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September 30, 2014 

City of Covina, City Council 
125 E. College Street 
Covina, California 

Re: Request to Reopen Public Hearing re: 
Application OP A 14-002; Application ZCH 14-00 I; Application PCD 14-002 
Application SPR 14-003 and Application TIM 72721 

Dear Members of the City Council of COVilla: 

My office has been engaged to represent the concerned citizens of Covina that 
object to the City Council's informal vote on September 16,2014 approving the above 
referenced applications. 

It is my understanding that, despite the Planning Commission's denial of these 
applications, the City Council infonnally voted at the hearing on September 16, 20 t 4 to 
allow these applications pending actual resolutions to be prepared by City StatT and 
presented at the October 7. 2014 hearing. 

This Icttca- Is to request that the City Council reopeD the public hearing that 
was held 0.1 September 16,2014011 the above referenced applications. Specifically, 
my clients are requesting that the issue of reopening the hearing be placed on the agenda 
for consideration at the upcoming October 7, 20 t4 meeting. My clients feel strongly that 
the September 16, 2014 public hearing should be reopened and that a re-hearing date on 
the matte,' be held no sooner than 45 days from October 7,2014 to allow time for further 
research, review, public education and comment on the malter. 

To reiterate, due to pressing and important concerns ofcitizens and business 
owners of Covina, my clients are requesting that the City Council address the issue of 
reopening the September 16, 2014 hearing at the October 7, 2014 meeting by placing the 
issue on the agenda. Further, if and when considered by the City Council at the October 
7, 2014 meeting, my clients are requesting that the City Council agree (through motion, 
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vote, or other necessary procedural channel) to reopen the public hearing on this. matter 
and set the rehearing date not sooner than 45 days fi·om the date of the current meeting. 

If you require anything further to ensure this request is considered. please feel free 
to contact me. 

Sincerely, 

:!~.~~~aiKAti4If? 
cc:client 
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7 October 2014 

Mayor and City Council 
City of Covina 
}25 East College Street 
Covina, CA 91723 

Re: 	 A~enda Item CBl of October 7,2014 City Council Meeting (Consideration of 
Resolutions and Ordinances as they relate to three contiguous properties at 777 and 
847 East Edna Place and at 731 North Grand Avenue) 

Dear Mayor and City Council: 

On behalfofmy clients, The Inland Oversight Committee and Covina Residents for Responsible 
Development, I am writing to urge you to not adopt the resolutions and ordinances approving the above­
referenced Project. In generaL approval of the Project would violate the California Environmental 
Quality Act ("CEQA"), the Planning and Zoning Law, the Subdivision Map Act, and the Covina 
Municipal Code, among other Jaws. The specific reasons for denying the project are set forth on 
Attachment 1 to this letter and supported by evidence in the administrative record for the Project and by 
other evidence provided in the accompanying documents and on the accompanying CD/DVD. (For your 
convenience, the accompanying documents are described in the accompanying index.) 

Ifyou do not make a decision on the Project tonight, please provide me with written notice of the 
next public hearing or other meeting at which you will consider this Project. Additionally, please provide 
me with written notice of whatever action you do take tonight. 

Thank you for your prompt attention to this important matter. 

Sincerely, 

BRIGGS LAW CORPORATION 

l\ ~ ~ c~. £lrigg! " , 
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Attachment 1: Reasons for Denying Project 
Briggs Law Corporation 

I. Air Quality 

1.01 	 There is a fair argument the Project \vill result in significant air-quality impacts. As stated 
in the MND. the site is bordered by residential uses, Ben Lamont Elementary School, 
Covina Elementary School, and Kelby Park. Additionally, the MND ignores a number 
of other schools within a one-mile radius of the Project site. See Exs. AQI-AQ2. 
Children are more vulnerable to the adverse effects of air pollution than adults are. See 
AQ3. Eighty percent of alveoli are formed post-natally, and changes in the lung continue 
through adolescence. Jd. During the early post-neonatal period, the developing lung is 
highly susceptible to damage after exposure to environmental toxins. Jd. There is such 
a high probability that this Project will expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations that it cannot move forward without funher analysis. To ignore the 
profound, and possibly life-long, negative effects this Project could have on the 
respiratory health of the community's children would be unconscionable. 

1.02 	 The MND wrongfully relies on the South Coast Air Quality Management District's 
Localized Significance Threshold Methodology ("LST") because the LST only applies "to 
projects that are less than or equal to five acres." See AQ4. This Project exceeds five 
acres. The LST mass rate look-up table on which the City relies also only applies to 
projects less than five acres in size. Furthermore, the MND relies on a receptor distance 
of25 meters without any explanation as to why 25 meters is appropriate. Altogether. the 
MND's conclusion of a '''less than significant" impact on air quality is not supported by 
substantial evidence. 

1.03 	 In finding that the Project will result in less than significant air-quality impacts, the MND 
relies on the fact that there have been new CO emissions controls added to vehicles and 
that reformulated fuels are now sold in the South Coast Air Basin, "which have resulted 
in a lowering of both ambient CO concentrations and emissions." However, there is no 
evidence that these "new CO emissions controls" are being utilized at the Project site or 
that such controls will mitigate air-quality impacts to a level ofinsignificance. Therefore, 
the MND's conclusion of a "less than significant" impact on air quality is not supported 
by substantial evidence. 

J .04 The MND fails to adequately analyze the air-quality impacts to prospective 
tenants/occupants of the Project resulting from the Project's close proximity to the rail 
line 370 feet south of the project site. Therefore, the MND's conclusion ofa "less than 
significant" impact on air quality is not supported by substantial evidence. 

1.05 	 There is no evidence that mere adherence to existing SCAQMD regulations, such as 
wetting demolition and/or construction areas, will mitigate air-quality impacts to a level 
of insignificance. Relying on compliance with regulatory requirements to satisfy 
mitigation requirements or to avoid having to disclose and analyze potentially significant 
impacts in an environmental impact report is not allowed under CEQA. 
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1.06 	 There is only one particularized mitigation measure in the MND with respect to air-quality 
impacts: that the Project applicant ensure all pertinent air-pollution control equipment be 
installed in the proposed restaurant uses and maintained at all times. Yet the MND fails 
to identity what constitutes the pertinent air-poll ution control equipment and merely relies 
on compliance with regulatory requirements. Furthermore, there is no evidence that the 
measure will mitigate the Project's construction and long-term impacts to a level of 
insigniticance, and relying on compliance with regulatory requirements to satisfy 
mitigation requirements or to avoid having to disclose and analyze potentially significant 
impacts in an environmental impact report is not allowed under CEQA. 

1.07 	 The potential for cumulati ve air-quality impacts requires preparation ofan environmental 
impact report. The MND points out in Section 3.3.C that "the proposed project will 
contribute incrementally to the SCAB's current non-attainment status in the absence of 
mitigation. The SCAB is currently non-attainment for ozone, PM I 0, and PM2.5." Despite 
this admission, the MND inexplicably concludes that there is a less than significant impact 
on this issue. 

