this space. It is not like the community that was developed that is
gated 30 years ago where he happens to live. Maybe if this community was available when they
decided to move back to the area where he grew up, they would have looked at Rancho San
Gorgonio. So the Planning Commission that you appointed voted, looked at this extensively and
did their research and voted 5/0 to support this project and it comes to the Council tonight and
he encouraged the Council to take advantage of their recommendation.

Jeannie De Luca said that she moved here because she liked the name of the town “Stagecoach”.
She loves horses and has horses and she lives on five acres right on Lovell Street and now we are
going to have a community that she moved away from the city to get away from and now she is
going to have another big city that is going to take away her riding, where she can go and it is
very disappointing. She said she didn’t do a lot of research and moved out here because she
married a wonderful guy and he happened to live in the mountains that burned down and she got
scared and she didn’t want her animals at risk so she moved down to the lowlands. She is not
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really happy about the project. If they would lower the density, maybe. Make it horse property
and make it for the horse community; that is what your town is all about. That is all she has ever
heard about Banning was a horse town, what a stagecoach town, what Stagecoach Days were
about and now you are either going to push her either out of the state and she also pays taxes here
also.

The City Clerk stated that she had some letters to read and also stated that Linda Pippenger turned
in 15 letter opposed to the retail center and 45 letters opposed to the project from different residents.
At this the City Clerk read into the record the letters she received today from Rio Ranch Markets in
favor of the project (attached Exhibit “H); Jacob Niemi in opposition to housing developments
(attached Exhibit “T”’); Gary Hironimus in opposition to the project (attached Exhibit “J”); and Libi
Uremovic in regards to various issues with the project (attached Exhibit “K”).

Mayor Welch closed the public hearing on this item for comments from the public.

Councilmember Miller asked the Council if there was anything he could say that could change their
mind at this point, if no, let’s end.

Councilmember Peterson said there has been a lot said today and he thinks that Mr. Pitassi put on a
great presentation and the project looks absolutely awesome. He thinks the project will be a benefit
to the city and help the schools, business by bringing rooftops but just like any development it
doesn’t go without its own share of problems and not everything always goes through as planned.
His concerns with the project and particularly those of us on the Council got to remember now that
we are in districts and this district that he is in this project impacts everybody within his district since
he is in District 2 and the representative for District 2. His phone has been busy and he has been in
contact with almost everybody who lives along Westward and he doesn’t believe anybody has really
said to him that we don’t want the project. A lot of people have said they don’t want it in its present
form. It needs to change whether it is the commercial going away or whatever. A lot of people are
still saying can’t you get them to give us a few more acres for Dysart. So it is still a lot of the same
things and Mr. Pitassi has heard most of these things. So his big problem is with the 76 feet of
Dysart. There is no way he can approve the Specific Plan with the taking of 76 feet of Dysart. Also
because of the project coming in and with the potential of 8,000 new automobiles coming in and he
thinks the Sun Lakes connector is a must and utilizing it with the TUMF fees, etc. that could be a
20 year venture from now unless he has some other kind of crystal ball that can say when that
connector road would be made. He asked how long would take to get the Sun Lakes connector in.

Councilmember Moyer said it is his understanding that they were going to use funds that we already
have and start working on that immediately.

Deputy City Manager Clayton said that would begin immediately. If this were approved and we
had the commitment for the $10 million dollars, and we already have Measure A money available
to begin right away:.

Councilmember Peterson said his other concern is the water and basically the infrastructure in itself.
He is not really all that enthused about RSG providing the satellite sewage. He would much rather
see the City get their own sewage up and going. He said we can still take on several millions of
gallons per day under the present conditions and do we have enough sewage capacity that it would
take us through Phase | and maybe Phase 2. Director Vela said yes.
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City Manager said what we would do is start planning the expansion now and would have enough
time to do it because there is still enough capacity to get us through the first two phases.

Councilmember Peterson said in regards to recycled water you really can’t do the construction and
you are going to move 4 million tons of dirt and going to need to water that 4 million tons with
something and it can only be done with recycled water so where do we proposed to get recycled
water from.

Councilmember Moyer said that we currently do about a million five gallons of recycled water per
day and is that not correct.

Director Vela said that they currently treat 2 million gallons a day at the wastewater treatment plant.
That treated effluent is then discharge into percolation ponds that goes into the Cabazon Storage
Unit. He doesn’t believe that water would be able to be used for grading operation. There are very
specific uses for that quality of water. He is not sure where it says that they can only use recycled
water in grading.

Councilmember Peterson said he thought it was a State law. Mr. Pitassi said no.

Councilmember Peterson said the other problem he has is mello roos; he is not happy with that. He
asked Mr. Pitassi in regards to the commercial property didn’t the Planning Commission make the
commercial mandatory and took away your option.

Mr. Pitassi said yes the Planning Commission added a condition that did not give them an alternate
land use for Planning Area 9.

Councilmember Peterson said that he would like to have that removed. He would like to have that
commercial property back to the developer at their option.

Councilmember Peterson said the other thing he would like to do before this is approved is to wait
for the traffic study to be completed. The 18 to 1 in areas 8 through 8-A, B, C and D like Don Smith
said he also would like to see that moved into another area. He doesn’t like it there and he knows
that the people who live in that area don’t like it there and if there is a possibility that we can move
that into the yellow and exchange the yellow for that and get rid of the mandatory for the grocery
store to where it is an option. Then looking at the four options that we have: 1) no project; 2) the
project with existing General Plan alternative limiting everything to 1865 dwelling units; and 3)
reduce density alternative to 2708 dwelling units; if the conditions were met that he outlined he
doesn’t believe the people who live in his District would probably mind the 2708 and could probably
get the people to agree.