1.08 	 The MND fails to discuss diesel particulate as a toxic air pollutant, even though it is 
recognized as such by the State of California. See Exs. AQ5-AQ6. Many items of 
construction equipment operate on diesel fuel, which means that the project's construction 
phase will result in t1\e emission of diesel particulate. See Exs. AQ5-AQ 12. Given the 
project site's proximity to residences, schools, and parks, the potential impact of these 
toxic emissions must be studied further. 

II. 	 Traffic and Transportation 

2.0 I 	 The finding that traffic impacts will be significant triggered the obligation to consider all 
feasible mitigation measures. The only identifiable mitigation measure considered is on­
site traffic signing and striping. No mitigation measures aimed at reducing traffic were 
considered. There are feasible mitigation measures available that reduce traffic levels. For 
example, the CAPeOA report (,'Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures") has 
an entire chapter dedicated to reducing traffic levels, that although aimed at mitigating 
greenhouse gas emissions are equally applicable here. Such measures include increasing 
access to transit, developing the site in a way that promotes the use of alternative 
transportation, limiting parking supply, and encouraging car-pooling. Ex. TI. 

2.02 	 There is a fair argument that 67 four-bedroom units with two fast-food restaurants with 
drive-through service windows will have a significant impact on traffic levels, especially 
considering the vacant project site currently produces minimal, if any, traffic. 

2.03 	 There is a fair argument that the Project, which will be located right in the middle of 
industrial uses, will result in a substantial decrease in safety for prospective residents of 
the project, and for persons passing through tbe Project site. Presumably, some of the 
Project's residents will be children, who will be put directly into harm's way as a natural 
consequence ofliving across the street from industrial uses with no buffer in between the 
residential and industrial uses. 
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2.04 	 There is no substantial evidence to support the conclusion that mitigation in the form of 
re-striping will mitigate traffic and transportation impacts to a level of insignificance. 

2.05 	 The mitigation measure that "the City of Covina should periodically review traffic 
operations in the vicinity of the Project once the Project is constructed to assure that the 
traffic operations are satisfactory," is uncertain and an improper deferral of mitigation. 
In this respect, there is no evidence to support the conclusion that such a measure will 
mitigate traffic and transportation impacts to a level of insignificance. 

2.06 	 You have not adequately identifies and analyzed the potential traffic·safety impacts ofthe 
Project. Putting residences so close to an industrial/manufacturing zone where the parking 
spaces and streets are not equipped for pedestrians, skateboarders, bicyclists, and other 
non·vehicular traffic creates a serious safety risk. The City is aware of the risk but has 
opted to ignore the potential impacts, as acknowledged in e-mail correspondence between 
members ofthe business community ("mbeginconst@msn.com") and members 0 f the ci ty 
council on or about September 12, 2014. 

III. 	 Public Participation 

3.01 	 Even though the Planning Commission recommended denial of the Project, the City 
Council went against that recommendation and informally approved the Project on 
September 16,2014, without any resolutions/ordinances. Then, in an attempt to stifle the 
City·wide opposition that has mounted against the Project, the City closed the public 
hearing despite the fact that the resolutions/ordinances required for approval would have 
to be brought back at the October 7, 2014 City Council meeting. The public hearing 
should never have been closed before the Project's tinal approval in order to facilitate full 
public discussion and to afford all members of the public due process and a fair hearing 
with respect to the Project and an opportunity to comment on the adequacy and contents 
of the proposed resolutions/ordinances. 

IV. 	 Population & Housing 

4.01 	 There is a fair argument the Project will have a significant impact on popUlation and 
housing. Despite the fact that the Project includes at least 67 four-bedroom, residential 
units, the MND erroneously concludes the Project will not induce substantial popUlation 
growth without any kind of supporting analysis. Such a conclusion is not supported by 
substantial evidence. 

V. 	 Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

5.0 I There is no explanation for why a Project that will emit 19,947 pounds ofC02E per day, 
compared to the zero pounds currently produced on the vacant Project site, wil1 have a 
less than significant GHG impact. 

5.02 	 When adopting thresholds of significance, a lead agency may consider thresholds of 
signiticance previously adopted or recommended by experts, provided the decision ofthe 
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lead agency to adopt such thresholds is supported by substantial evidence. The non-zero 
standard identified here is being applied in such a way that there is effectively no standard 
at all, and there is no evidence to support its use. Furthermore, it appears that the City is 
not actually following Approach 2.5 in CAPCOA's CEQA and Climate Change white 
paper. For instance, Approach 2 requires mitigation for any project that results in a net 
increase in GHG emissions, as this Project will cause (Table 2, Tier 2), but you are not 
requiring any mitigation for the Project's GHG emissions; arbitrarily using SCAQMD's 
much-higher threshold without explanation does not satisfy the requirements ofCEQ A. I 
In fact, page 50 strongly suggests that mitigation will be necessary even when employing 
Approach 2, while page 51 of the white paper requires mitigation for any project that 
results in a net increase in GHG emissions. Yet there is no mitigation for the Project's 
potential GHG emissions. In short, even though the MND relies on the white paper, the 
MND is not following the white paper's recommendations. 

5.03 	 There are several feasible mitigation measures that can be implemented for the Project, 
such as on-site energy generation (e.g., solar). See Exs. GHG I-GHG4.• 

5.04 	 In tinding that the Project wi1l not conflict with any applicable plan, policy, or regulation 
for reducing GHGs, the MND cherry-picks a few ofthe Attorney General's recommended 
measures while ignoring a large number of other measures. Most notably, the measures 
in the section "Renewable Energy and Energy Storage" will not be met as the Project does 
not include the use of renewable energy. Ex. GHG5. 

5.05 	 The MND' s conclusion that the Project's "potential GHG impacts are considered less than 
significant" because it will "reduce its GHG emissions by 36%" is not making an apt 
comparison and is not supported by substantial evidence. There is no analysis to justify 
the percentage reductions reported in Table 3·5 (the basis for the claim of a 36% 
reduction), and in any event there is nothing in the record to indicate that the percentage 
reductions are reductions from 1990 levels ofGHG emissions rather than reductions from 
what the Project would generate in the absence ofconsi stency with the A ttorney General's 
recommendations in Table 3-5. 

VI. 	 Public Services 

6.01 	 There is a fair argument the Project will significantly impact the delivery of public 
services - i.e., police and tire protection as a natural consequence ofthe increased traffic 
in the Project's vicinity. Prompt emergency response time is absolutely critical in 
protecting the health and safety of the City'S residents. In some instances, a delay ofmere 

I The SCAQMD source document is not cited in the MND's list of references. To this author's 
knowledge, the threshold has not been adopted by SCAQMD, and there is no substantial evidence 
in the record to justify the City's reliance on it. CAPCOA'5 white paper actually contradicts any 
purposes SCAQMD threshold because the white paper recognizes that residential projects involving 
more than 50 units must be subjected to in-depth review to ensure that their GliG emissions are 
mitigated to a level of insignificance. However, the City is not doing any mitigation for the Project's 
GHG impacts. 
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seconds in emergency response time can be the difference between a person living or 
dying. See Ex. PSI-PS4. A single death resulting from an emergency response delay 
caused by this Project is still one death too many. Considering the breadth of this Project, 
there is a fair argument that it will signiticantly impact the delivery of public services. 