Councilmember Moyer addressed Mr. Pitassi stating that if Councilmember Peterson wants that
removed and put back his option again in regards to the commercial, if that option was taken away
would it be possible to take the Community Park instead of going east/west with it going north/south
and move 8-A behind the college and away from Dysart Park. That would put the park next to
Dysart Park and take that high density housing away from it.

Mr. Pitassi said that RSG Community Park is next to Dysart Park as you can see on the land plan.
The issue of the commercial center is obviously very sensitive and he understands that but it is clear
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that there is a need for a retail component on the south side of the city. This is an opportunity to
allow it to occur. As they proposed in the Specific Plan there is an alternative land use for P A-9 as
there is for PA 16-C for the school and those alternative land uses are residential. They put that in
the Specific Plan to give flexibility in the future if for some reason the market for the neighborhood
commercial does not come to fruition. Based on the data they have received and the research that
they have done it appears that that market will come to fruition and allow it to occur in that location
from their perspective makes the most sense. So moving it around on the land plan somewhere else
internally to RSG for example, simply would not have the number of vehicle trips that would allow
it to survive and be viable. So if there is a need for a retail center and there is a desire to have it
within RSG so that the improvements and infrastructure can be built as part of the master plan to
allow it to occur, that is the most logical location for it to be. The park is located where it is for a
reason. It is adjacent to the Pershing Creek Trail so having the access from the park to the trail is
important and important for the folks that are going to use it and it is important to provide that
alternative access to the park rather than a car and so that location is the more linear shape as you
can see it also provides frontage along the college campus. So to be moving the parts and pieces
around the Specific Plan at this point they don’t believe is prudent. They think the way they proposed
the Specific Plan at this point i3 the proper approach and was brought to the Council for
consideration.

There was further dialogue between Councilmember Peterson and Mr. Pitassi in regards to the
commercial center, Rio Ranch Market located close by, and the retail located on the east and west
side of Highland Springs.

Councilmember Miller said he has been waiting for somebody to mention another problem which
1s Chromium-6. He has not heard a single word about how this project is going to handle Chromium-
6. When we talked about Banning before this project we said that the Chromium-6 plant was going
to cost $50 million dollars. The consultant that we hired to evaluate the problem and propose a plant
said in that report that we stage the plant step by step. If we take a look at the data they provided
right now our city is 746 gallons per day short. So all we really need right now for our city if this is
not built is 746 gallons of chromium free water that we don’t have. Plant M-12 produces 1000
gallons per minute. So if we chose to go step by step, as far as he is concerned, we can build a very
small plant next to M-12 just the one well and that would satisfy our city now. Assuming the drought
ends the consultant says we are 4316 gallons per minute short. We can still solve that in a step by
step process 1f we take the M-12 cluster which is 3 wells cluster together they produce more than
4000 gallons per minute. Again, we could build one plant that would satisfy our requirements. So
without this project we don’t have to spend $50 million dollars at once and just build this one
particular small plant. So if you are going to build this project, you should have as your fair share
the cost of the $50 million dollars minus the cost of the one plant and he would estimate that to be
$40 million dollars. So if you talk about this project and the cost of this project he cannot believe
that no one has mentioned the cost of the Chromium-6 removal from the water from this plant and
to say that you are going to ignore that is impossible. Secondly, when you talk about recycled water
being use on all the open areas that is great but in all modern types of projects every lawn has a
separate watering system so that the recycled water is used on the lawns. You are just saying you
are going to use it on the open areas. Again, the modern procedure is to separate piping for the
house and separate piping for the lawn so the lawn can use recycled water. Third, all the complaints
are they want horse property here but if we are not going to have horse property, you certainly want
an equestrian trail that is usable. If you take a look at your plan and people have pointed that out,
there is no way for a horse to get to that equestrian trail. So if at least try to satisfy to some extent
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the horse population, then we have to change the equestrian trail so that it is usable. He emphasized
that two years ago the argument came about the title of the city whether it should be stagecoach city
or any modern city or something like that and he was the only one that argued at the time that the
words “stagecoach city” does not denote a modern city and will not attract business and he was
castigated continuously. Well, the Council, four people, said this should be “stagecoach town” and
he said he was wrong and everyone wants this to be a stagecoach town and since then he has believed
and fought for this to be a stagecoach town and now all of a sudden the Council says forget about
this being a stagecoach town and forget about all the horse people who are here. He recognized he
was wrong and this town is different from all other towns around here and is different from almost
every other town in Southern California because it is a horse town where people can have horses,
people have open areas so for the Council to take a look at this thing and say we have an equestrian
trail that can’t be used is against every concept of this city. So when we sit here and we say we are
going to approve this project it is more than just approving this project, it is changing the whole
nature of this town. If the Council wants that, if the City wants that it is fine but let’s understand
what we are talking about here; we are changing our town. He repeated the four things that he thinks
are vitally important: 1) this project should not go forward unless this project pays its fair share for
the Chromium-6 and that is not an insignificant number. It is $40 million in his estimation; 2) he
believes that when we talk about a modern community that the various lawns should have their
separate recycled water system; 3) the equestrian trail should be usable by horses and not this nice
fancy thing that the City has to take on that horses will never go on; and 4) he wants the Council to
recognize that when you vote for this and of course you are going to vote for this you have said
everything I’ve always said about this being a “stagecoach town” was a lie.