6.02 	 There is no substantial evidence to support the conclusion that the measures identified will 
mitigate public service impacts to a level of insignificance. For example, the mitigation 
measures identified address public service access to the Project site, but does not address 
the Project's effect on the delivery of public services that must pass through the Project 
site. 

VII. 	 Recreation 

7.01 	 There is a fair argument the Project will significantly impact the use of existing 
neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities. The Project consists of 
67 four-bedroom residential units, with Kelby Park about 2,000 feet away from the 
Project. Assuming the prospective tenants utilize the park, the Project will have a 
significant impact on the recreation area. 

VIII. 	 HydrologylWater Quality 

8.01 	 There is a fair argument the Project will have a significant hydrology/water-quality 
impact. On May 20, 2013, a reduced supply of water and ongoing drought conditions 
resulted in a declaration ofa Level One Water Supply Shortage in the City. At any rate, 
the shortage ofwater in California is well known to people throughout the state. Despite 
this declaration, the MND concludes the Project, which will serve 67 four-bedroom units 
and two fast food restaurants, will have less than a significant impact on groundwater 
supplies, without making any mention of the water supply shortage. See WQ I. Such an 
analysis is insufficient and the MND's conclusion of "less than significant" impact on 
hydrology/water quality is not supported by substantial evidence. 

8.02 	 There is no substantial evidence to support the conclusion that the measures identified will 
mitigate hydrology/groundwater impacts to a level of insignificance, especially 
considering the state's well known water shortage and the Level One Declaration are not 
even mentioned in the MND. 

IX. 	 Noise 

9.01 	 There is a fair argument that the Project will result in significant noise impacts. As stated 
in the MND, the Project includes several phases, which will include the demolition of two 
buildings, the removal ofcars, trucks, RVs, large pipes, construction equipment, a mobile 
home, and shipping containers. Then, a total of 67 new residential units will be 
constructed, along with two fast-food restaurants with drive-through services, and street 
improvements. Construction is one of the greatest contributors ofnoise pollution. Exs. 
Nl-N5. Considering the vacant, unused Project site produces minimal, if any, noise, 
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construction of the Project and the subsequent increase in use of the site will assuredly 
result in significant noise impacts. 

9.02 	 The noise study used the wrong threshold. Page 86 of the MND states the noise limits 
imposed by the Covina Municipal Code. The noise study, on which the noise mitigation 
is based, used the highest limit during daytime operations (65dBA) instead of a lower one 
during nighttime operations (55 dBA) even though some of the nearby manufacturers 
operate at night. In other words, there is analysis of the impacts of noise during the night 
and no mitigation aimed at reducing the effects of nighttime noise. It is entirely possible 
that noise levels acceptable during the day and for which mitigation has been proposed 
will still be louder than the law allows during the night and thus not be adequately 
mitigated. 

X. 	 Aesthetics 

10.01 	 There is a fair argument that the Project will result in a significant aesthetic impact and 
more specifically, a significant increase in light and glare. The Project will include 67 
four-bedroom units, which will result in greater traffic and headlight glare and glare from 
the residential units themselves. Furthermore, the two fast food restaurants will surely 
include signage that will increase lighting in the area. 

lO.02 	 The mitigation measures identified -- that the applicant must submit a lighting plan and 
exterior photometric plan for review and approval by the City -- are uncertain and an 
improper deferral of mitigation. In this respect, there is no evidence to support the 
conclusion that such measures will mitigate aesthetic impacts to a level ofinsignificance. 

Xl. 	 Necessary Findings and Sufficiency of the Evidence 

11.01 	 The City has not made all of the necessary findings to support the general plan 
amendment, zone change, tentative parcel map, planned community development overlay 
zone, and the MND. Alternatively, any such findings are not supported by substantial 
evidence. 

11.02 	 You have not complied with Government Code section 66473.5. You have not made the 
requisite findings, and to the extent that you have made any findings under Section 
66473.5 they are not supported by substantial evidence. 

11.03. 	 You have not complied with Government Code section 66474. You have not made the 
requisite findings, and to the extent that you have made any findings under Section 66474 
they are not supported by substantial evidence. 

11.04 	 You have not complied with Government Code section 65860. {fthe proposed general­
plan amendment is not adopted in accordance with the Planning and Zoning Law, as is the 
case here, then the proposed zone change violates the Planning and Zoning Law's 
consistency requirement. 
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11.05 	 You do not have substantial evidence to support a finding that there will be no cumulative 
impacts as a result of the Project. In fact, the MND appears to have looked at four related 
projects for traffic (on page 115 and Exhibit 3·24 albeit without describing those projects 
in any detail) but not for any other impact covered by the MND (e.g., water-related 
impacts, greenhouse gases, air po llution, demand for public facilities, etc.). This is a fatal 
t1aw. All cumulative environmental impacts in light of the other projects must be 
examined under CEQA and also require the preparation of an environmental impact 
report. 

XII. 	 Inconsistent Land Uses; Spot-Zoning 

12.01 	 The MND fails to identify and analyze the potential adverse impacts of establishing 
conflicting land uses when the General Plan and zoning rules are changed to allow for 
residences in the middle of an industrial/manufacturing zone. Just because the Project 
itself involves a change to the General Plan and zoning rules does not mean that the 
inconsistencies caused by the Project do not have to be examined. Policy C-3-a-6 in the 
Land Use Element of the General Plan (page A·14) requires the City to protect residents 
from "heavy'! or industrial-intensive operations like those taking place adjacent to where 
the Project will be located. Policy C-3-a-12 also prohibits the City from taking actions 
that have the effect of undermining existing industrial/manufacturing uses, which your 
approval of the Project would do. Policy D-l-a-) is also violated by converting 
manufacturing/industrial uses to residence use. 

12.02 	 This Project would result in the placement of 67 residences right in the middle of an 
industrial/manufacturing zone with no buffer between the vastly different uses. The 
California Planning and Zoning Law states that all "[zoning] regulations shall be uniform 
for each class or kind of building or use of land throughout each zone ...." Gov. CODE 

§ 65852. "Identified instances of spot zoning are always presumptively invalid." 
"Zoning, Taking, and Dealing: The Problems and Promise of Bargaining in Land Use 
Planning," Harvard Negotiation Law Review (Spring 2002) Vol. 7:337, p. )52 (attached 
as Ex. SZI). Since spot zoning involves the "singling out [of] a small parcel ofland for 
a use classification totaIty different from that of the surrounding area, for the benefit of 
the owner 0 f such property and to the detriment ofother owners," it "is the very antithesis 
ofplanned zoning." Griswoldv. City a/Homer, 925 P.2d 1015, 1020 (Alaska 1996); see 
also Pharr v. Tippett, 616 S. W.2d 173, 177 (Texas 2001) ("Spot zoning as preferential 
treatment which defeats a pre-established comprehensive plan .... It is piecemeal zoning, 
the antithesis of planned zoning"). 