Mr. Pitassi responded to Councilmember Miller and said that he will ask for a little assistance from
several folks to answer some of the questions. In regards to the comment about using recycled water
on private lawns, that is not allowed. Recycled water can be used in common areas and has to be
labeled accordingly. Common areas defined as public areas such as parkways, medians, parks, golf
course and things of that type where it can be properly notified and signed. It is not allowed to be
used in private yards because it could potentially be consumed by a person and that is not obviously
appropriate. The issue of irrigation in and on private laws is addressed and dictated within the
Specific Plan in terms of using drip irrigation and other technology that reduces the amount of water
versus the old technology of spray heads that were very inefficient so that has already been addressed
and anticipated within the Specific Plan. In regards to the equestrian trail he will have Rich
Krumwiede, Landscape Architect and President of Architerra Design Group come up and address
that questions and then return to Chromium-6.

Mr. Krumwiede said as far as the equestrian trails occur throughout the project and in their Specific
Plan there is a non-motorized circulation plan too that shows proposed sidewalks on every major
street on one side of it and it is shown as a ten-foot wide, multi-purpose, decomposed granite trail
that can be used for equestrian, jogging, and bikers and it also connects to the city-wide equestrian
trail master plan that goes on the north side of Pershing Creek and Smith Creek. They also have
connection and he has heard this many times that on Bobcat, Coyote, and Turtle Dove that there is
no way to access the trail but they are proposing a ten-foot wide equestrian trail on the north side of
the street on every single border of the project with the exception of Westward where they don’t
have the continuity there.
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Mr. Pitassi said the trail system is functional and comprehensive and delineated on the exhibit as
shown as extensive and runs through the entire project creating both north/south and east/west links
through the site.

There was further dialogue between Councilmembers Miller, Peterson and Mr. Pitassi in regards to
the equestrian trails and the perimeter fencing.

Mr. Pitassi said in regards to Councilmember Miller’s question regarding Chromium-6 he asked Art
Vela, Public Works Director for the City of Banning, and Aaron Skeers, Civil Engineer from
Encompass who worked on the technical studies for water supply to address the Chromium 6 issue.

Director Vela said when it comes to Chromium-6 they have 9 wells that are impacted by the new
standard. The one analysis they haven’t completed yet is how they are going to phase in the
treatment facilities. Do we have to build them all at once and they are thinking that they do not.
Part of the analysis that they are going to do is to look at how many of those wells do we need to
meet our current peak demand without this project. If they can meet that peak demand with say half
of the wells for example, then they are just going to build treatment facilities now for those wells.
They know in the future at the city’s buildout year they are going to need to treat all of the wells so
they are hoping the best case scenario is that they can have the opportunity to phase in those
treatment facilities. So when the City develops its City’s master plan and development impact fees
under the scenario right now only half would have to be built and the other half would be captured
in future master plans and future impact fees. So this project here under this scenario again that we
only have to build some of them this project would pay its fair share to build the additional facilities
and meet its demand.

There was some further dialogue between Councilmember Miller and Director Vela in regards to
this project paying its fair share, how would they pay it and the building of treatment facilities
including Chromium-6.

Councilmember Miller said just to certain that as this project is built its development fees would
pay for Chromium-6. Interim City Attorney said yes, their share and that is what the development
agreement provides.

Councilmember Miller said but the development fees are exactly the same as the development
fees three years ago when there was no Chromium-6 problem so how could the development fees
pay for something so expensive.

Director Vela said that they have started this process now and actually have an RFP out right
now to update our master plans and our master plans will incorporate those new facilities. Once
the master plans are completed then staff will be able to finish the Development Impact Fee Study
that has been started and that will be one of the last key pieces.

Deputy City Manager Clayton said it is in the development agreement that the developer is
subject to the new fees as a result of this current study.

Councilmember Miller said to summarize then the development fees are going to be changed and
as aresult of that increase in the development fees that will be sufficient to pay for the Chromium-
6 fair share of this project. City Manager Rock said that was exactly right.
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Mr. Skeers said that they need to prepare a focus study to assess all of the facilities that are going
to be required including any treatments. They will work with the City and it’s the City’s
requirements to solve the Chromium-6 problem and they will do their part to assist with that.

Councilmember Moyer said he has heard a lot of the concerns about the access to the equestrian
trails and he sees that there is a lot of access but evidently the people who live off of Westward
they have to go too far to get into them. Is there any way to create some additional access?

Mr. Pitassi said that Mr. Lamb was up here speaking to you and he has spoken to him this evening
and many times in the past but his concern was specifically to his neighborhood and whether
there could be the potential for access. His neighborhood he believes is just off the edge of
Planning Area 7-A and he told Mr. Lamb that they can certainly look at that. As you seen in the
exhibit is that the trail systems right now are designed along the arterials and the creek system
and the paseo, etc. but specific trails are feeder trails that go through planning areas haven’t really
been designed yet so those are areas that can be looked at if there are specific locations that the
community has expressed an interest in providing a connection, they can certainly look at that
but he cannot promise that 1t would occur at every potential location but they can certainly look
at points of egress and ingress.

Councilmember Moyer said he can understand the horse people’s property not wanting that
medium density right next to their horse farms and preferring low density if they are going to get
anything at all. But again, are they going to be looking at walls behind their property. He said
this would be south of Westward to the horse properties all along Westward and so forth.

Mr. Pitassi said the west side of RSG Parkway extension would have walls or fences that would
separate the private property development from the public right-of-way. There is a significant
setback there so there will be fences and separation. He showed the areas on the screen that
would be walled.

Councilmember Peterson said we have 22™ Street from Westward going south on 22" and he
believes a median has been put in 22™ and is that correct. Mr. Pitassi said from Victory north to
Westward there is a painted median and not a developed median because that street transitions
from the full improvement south of Victory and 8" Street to the transition alignment at Westward.

Councilmember Peterson said because those homes that are on 22™ Street that face west are all
horse properties and they are going to be coming in there with their horse trailers and they are
not going to be able to make U-turns and go back down to try to access their property so there
can’t be a median in there.

There was discussion between Councilmember Peterson and Mr. Pitassi in regards to being able
to make left-turn movements on that street and the need to take a look at that for those homes.

Councilmember Franklin said it was read in one of the letters in regards to comparing Banning
to Beaumont if we were to do bonds. She asked staff to talk why we would not be the same
position Beaumont’s in in regard to the bonds.
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Mr. Pitassi said that in Beaumont they have a citywide CFD that was created in districts and in
each one of those districts they have bonding capacity and they created a whole series of taxing
districts. That is not what they are proposing here. RSG’s proposal is for a CFD in RSG only.

Shane Morgan said that they are not establishing a mello roos CDF today. It will come back to
the Council for the intention to form the resolution of formation. There are several steps involved
in the process to form a CFD with each one requiring Council approval.

Councilmember Franklin said we talked about water and she knows that there were several
questions and people have asked about the supply of water and do we have enough.

Director Vela said there was a comment made earlier about the current drought. So the current
drought for the city of Banning is a regulated drought. It was an executive order set forth by the
governor and it was a blanket order throughout the entire state so whether you had sufficient
water supply or not you were basically regulated to meet certain conservation goals. The City
Council approved an ordinance requiring certain restrictions on water use and that was basically
to meet that executive order by the governor. If we did not meet our goal, then we had the chance
of facing certain fines and there are a lot of water agencies throughout California that ended up
paying some pretty steep fines to the State for not meeting their conservation goals. He gave
some information in regards to the City’s 2015 Urban Water Management Plan. If you look at
both the WSA for this project and our current Water Management Plan, both those documents
say that we have enough water to meet future demands.

Councilmember Franklin said that in regards to the Dysart property she asked if Mr. Pitassi could
go over that just a little bit more. She knows that he talked about that earlier with the development
agreement but she is still a little confused as to what you are actually taking and then what is
being given back and how that impacts the park.

Mr. Pitassi said that someone made a comment about the east side of Dysart Park and he is not
aware of any further dedication or encroachment that would occur there. We are obligated to
respect property lines at the edge in terms of grading conditions and grading design that they
would create. As RSG Parkway continues south of Victory along the west side of Dysart Park
there needs to be adjustment to provide access into the park and to allow the street to be
constructed so as they talked about earlier with the Specific Plan it allowed for a reduction of
that parkway dimension. The Planning Commission asked that that be returned to the document
so that would effectively create the full parkway width on the east side of RSG Parkway. The
actual encroachment into the property varies because the property line meanders and as he
mentioned some of the existing improvements actually encroach on to their property so all of
that would be addressed. The actually dimension he knows it says 76 feet and their Civil Engineer
Mark Bertone from Madole and Associates is here and can address it.

Mr. Bertone said along the western edge of Dysart Park, 22™ Street today has a 55 foot wide
right-of-way dedication. The ultimate right-of-way width of RSG Parkway along the western
edge of Dysart Park is 140 feet wide. The 90 feet needed to get to 140 is going to be entirely
borne upon RSG property. There is some text in the Specific Plan that indicate 76 feet coming
out of Dysart Park; it is just not factual. To go to the east would mean that they were going to be
taking RSG up along those houses along the east side of 22™ Street and that is just not going to
happen. The required 90 feet to get to 140 will be entirely borne upon the RSG property to the
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west. The section of RSG along Dysart Park is 140 feet wide ultimately. There is currently 50
along the western edge of the park or the 90 feet needed to get to the 140 ultimate will be taken
from the west on RSG property.

Councilmember Peterson said the west side of Dysart or the west side of 22 Street so if we have
227 St. and it runs straight into Dysart and currently is 55 foot wide and you want 76 feet to the
east of that, in looking at it.

Mr. Bertone said that is not correct. If you facing south on 22™ Street RSG when you get to the
monument sign at the intersection of Victory and 22", that street going south wants to be 140
feet wide. The additional 90 feet will be to the right if you are facing south to the west. They
are not taking 76 feet additional from Dysart Park. He said that they will not be going any further
left at all. They are going to respect the existing property line of Dysart Park and that existing
property line is the eastern edge of a 50 foot right-of-way dedicated to the public today. There is
a diagram of that on the tentative map on sheet 3 and sheet 8 which clearly identifies that street.
Just to be clear there will be grading because they have to get from the existing grade down to
the grade of the street so at the lower level there would be a slop into the park and at the upper
level a slop from the park down to the street.

There was much further Council dialogue with Mr. Bertone and Mr. Pitassi in regards to the left-
turn movement, the painted median, and trailer access to Dysart Park south of Victory and the
temporary easement for grading purposes.

Mr. Pitassi said the tentative map’s purpose is show the subdivision of land. Detailed grading
plans will be developed and submitted over time and reviewed through the normal process so
don’t be misled by data that is on the tentative map regarding grading; that is not its purpose.