XIII. 	 Inconsistency with General Plan 

13.0 I 	 The Project is not consistent with the General Plan Noise Element's Policy Area 2, items 
D-I and 0-2. They discourage the location of noise-sensitive land uses in noisy 
environments and detine "noise-sensitive uses" to include residential development. The 
City is not discouraging this Project, and the MND does not identify or analyze the 
potential adverse impacts of putting noise-sensitive residential uses in an 
industrial/manufacturing zone. 
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J 3.02 	 According to the Department of Housing and Community Development, the City is out 
of compliance with its Housing Element because no update has been submitted. The 
MND does not identify or analyze any potential impacts of the Project's inconsistency 
with the expired Housing Element or with the (non-existent) current Housing Element. 
Furthermore, the City cannot find that the Proj ect is consistent with all elements of the 
General Plan when the Housing Element is itself out of compliance with the law. See 
Housing Element Compliance Report at www.hcdca.govlhpdlhrcipianlhelstalus.pdf(as 
of Oct. 2, 2014, at 8:58 a.m.) attached hereto. 

13.03 	 The inconsistency identified in Paragraph 12.01 above renders the Project illegal. 
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------ ;\[, Katherine .JensonRUTAN Direct Dial: (n -I) 641-3-113 
E-mail: kjcnson:(~Tutan.C(lmRUTAN &. TUCKER, llP 

October 17,2014 

VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL 
AND"FIRST CLASS MAIL 

Honorable Mayor and 
\-1embers of the City Council 
City of Covina 
125 E. College Street 
Covina. CA 91723-2199 

Re: Demand for Rehearing on Gran Covina Project - Mitigated Negative Declaration, 
General Plan Amendment 14-002, Zone Change 14-001, Planned Community 
Development 14-002, Tentative Tract Map 72121 and Site Plan Review 14-003 

Dear Mayor and City Council Members: 

This office represents Gran Covina, LLC ("GC"), As you are undoubtedly aware, GC 
has filed several applications with the City of Covina (the "City") related to a proposed 
commercial and residential development at 777 and 847 East Edna Place and 731 North Grand 
A venue (the "Project"), Those applications include a General Plan Amendment ("GPA"), Zone 
Change ("ZC"), Site Plan Review ("SPR"), Planned Community Development overlay ("PDC"), 
a Tentative Tract Map CTTM"), and a Mitigated Negative Declaration (collectively, the 
"Applications"). Due to the City Council's recent illegal conduct at its October 7, 2014 meeting, 
GC hereby sends this letter demanding a rehearing or reconsideration of the Applications, If the 
City Council fails to provide GC v,.:ilh a rehearing or reconsideration, GC will have no choice but 
to jnsli.1:!!t~LQpriate i!LciiciaJ pro.9_~edings. 

As you are all likely aware, GC worked closely with City staff for months before the 
Applications were heard by the Planning Commission on August 12, 2014, At its hearing, the 
Plarming Commission denied the SPR and recommended denial of the other applications. GC 
timely appealed the Planning Commission's decisions and on Septcmber 16, 2014, the City 
Council held a duly noticed public hearing related to the Project entitlements, The City prepared 
an agenda f'Or the September 16, 2014 meeting and the description for the item stated that the 
City Council would consider the "appeal" of the Plaruling Commission's actions, 

At the September 16,2014 hearing, the City Council heard a presentation from staff and 
GC, and received hours of testimony and comments from the proponents and the opponents of 
the Project as part of the public hearing. The City Council then closed the public hearing and 
began deliberations. At the conclusion of their deliberations, the City Council voted to overturn 
the Planning Commission's denial/recommcnded denial and approve the Applications. The City 
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Council then directed stafT to prepare the necessary resolutions and ordinances for its 
October 7, 2014 meeting. 

Prior to the October 7, 2014 meeting, City staff prepared the agenda and described the 
Project under "Continued Business" as "City Council to consider the following Resolutions and 
Ordinances in the order listed below ..." Staff also prepared the "Agenda Item Commentary" 
(the "Staff Report") describing the Project and the nature of the item. The Staff Report reminded 
the City Council that it could not re-open the public hearing: , 

Staff is in receipt of a Jetter dated September 30, 2014 from surrounding business 
o\vners on Edna Place (Exhibit D). The letter requests that the Council defer a 
vote on the applications and that the Council re-open the public hearing to 
consider additional testimony. We note tltat such a request can only be 
accommodated if tlte city re-notices tlte matter by placing an ad in the 
newspaper an(i sending letters to all property owners within 300 feet of the 
project site at least 10 days prior to sue" hearing. (Pg. 2, emphasis added.) 

The referenced Exhibit D was a letter from Ms. Karen Zubiate-Beauchamp, an attorney 
'who represents some citizens of the City of Covina. In her letter, Ms. Zubiate-Beauchamp 
specifically asks that the City amend the agenda description for the item to include the issue of 
reopening the public hearing, and then that the rehearing be conducted "'1thin 45 days of the 
October 7, 2014. The letter did not request that the City re-open the public hearing at the very 
same meeting. 

When the item was opened on October 7, the City Attorney made it clear that the public 
hearing was closed: 

Just very briefly, only to let you know, the public hearing on this matter has been 
closed. At your last meeting, you closed the public hearing and directed stafT to 
prepare the appropriate ordinances and resolutions for approval of the project. 

However, despite these two very clear warnings, the City Council then began taking 
additional testimony and asking questions of GC's representative. After approximately one hour 
of public testimony, including the submission of a stack of documents (labeled a comment letter) 
by Mr. Cory Briggs, the City Attorney reminded the City Council that the public hearing was 
closed at the last meeting and that the staff was directed to prepare the ordinances and 
resolutions. The City Attorney then stated that under the Brown Act, the City had to take the 
conmlents, but tltat they lVere not part of the public record, and reminded the Council to re­
focus on the comments received during the public hearing the meeting before. Ignoring the City 
Attorney, the City Council, for a second time, spent over twenty minutes deliberating the merits 
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of the Project despite having already done so two weeks ago and deciding to approve the 
entitlements. Further deliberations occurred and the City Council denied the Applications, and, 
once again, contrary to the advice of the City Attorney, decided to forego resolutions setting 
forth their findings. 

As described below, GC believes that the City acted arbitrarily and capriciously, failed to 
follow its oVvn procedures, violated the Government Code, the BroVvn Act, and GC's 

. constitutional due process rights. Failure to provide GC with a rehearing or reconsideration will 
result in GC seeking judicial relief. 

'" '" '" 
Initially, the Covina Municipal Code ("CMC") is crystal clear that the items discussed on 

October 7, 2014 needed to be publically noticed in the newspaper and by mail. (See CMC § 
17.80.120; § 16.08.130(B).) Further, the California Government Code also mandates that notice 
must be afforded to the public before a public hearing on these items. (Gov. Code § 65090.) It 
cannot be disputed that the City Council was well-advised that it needed to follow' certain steps 
before re-opening the public hearing (See Staff Report, pg. 2), and that the City Attorney warned 
the Council that the public hearing was not open. However, for some reason, the City Council 
ignored these obvious legal mandates, clearly re-opened the public hearing (even accepting a 
"comment letter"), and engaged in further deliberations. .such actions were arbitrary and 
capricious and in clear violation of the above-referenced requirements. 