Councilmember Franklin said she wanted to comment before the Council makes a motion. She
said it goes back a little bit to a quote that she just looked at recently that said, “Without a struggle
there can be no progress” and this is going to be one of those projects she thinks that everybody
is not going to be happy. No matter what we do someone is not going to be happy. We have seen
that there are some negatives to the project and we will lose some of our rural atmosphere and at
the same time the houses are going to take up about 62% of the area so we are still going to have
240 acres of open space and where we are talking about median high density is around the college
but we are talking about that being closer to 15 years or so from now and we don’t know what
the market is going to be at that time. She did talk with a council member from Norco which is
“Horse Town USA” and she asked him what were the issues that they had because they do have
a lot of horse property and she found out that they actually have a lot of high density and what
was the impact to the horse property for high density and how close was it and he told her that it
was right next door, it did not impact the house values at all. That they are planning to put in
more high density and they will retain their “Horse Town USA” feel because they are finding
they are able to have both which sounds like what we would have here. We have the people who
have horse property but we would have medium density property fairly close with having the
retainer walls and things. She knows that it is hard to say what is going to happen in someone
else’s backyard but at the same time trying to look at what will benefit our city as a whole for the
long term because talking to people now most of them are in favor of better housing for our city
We have to bring up our overall level of housing that is available and in doing that it would
actually give us things that people want to have and will bring maybe some younger people back
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to our city. So looking to our young people and those live here now and trying to understand
what the market is going to bear in the future we don’t know. We don’t know what the impact
for greenhouse gasses is going to be, we don’t know the impact of additional solar, with electric
cars, anything that is going to take place. She thinks that it is incumbent on us as a Council and
the comment about would we still be “Stagecoach Town USA” she thinks we would if we put
forth the effort to make sure our monuments are Stagecoach Town activities. Different things
can be done to make sure we maintain that and that is on us not only as a Council but as a
community. There has been a lot of patience here with things that needed to be said by the
residents to make sure that we are really taking everything into consideration but she is also
looking at the increased opportunity for our fire and police coverage that we are not only going
to be creating jobs but for our businesses that already exist. We are giving them an opportunity
to expand and to make sure that more people are hired that are local and having that here helps
our city she believes in the long-term to survive and she is saying all that to make a motion to
move forward with the list of motions that have to be done.

Mayor Welch said before moving forward Councilmember Peterson did make a recommendation
in relation to the commercial of freeing that back up and making it optional. He asked staff how
the Council would do that in their motion.

Deputy City Manager Clayton said that we just need to amend the condition. Refer back to the
original condition before the Planning Commission requested their change.

Mr. Pitassi said that the Council can simply omit the condition that was added.

Councilmember Franklin said they would also need to add a condition in regards to looking for
ways to maximize accessibility for equestrian wherever feasible.

Director Guillot reminded the Council about the amended condition for the library also.

City Manager said that has been written into the record and they will get it in as Condition No.
39.

Councilmember Peterson said it was 2000 square feet. Deputy City Manager Clayton said it was
a minimum of 2000 is what the library requested.

Mr. Jarred said what he was clarifying was that he and Mr. Rock had discussed this and then it
had been changed. They still would like to see 4500. He said that he has authority from the
Library Board to agree to 4500. Anything less than that is going to require the City and the
District to then negotiate as to that 12,000 square foot property.

City Manager said that the language was already read into the record and he has it and we know
exactly what Condition 39 is going to say and they will sit down and talk to the Library District
to work out the details. We are changing Condition 39 to include what Mr. Jarred read into the
record earlier.

Mayor Welch at this time explained the order of the motions to be taken.
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Councilmember Peterson said before we make the motion on the EIR there are Project
Alternatives: 1) No Project/No Development Alternative — the proposed Rancho San Gorgonio
Specific Plan would not be adopted and no development would occur; 2) No Project/Existing
General Plan Alternative — would be to develop the site based on the current General Plan Land
Use designations. Build-out of this alternative would allow up to 1,865 dwelling units and
introduce approximately 4,980 residents using the City’s average household of 2.67; and 3)
Reduced Density Alternative — will generally reduce residential development in the Specific Plan
area by 20% while maintaining the development footprint of the project. The reduction in
residential density would occur equally across the project site and would result in a build-out of
2,708 dwelling units and 7,230 residents based on an average household of 2.67; and 4) accept
everything as is. He thinks that since the EIR has these as three options he certainly thinks that
they should look at the three options.

Mr. Pitassi said the EIR does not classify these as options. They are alternatives required under
CEQA to be evaluated and perhaps Joanne Hadfield can address this but those alternatives were
evaluated and the conclusion was that the proposed project can move forward under the CEQA
guidelines.

Councilmember Peterson said in our packet we have the statement of Overriding Considerations
which is a direct result and he doesn’t understand how in the conclusion it says, “The City of
Banning has balanced the projects benefits against the projects significant unavoidable impacts
and finds that the projects benefits outweigh the projects significant unavoidable impacts. Those
impacts therefore considered acceptable in light of the projects benefits the City finds that each
of the benefits described above is an overriding consideration independent of other benefits that
warrants approval of the project notwithstanding the projects significant unavoidable impacts.”
But it is almost concluded that the City Council has approved it and this thing is in our packet.
He doesn’t understand why it is even included.

Joanne Hadfield addressed the Council stating that basically if a project does result in significant
unavoidable impacts that cannot be mitigated CEQA mandates that at the time of the approval
that the decision making body adopt a statement of overriding considerations. So in other words,
CEQA is a disclosure process to the public. It makes you say yes we recognize that we are
approving a project that has significant unavoidable projects but we are doing so because it results
in benefits that outweigh those significant impacts. But you can approve the project without
adopting that statement of overriding considerations and that is why they provided the draft with
the City staff.

Councilmember Peterson said but on the draft there are three alternatives and he would assume
the Council could adopt any one of your proposed alternatives.

There was much further dialogue between Councilmember Peterson and Ms. Hadfield in regards
to these alternatives and relative impacts.

Councilmember Peterson said he would like to see the project go through but he also understands
that there is a huge impact on the people who live in that area so there is a double-edge sword
here. He understands that Pete Pitassi will pull the reigns and stop the project which in a lot of
ways would make people happy but it is not going to make everybody happy because the project
does need to go through. But he doesn’t think necessarily that there needs to be a middle; there
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has to be a middle ground. It all can’t be one way and somewhere along the line we have to think
of the people. There are huge impacts to everybody and people and if we can mitigate it
somewhat, we need to mitigate it. We can’t just say later for you the project is going through.

Councilmember Moyer said each phase will come forward with a tract map and they have to go
before the Planning Commission and the Council again and so forth so if we have specific
concerns about specific areas, can we address those at the time those tract maps come through to
us or not.

Councilmember Peterson said he doesn’t think you can change the Specific Plan. He asked if
you could change the Specific Plan with the developer’s permission.

Mr. Pitassi said any Specific Plan can be amended at any time. A proposed amendment could be
originated by them, it could be originated by City and it goes through a process to amend a
Specific Plan and it includes public hearings at the Planning Commission and the City Council.
They would certainly have an opinion to state about amending a Specific Plan where they own
the majority, if not all of the property obviously but that is in the future and true of any Specific
Plan anywhere. To address the comments about impacts they also in fairness need to address
and look at benefits; benefits are enormous. Benefits have been described in great detail on the
kinds of public amenities and improvements that would be provided by this master plan
community. Those public improvements and amenities would not happen without a Specific
Plan environment that allows the economics of scales to provide those benefits. If you revert
back to the existing zoning you get traditional, conventional subdivisions; no improvements. No
parks, no trials and those things are not required by the City’s zoning ordinance and the
economics simply don’t support them. So the benefit of a master planned community, the benefit
of what they are proposing to the Council is a trade. It is a trade for significant public
improvements, accessible and to the benefit and enjoyment of the public but in a master planned
community environment. That is what they are proposing. The alternatives that Ms. Hadfield
described are evaluated; they are not options. The project works as it’s proposed. Significant
changes bring that into question. So the question before the Council this evening is what they
proposed and if it is acceptable and if they have been able to answer the Council’s question to a
level of your comfort, and he hopes that they have.

City Manager said we need the Community Development Director to answer Councilmember
Moyer’s question very specifically.

Director Guillot said the answer to that question is yes. There will be design reviews and tentative
maps for each of the phases and within the phases of each of the different tracts. That level of
detail that you are concern about certainly could be addressed at that time and that will be both
Planning Commission and City Council approval so there will be a number of opportunities to
address the different details that are of concern.

Councilmember Moyer said so 20 years from now when they are building out around Dysart
Park that Council will be able to address many of the issues we are talking about right now when
they get the tract map and everything.
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Director Guillot said yes through the tract map process. The only difference would be the
standards that you have measured would be a higher standard in that there will be the Specific
Plans which is basically a specific zoning regulation in place.

Motion Franklin/Moyer that the City Council 1) approve Resolution No. 2016-83, adopting
a Statement of Overriding Considerations and CEQA Findings of Fact, Certification of the
Final Environmental Impact Report, adoption of the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting
Program for the Rancho San Gorgonio Specific Plan project; 2) approve Resolution No.
2016-88, adopting General Plan Amendment (GPA) No. 13-2503 to change the General
Plan Designation from Very Low Density Residential, Medium Density Residential, Very
High Density Residential, Rural Residential, and Open Space-Parks to Specific Plan; 3)
approve Resolution No. 2016-84, adopting the Water Supply Assessment for the Rancho San
Gorgonio Specific Plan based upon Finding of Fact as stated in the resolution; 4) approve
Resolution No. 2016-86, adopting Master Tentative Tract Map No. 36586 and conditions of
approval establishing road right-of-ways, forty-four land use planning areas, parks and
open space parcels; 5) approve Resolution No. 2016-87, adopting the annexation of 161
acres of property located in the County of Riverside and within the City’s adopted Sphere
of Influence General Planning Area and the Rancho San Gorgonio Specific Plan; and the
three conditions that have already been noted: the library, the equestrian trails, and the
commercial area. Motion carried with Councilmember Peterson voting no and
Councilmember Miller abstaining.

6) Approve Ordinance No. 1501 and introduce its first reading adopting Zone Change No.
13501 to reflect the proposed Zoning Ordinance text and map amendments for the
Rancho San Gorgonio Specific Plan

Mayor Welch asked the City Clerk to read the title of Ordinance No. 1501. City Clerk read:
Ordinance No. 1501, An Ordinance of the City Council of the City of Banning, California,
Approving Zone Change No. 13-3501 to Amend the Zoning Ordinance Text and the Zoning Map
from Very Low Density Residential, Medium Density Residential, Very High Density Residential,
Rural Residential and Open Space-Parks to Specific Plan on Property Located South of Interstate
10 and Bounded by Sunset Avenue and Turtle Dove Lane on the West, Coyote Trail and Old
Idyllwild Road on the South, San Gorgonio Avenue (State Route 243) on the East, and Portions of
Westward Avenue to the North, APN#’s: 537-150-005-007; 537-170-002 -004; 537-190-001 — 005,
018 — 022; 537-220-031-038; 543-020-001, 002, 021, 023; 543-030-001; 543-040-001, 002; and
543-050-001 -003.”

Motion Moyer/Franklin to waive further reading of Ordinance No. 1501. Motion carried
with Councilmember Peterson voting no and Councilmember Miller abstaining.

Motion Moyer/Franklin that Ordinance No. 1501 pass its first reading. Motion carried with
Councilmember Peterson voting no and Councilmember Miller abstaining.

7) Approve Ordinance No. 1500 and introduce its first reading adopting the Rancho San
Gorgonio Specific Plan to create an 831 acre master planned community composed of 44
planning areas that include a variety of residential densities, common open spaces, an
elementary school site and commercial area within the City of Banning;
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Mayor Welch asked the City Clerk to read the title of Ordinance No. 1500. City Clerk read:
Ordinance No. 1500, An Ordinance of the City Council of the City of Banning, California,
Approving the Rancho San Gorgonio Specific Plan and Adopting Conditions of Approval and
Making Findings in Support Thereof.