Second, under the BroVvn Act, "[a]t least 72 hours before a regular meeting, the 
legislative body of the local agency, or its designee, shall post an agenda containing a brief 
general description of each item of business to be transacted or discussed at the meeting." (Gov. 
Code § 54954.2(a)(l ).) This agenda requirement acts as a limitation on what the public body is 
authorized to do at the meeting, because the statute further states that "[n]o action or discussion 
shall be undertaken on any item not appearing on the posted agenda ... ." (ld. at § 
54954.2(a)(2).) The description of the item in the October 7, 2014 agenda did not state that the 
City would be conducting another public hearing or re-commencing its deliberations on the 
appeal of the Planning Commission's determinations. Instead, the description of the item clearly 
states that the City Council would consider the resolutions and ordinances being prepared by 
staff for the approval of the Applications. Because the agenda description was woefully 
inadequate to provide notice of the City Council's actions, the City violated the Brown Act. 

Third, the City also failed to provide GC with a fair hearing. As a starting point, and as 
discllssed above, GC was not provided proper notice that this item would be transfonned into 
,mother public hearing. GC received a favorable vote at a duly noticed public hearing on 
September 16,2014, and believed that the October 7, 2014 item would amolmt to a consideration 
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of the resolutions and ordinances, not a re-opening of the public hearing or new deliberation of ' 
the entire matter. In addition, GC's rcpresentative was grilled with a number of questions that 
have nothing to do with the Applications. 

Fourth, despite being advised to the contrary by the City Attorney, the City Council voted 
to deny all of the Applications without resolutions or any description of the findings in support of 
the denial. As a result, the City Council failed to make the appropriate findings required to deny 
the applications. Preliminarily, the California Supreme Court has already ntled that the local 
agency must render findings in support of its denial of quasi-judicial applications: 

[T]hat body must render findings sufficient both to enable the parties to determine 
whether and on what basis they should seek review and, in the event of review, to 
apprise a reviewing court of the basis for the board's action. [,-r] ... [,-] We further 
conclude that implicit in section 1094.5 is a requirement that the agency which 
renders the challenged decision must set forth findings to bridge the analytic gap 
between the raw evidence and ultimate decision or order .... In so doing, we 
believe that the Legislature must have contemplated that the agency would reveal 
this route. 

(Topanga Assn. for a Scenic Community v, County of Los Angeles (1974) 11 Ca1.3d 506, 
514-515; see also Dore v. County of Ventura (1994) 23 Cal.AppAth 320, 328 ["The 
administrative agency must provide a record which shows how it arrived at its decision so that 
the public and the courts may review it"]; Pacifica Corp. v. City of Camarillo (1983) 149 
Cal.App.3d 168, 179 [noting that councilmember comments and debate are "not the equivalent" 
of findings].) In addition, multiple provisions of the CMC also describe that findings should be 
made to support a denial. For example, Section 17.64.080 of the CMC specifically states that, 
when dealing with an appeal of a Site Plan Review application, "[t]he next discretionary body 
shall review the site plan and shall approve, approve with conditions or disapprove based on 
findings listed in CMC J 7.64.060." The City Council made no such findings. Tn addition, when 
reviewing a tentative map, the City Council must approve or conditionally approve the tentative 
map ''[u]nless the city council makes any of the l1ndings for denial contained in CMC 
16.08.140." (CMC § 16.OlU30(8).) Again, 110 such findings were made. Failure to follow 
these requirements is further evidence of the City'S arbitrary and capricious actions and a 
violation of GC's due process rights. 

Fifth, when dealing with a Planning Commission recommendation related to a tentative 
tract map, "[alt the next regular meeting of the city council following the filing of the plamling 
commission's recommendation report with the council, the city council shall fix the public 
hearing date at whieh the tentative map will be considered by it." (CMC § 16.08.130(A).) 
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Again, the City Council failed to follow that step, but nevertheless conducted multiple public 
hearings on the TiM. 

Sixth, the City's arbitrary and capricious actions appear to have no rationale, other than to 
sabotage Gc. The City failed to follow several of its own procedures, violated the Brown Act, 
and then, to apparently "immunize" itself from litigation, failed to provide findings in support of 
its denials - making it extremely difficult, if not impossible, for a court to engage in meaningful 
judicial review of the City's actions. These actions appear to be a denial of GC's constitutional 
rights. (See Crown Point Dev., Inc. v. City o/Sun Valley (9th Cir. 2007) 506 F.3d 851 [finding 
that developer may have stated a sufficient substantive due process claim due to City's land use 
regulations]. ) 

,..
* * 

For all of the above reasons, it is clear that the City Council acted improperly on 
October 7, 2014. However, rather than seeking judicial relief, GC simply desires a 
reconsideration or rehearing of the matter. If the City Council is not willing to grant this very 
reasonable request, GC will have no choice but to move forward with litigation. 

Very truly yours, 

RUTAN & TUCKER, LLP 

~a!~~~ 
cc: 	 Marco Martinez, Best Best & Krieger, LLP 


Daryl Parrish, City Manager 
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CITY OF COVINA 

AGENDA ITEM COMMENTARY 


MEETING DATE: 	 October 7,2014 ITEM NO.: CB 1 

STAFF SOURCE: 	 Nancy Fong, Interim Director ofCommunity Developmen~ 
Alan Carter, City Planner 

ITEM TITLE: 	 City Council to consider Resolutions and Ordinances in the order listed 
below, as they relate to the three contiguous properties at 777 and 847 East 
Edna Place and at 731 North Grand Avenue - APNS: 8429-006-018, 8429­
006-017 and 8429-006-006 

1. 	 Approve Resolution No. 14-7291, certifying a Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) 
and approving the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMP) for General 
?lan Amendment GP A 14-002, Zone Change ZCH 14-001, Planned Commumty 
Development PCD 14-002, Tentative Tract Map TIM 72121 and Site Plan Review SPR 
14-003. 

2.•Approve Resoluti~n No. 14-7292, changing the General Plan Land Use Map designation 
from "General Industrial" to "Medium Density Residential" for properties at 777 and 847 
E. Edna Place and from "General Commercial" to "Medium Density Residential" for the 
western most 128 feet of the property at 731 North Grand Avenue. 

3. 	 Introduce and waive further reading of Ordinance No. 14-2034, amending the official 
Zoning Map by changing the Zoning Designations from '4M_l, Light Manufacturing" to 
"RD-3,300, Residential Medium Density Multiple Family" for properties at 777 and 847 
E. Edna Place; from "C-2, Neighborhood Shopping Center" to "RD-3,300, Residential 
Medium Density Multiple Family" for the western most 128 feet of the property at 731 
North Grand Avenue; and from "C-2, Neighborhood Shopping Center" to "c.-4, Highway 
Commercial" for the eastern most 149 feet ofthe property at 731 North Grand Avenue. 

4. 	 Introduce and waive further reading of Ordinance No. 14-2035, establishing a Planned 
Conununity Development Overlay Zone on the official Zoning Map for properties 
located at 777 AND 847 E. Edna Place and 731 North Grand A venue. 