Motion Moyer/Franklin to waive further reading of Ordinance No. 1500. Motion carried
with Councilmember Peterson voting no and Councilmember Miller abstaining.

Motion Moyer/Franklin that Ordinance No. 1500 pass its first reading. Motion carried with
Councilmember Peterson voting no and Councilmember Miller abstaining.

&) Approve Ordinance No. 1499 and introduce its first reading adopting the Development
Agreement containing said provisions for financing acquisition and infrastructure
construction, and land use development parameters;

Mayor Welch asked the City Clerk to read the title of Ordinance No. 1499. City Clerk read:
Ordinance No. 1499, An Ordinance of the City Council of the City of Banning, California, Adopting
the Development Agreement for the Rancho San Gorgonio Specific Plan Development Agreement
and Making Findings in Support Thereof.

Motion Franklin/Moyer to waive further reading of Ordinance No. 1499. Motion carried with
Councilmember Peterson voting no and Councilmember Miller abstaining.

Motion Franklin/Moyer that Ordinance No. 1499 pass its first reading. Motion carried with
Councilmember Peterson voting no and Councilmember Miller abstaining.

Banning Utility Authority

Motion Franklin/Moyer to approve Resolution No. 2016-17 UA, adopting the Water Supply
Assessment for the Rancho San Gorgonio Specific Plan based upon Findings of Fact as stated
in the resolution. Motion carried with Councilmember Peterson voting no and
Councilmember Miller abstaining.

Mayor Welch adjourned the joint meeting of the Banning City Council and the Banning Utility
Authority and reconvened the regular City Council Meeting.

Mayor Welch said the rest of the items on the agenda which have been discussed with staff and
seeing nothing that needs immediate attention will be carried over to the next regular City
Council meeting.

ADJOURNMENT

By common consent the meeting adjourned at 12.58 p.m.

Marie A. Calderon, City Clerk

THE ACTION MINUTES REFLECT ACTIONS TAKEN BY THE CITY COUNCIL. A COPY OF THE MEETING IS
AVAILABLE IN DVYD FORMAT AND CAN BE REQUESTED IN WRITING TO THE CITY CLERK’S OFFICE.
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To: Banning City Council

From: Dorothy Familetti-McLean
September 27, 2016

Good evening Mayor and Council Members:

| am again before you regarding the County Probation Dept. | spoke
two weeks ago about Vanir not breaking ground. | hope that
Councilman Moyer did not direct the city manager to give Vanir a
deadline to break ground at the site, because we know what they will
do. They were supposed to break ground last December.

A majority of the citizens of Banning do not want a probation dept.
downtown, and | can only think of 4 who do. This building will not add
anything to Banning coffers. In addition, besides the workers, felons
will be the main people visiting this place. Regardless of having a police
station across the street, businesses will not be eager to be near a
county probation department. | don’t want to be around felons, do
you?

Please do something that will add pride to our fine city. Stop Vanirin
their tracks, and let’s capitalize on our history and events in this town.
Wouldn’t Banning make a fine “Stagecoach Town”? We have the
name, now let’s rise to the occasion, make it a reality and show people
what that looks like. That way, we will all be blessed.

Thank you.
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Marie Calderon
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From: Frp2002 (z’% @Mﬂ 0,
Sent: Saturday, September 24, 2016 4:26 PM

To: Marie Calderon
Subject: for City Council meeting

At the last City Council meeting, Dorothy MclLean stood at the rostrum and stated that she did
not know a single person in Banning that was in favor of the Probation Department being at the
Paseo. I am not single, but I am definitely in favor of the County of Riverside Probation
Department moving from their current, antiquated, cramped quarters where they pay no rent,
to a new location a block and a half away, with new, modern and more spacious quarters...where
they will be paying rent.

I am assuming that more spacious quarters will mean additional staff to handle the

workload. As stated in the several letters in the local newspaper, there has never been, nor will
there ever be, barbed wire associated with either building. And, what person on probation, in
their right mind, would choose to lounge around a location with uniformed personnel--many of
them armed--a half a block away from the Banning Police Station?

When Dorothy learns the facts, she may do a flip-flop, as she has done in her support for
various council members. One can only hopel

Fred Sake Sakurai
951-849-3027
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David and Ruth Ellis ' -
Banning, CA sep 97 205 | [T

September 27, 2016 /ﬁ éféfij/é/j /‘7/ /),

City Council
Banning, CA
Dear Council:

Representing five generations of family in Banning, we are opposed to the Mayor Art Welch and his
participation in causing our city to have the highest utilities in the state of California.

We are opposed to the Mayor Art Welch's participation in putting our city into over $100 Million
Dollars into Bond debt.

We are opposed to Mayor Art Welch's participation in the financial loss of millions of dollars from our
city for the County Criminal Court House real estate deal, and the proposed County Regional Probation
Criminal Department and District Attorney Offices.

We are opposed to the Mayor Art Welch's participation in stolen water and electricity by the Sun Lakes
Home Owners Association and The Banning Chamber of Commerce.

We are opposed to Mayor Art Welch's misrepresentation of the dangers of Chromium 6 in our water,
the chemical that Erin Brockovich sued for.

We are opposed to Mayor Art Welch's participation in going against our City's General Plan Zoning and
courting a developer who has questionable ethics.

We are opposed to Mayor Art Welch's participation in the lack of putting City Manager Michael Rock
on administrative leave pending the investigation for violation of state and federal election laws.