5. 	 Approve Resolution No. 14-7293, approving Tentative Tract Map 72721 for the 
residential development of 67 residential lots and the commercial development of 210ts. 

6. 	 Approve Resolution No. 14-7294, approving a Site Plan Review SPR 14-003 for the 
residential development of 67 dwelling units and the commercial development of 2 
buildings with drive-through facilities. 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
City Council to review the attached Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND), the Mitigation 
Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMP), the Resolutions and Ordinances, and the Conditions 
of ApprovaL If the City Council concurs with them, then take the actions above in the order as 
listed in the title of this report. 



FISCAL IMPACT 
The residential component of the project would generate recurring property tax revenue for the 
City, though this revenue would be offset by increased costs associated with various City 
services. The commercial component would also generate property taxes on an ongoing basis as 
well as at least some sale tax revenue. It is believed that after all City service costs pertaining to 
the overall development would be considered, the "net fiscal gain" for the City would be from 
the commercial-related sales tax revenue. 

BACKGROUND 
On September 16, 2014, the City Council held a duly noticed public hearing to consider a 
proposed project located at the northwest corner of East Edna Place and North Grand Avenue. 
The proposed project, named "Gran Covina" consists of a mixed development of 67 dwelling 
units on approximately 5 acres of land and two 2,500-square foot commercial-retail buildings 
with drive-through facilities on approximately 1 acre of land. 

At the hearing, the City Council considered the presentation from staff and the applicant as well 
as received testimony and comments from the proponents and the opponents of the proposed 
project. At the close of the public hearing, the City Council deliberated on the merits of the 
proposed project. The City Council considered the various competing General Plan Polices of 
maintaining existing land uses, preserving industrially-zoned land, accommodating moderate 
residential growth, as well as facilitating the expansion and/or revitalization of businesses for 
employment and sales tax enhancement. The City Council believed that the General Plan is a 
guiding document and could be adjusted from time to time in addressing the needs of the city 
that further the public interest. The City Council believed that a goal of the General Plan is to 
encourage the development of underutilized properties in the city, which is the case for this 
project site. The City Council further stated that the proposed residential component of the 
project would address the uomet obligation of the Regional Housing Needs Assessment of the 
Housing Element, which, to date, is over 800 dwelling units. The City Council also directed the 
staff and the applicant to work together in addressing the buffering of the residential component 
of the project \\oith the existing industrial use to the west and the future commercial component of 
the project to the east. 

The City Council concluded their deliberations and, on a 3 to 2 vote overturned the Planning 
Commission's denial/recommended denial of the various land use entitlements and approved the 
proposed project. The City Council directed staff to prepare the necessary Resolutions and 
Ordinances for the October 7,2014 meeting. 

REQUEST TO REOPEN PUBLIC HEARING BY CONCERNED CITIZENS 
Staff is in receipt of a letter dated September 30, 2014 from surrounding business owners on 
Edna Place (Exhibit D). The letter requests that the Council defer a vote on the applications and 
that the Council re-open the public hearing to consider additional testimony. We note that such a 
request can only be accommodated if the city re-notices the matter by placing an ad in the 
newspaper and sending letters to all property owners within 300 feet of the project site at least 10 
days prior to such hearing. 

Should the Council move forward and approve the project, the letter also request that the vote be 
reconsidered at a subsequent meeting. According to the city's procedural rules (and Robert's 
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Rules of Order), su~h a Inotion ~an only be initiated by SOIneone who voted in the affinnative 
side (i.e. councilmember that voted for the project). 

EXHIBITS 
A. 	 1. Resolution No. 14-7291 - Certifying the MND and MMP 

2. Resolution No. 14-7292 - General Plan Amendment 
3. Ordinance No. 14-2034 - Zone Change 
4. Ordinance No. 14-2035 - Planned Community Development 
5. Resolution No. 14-7293 - Tentative Tract Map 72121 
6. Resolution No. 14-7294 - Site Plan Review 

B. 	 City Council Agenda Item Commentary for September 16,2014 
C. 	 Conditions of Approval to be attached to Planned Community Development, Tentative Tract 

and Site Plan Review 
D. 	 Letter (Karen Zubiate-Beauchamp) requesting to reopen Public Hearing 

REVIEW TEAM,P.:r ~ I _ ~. 

City Attorney: _lAIJ.;"";"::;.:.J.,.o!--I.._-=...;':':-"_-~..~.A_Mr +.::::~:....s.o:;......
__ Finance Director: __ ___l*B.l.%. 

City~anager: ______-r_________ Other: _________________ 
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CITY OF COVINA 

AGENDA ITEM COMMENTARY 


MEETING DATE: 	 September 16,2014 ITEM NO.: PH 1 

STAFF SOURCE: 	 Nancy Fong. Interim Director of Community Development. ~ 
Alan Carter, City Planner 0--. c.... ./' r') 

ITEM TITLE: 	 City Council to conduct a public hearing, receive public testimony 
and consider the following actions as they relate to three contiguous 
properties at 777 and.847 East Edna Place and at 731 North Grand 
Avenue 

I. 	 Consideration of an appeal of the Planning Commission's August 12, 2014 denial of 
Application SPR 14-003, a Site Plan Review to allow a) for the properties at 777 and 847 
East Edna Place and for the western-most roughly 128 feet of the property at 731 North 
Grand Avenue, a residential project of an overall development consisting of 67 dwelling 
units (35 units of which will be single family detached and 32 units of which will be 
attached townhomes) plus associated parking, open space, and other site improvements; 
and b) for the eastern-most approximately 149 feet of the property at 731 North Grand 
Avenue, a commercial project of an overall development consisting of two 2,500-square 
foot commercial-retail buildings with drive-through facilities and related parking and other 
site improvements. 

2. 	 Consideration of the Planning Commission's August 12, 2014 recommendation for denial 
of the following; 

a. 	 Application GPA 14-002, an amendment to the Covina General Plan to make the 
following changes in the Covina General Plan Land Use Map: for the properties a) at 
777 and 847 East Edna Place, to change the land use designation of the General Plan 
Land Use Map from "General Industrial" to "Medium Density Residential" to 
accommodate the residential component of the above-noted (UNDER SPR 
APPLICA TION) development proposal; and b) for the western-most roughly 128 feet 
of the property at 731 North Grand Avenue, to change the land use designation of the 
General Plan Land Use Map from "General Commercial" to "Medium Density 
Residential" to accommodate the same residential project proposal noted below. 

b. 	 Application ZCH 14-001, a Zone Change to make the following changes in the 
Covina Zoning Map: a) for the properties at 777 and 847 East Edna Place, to change 
the zoning designation of the Zoning Map from "M-lILight Manufacturing" to "RD­
3,300IResidential-Medium Density Multiple Family" to accommodate the residential 
component of the above-noted development proposal; b) for the western-most 
roughly 128 feet of the property at 731 North Grand Avenue, to change the zoning 
designation of the Zoning Map from "C-2INeighborhood Shopping Center" to "RD­
3,300lResidential-Medium Density Multiple Family" to accommodate the same 
residential component of the above-noted project proposal; and c) for the eastern-
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most approximately 149 feet of the property at 731 North Grand Avenue, to change 
the Zoning Map from "C-2INeighborhood Shopping Center" to "C-4lHighway 
Commercial" to accommodate the commercial component of the above-noted 
development proposal. 

c. 	 Application PCD 14-002, a Planned Community Development overlay zone. a) for 
properties at 171 and 847 East Edna Place and for the western-most roughly 128 feet 
of the property at 731 North Grand Avenue, to supplement the aforementioned 
proposed "RD-3,300IResidential-Medium Density Multiple Family'~ zone (thUS 
creating an "RD-3,300 (PCD) designation) to allow for certain exceptions in 
development standards to accommodate the above-noted residential development 
proposal; and b) for the eastern-most approximately 149 feet of the property at 73 t 
North Grand A venue, to supplement the aforementioned proposed "C-4lHighway 
Commercial" zone (thus creating a "C-4 (PCD)" designation) to allow for certain 
exceptions in development standards to accommodate the above-noted commercial 
development proposal. 

d. 	 Application TIM 72721, a Tentative Tract Map to create certain lots or separate 
properties within the aforementioned residential and commercial components of the 
overall project proposal. 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
1. 	 Open the public hearing and receive public testimony; and 
2. 	 Consider an appeal of the Planning Commission's August 12, 2014 denial of Application 

SPR 14-003, and the Planning Commission's recommendation for denial of Application 
GPA 14-002, Application ZCH 14-001, Application PCD 14-002, and Application TIM 
72721. 

After brief presentations by the staff and then the applicant on the salient components of the 
applications, have a vibrant discussion on the various components of the overall project proposal 
and on the recommendations of the Planning Commission. 

FISCAL IMPACT 
The residential component of the project would generate recurring property tax revenue for the 
City, though this revenue would be offset by increased costs associated with various City 
services. The commercial component would also generate property taxes on an ongoing basis as 
well as at least some sale tax revenue. It is believed that after all City service costs pertaining to 
the overall development would be considered, the "net fiscal gain" for the City would be from 
the commercial-related sales tax revenue. 

BACKGROUND 
The Applicant, Grand Covina LLC, is requesting that the City Council overturn the Planning 
Commission's denial of the joint residential and commercial development at 771 and 847 East 
Edna Place and at 731 North Grand A venue. The development proposal consists generally of 67 
dwelling units and (at Grand) two 2,500-square foot commercial-retail buildings, For more 
details, please refer to the attached architectural plans (Exhibit A) and to the Planning 
Commission-related StaffReport (Exhibit B). 
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DISCUSSION 
1. 	 Summary of Planning Commission Discussion and Action: 

On August 12. 2014, following a lengthy public hearing on the development-related 
applications, the Planning Commission (by a 3 to 2 vote) denied the Site Plan Review 
(SPR) Application and (by the same vote) recommended to the City Council the denial of 
the other applications. The Commission majority based its decision on the following 
(listed in no particular order): 

• 	 Loss of relatively scarce industrial land; 
• 	 Too many zoning-related exceptions being requested; 
• 	 Conflicts between industrial-related trucks and general traffic and project-related 

typical ingress and egress movements concerning project site plus children playing in 
frontward portion of project, adjacent to Edna Place, and possibly entering street; 

• 	 Industrial-related noise impacts on development; 
• 	 Privacy-related impacts on northerly (one-story) single family houses; 
• 	 Inadequate overall project design; 
• 	 Excessive number ofcompact (open) parking spaces; and 
• 	 Piecemeal nature of recent General Plan Amendment applicationS/City needs better 

policy for considering requests of this type. 

The Commission minority on the request expressed the following (listed in no particular 
order): 

• 	 Sufficient overall project design; 
• 	 Land use compatibility with northerly single family residences; 
• 	 Need for City to be receptive to regional pressures for higher densities; and 
• 	 No safety issues apparent regarding traffic on Edna (notably, kids will go to 

surrounding parks to play). 

2. 	 Summary of Public Testimony Received at the Commission Public Hearing: 

Prior to voting on the applications, approximately 17 persons (including project 
representatives, see Exhibit C) spoke on the .project proposal. Those supporting the project 
consisted of primarily residents of the northerly houses and additional individuals (home 
owners and businesspersons) residing both in other portions of Covina and elsewhere. 
These persons expressed the following (listed in no particular order): 

• 	 Positive, attractive, and clean development that would replace long-time unsightly, 
problematic (including concerning City Code violations) conditions and bad 
management/oversight of properties; 

• 	 Development provides positive addition to City's housing stock and opportunities for 
new families seeking to reside in Covina; 

• 	 Good overall project design-and similar to other recently approved developments in 
Covina (though please incorporate trees and other "screen" features along northern 
boundary to ensure privacy for existing residences); 
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• 	 Design includes ample parking; 
• 	 Project proposal will achieve greater land use compatibility with northerly residences 

than current industrial conditions; 
• 	 Development will increase (residential) property values; 
• 	 Development will bolster overall tax and fee bases of City and bolster ongoing 

residential and commercial, especially in the downtown; 
• 	 Development would provide needed funding to schools; 
• 	 Nearby parks are close enough to adequately serve children and others; 
• 	 A residential complex (and associated 24-hour presence on the block) could reduce 

long-time racing problems along Edna Place; 
• 	 None of surrounding industrial operators complaining is a major employer in City; 

and 
• 	 "Modem, clean" industrial development here may be unlikely due to location. market, 

and other factors. 
• 	 Development will result in various public improvements to surroundings; 
• 	 Applicant met with surrounding residents and attempted to address concerns of 

neighboring industrial property owners andlor occupants; 
• 	 Project will have sufficient noise attenuation- and (relative to the northerly 

residences) privacy-related features; 
• 	 Development concept has worked in surrounding communities and in similar land 

use-related situations; and 
• 	 City has approved similar land use-related changes, with no problems being reported 

at those locations (citing residential development just west of shopping center at 
Azusa Ave. and San Bernardino Rd. and north of San Bernardino Rd.). 

Those individuals speaking against the project consisted of owners and/or operators of 
surrounding industrial properties. There concerns were (listed in no particular order): 

• 	 Loss of relatively scarce industrial land; 
• 	 Development creates overall incompatible land use situation, leading to resident 

complaints of common industrial-related noises (would sound attenuation features 
work?) and possibly vibrations, which could force industrial businesses. many of 
which are important employers, to shut down, thus hurting the local economy; 

• 	 Residential project witt lower property values of surrounding industrial sites; 
• 	 Conflicts between industrial-related trucks and general traffic and project-related 

typical ingress and egress movements concerning project site plus children playing in 
frontward portion ofproject. adjacent to Edna Place, and possibly entering street (and 
Grand and Barranca would be too dangerous for children to crOSS to go to nearby 
neighborhood parks); 

• 	 School buses will create safety problems for children; 
• 	 Request could lead to other similar applications along northern side of Edna Place, 

thus exacerbating land use conflicts; 
• 	 Three-story condominiums (along Edna Place) are out ofcharacter with area; and 
• 	 Residential complex win have parking-related problems, and traffic generation in the 

surrounding area will be a problem too. 
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3. 	 City Council Consideration: 

I. 	 Land Use Discussion for General Plan Amendment and Zone Change. 
To consider the proposed land use changes, the City Council should review the City's 
General Plan, which establishes a framework of programs for guiding the future 
physical development in the city. The General Plan sets various polices that focus on 
maintaining existing land use, accommodating moderate residential growth. and 
maintaining and facilitating the expansion and/or revitalization of businesses for 
employment and sales tax enhancement. The fundamental question the City Council 
should ask is whether the current general land use pattern and its quantities of land 
uses are balanced. With the improving economy and the upswing of the housing 
industry, there will be increasing development pressures to convert industrially or 
commercially zoned land to residential uses. Therefore. another question is the 
consequences of continuing to chip away and upset the balanced and established land 
use pattern of the City. 