We cannot afford the participation of Mayor Art Welch in our city government any longer.
Re-elect Doctor Ed Miller for a better Banning.

Thank you,
The Ellis Family

45



THIS PAGE LEFT BLANK
INTENTIONALLY

46



EXHHBIT "D” 09/27/16

Gity of Banning

Community Development Department
Planning Division

Rancho San Gorgonio Specific Plan
September 27, 2016

Land Use Map
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Design features

e

Recommendation

That tha City Councll:

1. Approve Resolution Mo. 2016-83 adopling a Statement of Overriding Consideratians
and CEQA Findings of Fact, certification of the Final Enviranmental Impact Repart,
adoptian of the Miligation Monitoring and Reporting Program for the Rancho San
Gorganio Specific Plan project;

Ed

Approve Rasolution No. 2015-88 adopting General Plan Amendment (GPA) No. 13-
2503 to change the General Plan Detignation from Very Law Densily Residential,
Medium Densily Residential, Very High Density Residential, Rural Residential, and
Open Space-Parks la Specific Plan;

L]

Approve Ordinance No. 1501 and introduce ite first raading adopting Zana Change
No. 13-3501 to reflect the proposed Zoning Ordinance text and map amendments
for tha Rancha San Garganio Specific Plan;

-

Apprave Resolulion No. 201684 adopting the Waler Supply Asssssment for the
Rancha San Gorgonlo Specific Plan bacad upon Finding of Facl as stated in the
resalution;

o

Approve Ordinance No. 1500 and introduce its first reading adopting the Rancho San
Gorganio Specific Plen to create an 831 acre master planned community composed of
44 planning areas thel include a variety of residential densilies, cammen open spaces,
an alementary schaol sie and commercial ares within the City of Banning;

L]

Approve Resolution No. 2016-86 adopting Master Tentative Tract Map No. 36586
and canditions of approval sctablishing road right-af-ways, fortyfour land use
planning areas, parks and open space parcels;

=

Apprave Ordinance No. 1499 end introduce its first reading adopting the Davelopmen!
Agraament conlsining said provisions for financing acquisifion and infrastructure
consiruction, and land use development paramelers:

e

Approve Retolulion No. 2018-87 adapting the annexation of 161 acres of proparty
lacaled in tha County of Riversida and within tha City's adapted Sphers of Influence
Genaral Planning Arza and the Rancho San Gorganio Specific Plan

The Banning Utility Authority:

1. Apprave Resalution No. 2018-17UA adopting the Water Supply Assessmant for the
Rancho Sen Gorgonio Specific Plan bazed upan Findings of Fact as slated in the
resalution,

Each action has
corresponding
findings.
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Gity of Banning

Community development department
Planning Division

PO Box 998

99 E. Ramsey Street

Banning , CA 92220

(951) 922-3125
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09/27/2016

Environmental Process Overview

= April 20, 2015 — May 19, 2015
= Notice of Preparation review period (30 days)
= April 29, 2015: Public Scoping Meeting
= June 20, 2016 — August 3, 2016
= Draft EIR public review period (45 days)
= August 31, 2016 — PC Study Session
= September 7, 2016 — PC Hearing
= September 27, 2016 (today) — CC Hearing

EpLaceworis |

CEQA Environmental Topics

= Aesthetics * Hydrology and Water Quality*

= Agriculture and Forestry = | and Use and Planning
Resources = Mineral Resources

= Air Quality” = Noise*

* Biological Resources* = Population and Housing

= Cultural Resources* = Public Services

= Geology and Soils* = Recreation

= Greenhouse Gas Emissions™ « Transportation and Traffic*

* Hazards and Hazardous = Utilities and Service Systems*
Materials*

* Technical studies were prepared
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Environmental Impacts

Less Than Significant Impacts — No Mitigation Required
= Aesthetics

= Agriculture and Forestry Resources

= Hazards and Hazardous Materials

= Hydrology and Water Quality

= land Use and Planning

= Public Services — fire, police, schools, and libraries

= Recreation

= Utilities and Service Systems — wastewater, water, storm drains,
solid waste, dry utilities

EpLaceworis|

Environmental Impacts

Impacts Mitigated to Less Than Significant
= Air Quality — construction emissions

= Biological Resources — sensitive species/habitat, CDFW/Corps
jurisdictional resources, Riverside County MSHCP consistency,
wildlife corridors

= Cultural Resources — historic, archaeological, paleontological
resources

= (Geology and Soils — unstable soils and geologic units
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Significant Unavoidable Impacts
= Air Quality

= Greenhouse Gas Emissions
= Population

= Noise

= Transportation and Traffic

{3 pLACEWORKS|

Significant Unavoidable Impacts

Air Quality

= Long-term operational emissions for VOC, NO,, CO, PM,,, and
PM,  from Phase 2 onward

= Air Quality Management Plan inconsistency

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

= Exceedance of SCAQMD'’s threshold (4.8 MTCO,e) for GHG
emissions
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Significant Unavoidable Impacts

Noise

=  Short-term construction noise
= Offsite impacts

= Exceed City’s interior noise standard (55 dBA for 15 mins) by 3 dBA for
offsite residences along Westward Ave, Lovell Street, and 22 Street

= No established County noise standard, but project would impact offsite
County residences on Turtledove Lane (87 dBA exterior, 63 dBA interior)

* QOnsite impacts

= Exceed City’s interior noise standard (55 dBA for 15 mins) if onsite
already-built residences and schools are within approx. 71 feet of
construction activities

Significant Unavoidable Impacts

Noise — cont’d.

= Traffic noise — 16 homes along Sunset Avenue north and south of
Lincoln Street

= 2035 Buildout traffic noise levels approx<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>