2. 	 Planned Community Development and the Tentative Tract Map 72721 
Should the City Council approve the General Plan Amendment and Zone Change 
applications. it should then approach these applications. If the Council does not 
approve the requested changes to the General Plan and Zoning, these application 
requests would be moot. 

3. 	 Site Plan Review. Again, only if the City Council decides to approve the General 
Plan Amendment and Zone Change applications need it also consider to overturn the 
decision of the Planning Commission on the Site Plan Review petition. 

CONCLUSION 
Should the Council approve the project. the staff will present at the next Council meeting the 
appropriate Ordinances and Resolutions. 

EXHIBITS 
A. 	 Architectural Plans (Site Plan, Floor Plans, Elevations 
B. 	 Planning Commission Staff Report (August 12, 2014), including proposed Initial Study 

and Mitigated Negative Declaration 
C. 	 Minutes of August 12, 2014 Planning Commission meeting 

Finance Directo .... IIIIL.~~II4........L.:=--__ 

~~~~~~~~_______ Other: _________________________ 
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CITY OF COVINA 

ST AFF REPORT 

AUGUST 12,2014 
ITEM NUMBER 2 

TO: 	 PLANNING COMMISSION 

FROM: 	 NANCY FONG, INTERIM COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 
DIRECTOR 

COORDINATOR: 	 ALAN CARTER, CITY PLANNER 

SUBJECT: 	 APPLICATIONS GPA 14-002; ZCH 14·001; PCD 14-002; 
TTM-72721; and SPR 14-003 

APPLICANT 

Grand Covina, LLC .care of David Cook 

REQUEST 

1. 	 Application GPA 14-002, a General Plan Amendment to make the following changes in 
the Covina General Plan Land Use Map: for the properties a) at 777 and 847 East Edna 
Place, to change the land use designation of the General Plan Land Use Map from 
"General Industrial" to "Medium Density Residential" to accommodate the residential 
component of the below-noted (UNDER SPR APPLICATION) development proposal; 
and b) for the western-most roughly 128 feet of the property at 731 North Grand Avenue 
to change the land use designation of the General Plan Land Use Map from "General 
Commercial" 10 "Medium Density Residential" to accommodate the same residential 
project proposal noted below. 

2. 	 Application ZCH 14-001, a Zone Change to make the following changes in the Covina 
Zoning Map: a) forthe properties at 777 and 847 East Edna Place, to change the zoning 
designation of the Zoning Map from "M-l/Ught Manufacturing" to "RD­
3,300/Residential-Medium Density Multiple Family" to accommodate the residential 
component of the below-noted development proposal; b) for the western-most roughly 
128 feet of the property at 731 North Grand Avenue, to change the zoning designation of 
the Zoning Map from "C-2INeighborhood Shopping Center" to "RD-3,300/Residential­
Medium Density Multiple Family" to accommodate the same residential component of 
the below-noted project proposal; and c) for the eastern-most approximately 149 feet of 
the property at 731 North Grand A venue, to change the Zoning Map from "C­
2INeighborhood Shopping Center" to "C-4IHighway Commercial" to accommodate the 
commercial component of the below-noted development proposal. 

3. 	 Application PCD 14-002, a Planned Community Development overlay zone, a) for 
properties at 777 and 847 East Edna Place and for the western-most roughly 128 feet of 
the property at 731 North Grand A venue, to supplement the aforementioned proposed 



"RD-3,300/Residential-Medium Density Multiple Family" zone (thus creating an "RD­
3,300 (PCD) designation) to allow for certain exceptions in development standards to 
accommodate the below-noted residential development proposal; and b) for the eastern­
most approximately 149 feet of the property at 731 North Grand Avenue, to supplement 
the aforementioned proposed "C-4/Highway Commercial" zone (thus creating a "C-4 
(PCO)" designation) to allow for certain exceptions in development standards to 
accommodate the below-noted commercial development proposal. 

4. 	 Application SPR 14-003, a Site Plan Review to allow a) for the properties at 777 and 847 
East Edna Place and for the western-most roughly 128 feet of the property at 731 North 
Grand A venue, a residential project of an overall development consisting of 67 dwelling 
units (35 units of which will be single family detached and 32 units of which wit! be 
attached townhomes) plus associated parking, open space, and other site improvements; 
and b) for the eastern-most approximately 149 feet of the property at 73 I North Grand 
A venue, a commercial project of an overall development consisting of two 2,500-square 
foot commercial-retail buildings with drive-through facilities and related parking and 
other site improvements. 

5. 	 Application TTM 72721, a Tentative Tract Map to create certain lots or' separate 
properties within the aforementioned residential and commercial components of the 
overall project proposal. 

LOCATION 

777 and 847 East Edna Place (residential component) and 731 North Grand Avenue (commercial 
component) (northwest corner of Edna Place and Grand Avenue) 

SURROUNDING LAND USES AND ZONING 

The site is located within the General Industrial and General Commercial General Plan Land Use 
Oesignations and the M-I (Light Manufacturing) & C-2 (Neighborhood Shopping Center) 
Zones. With approval of the proposed General Plan Amendment and Zone Change, the General 
Plan Land Use Designation will be changed to Medium Density Residential and the Zoning to 
RD-3,300 (PCO) and C-4 (PCD). These changes will allow for a) the development of a planned 
residential development consisting of 67 dwelling units (35 units of which will be single family 
detached and 32 units of which will be attached townhomes) plus associated parking, open space, 
and other site improvements, for properties on the western portion of the property and b) the 
development of two 2,500-square foot commercial-retail buildings with drive-through facilities 
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and related parking and other site improvements, for the eastern portion of the property adjacent 
to North Grand Avenue. 

GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATION 

GI - General Industrial 
GC - General Commercial 

NOTIFICATION TO APPLICANT AND ADJACENT PROPERTY OWNERS 

The applicant was given a copy of the staff report with associated attachments, and all property 
owners WIthin a radius of at least 300 feet from the overall project site were mailed notices of the 
Planning Commission public hearing on July 31, 2014, a minimum often (10) days before the 
hearing as required by law. In addition, the public hearing notice was published in the San 
Gabriel Valley Examiner newspaper on July 31,2014 as well. 

ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION 

Pursuant to the provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, the 
City will also be considering a recommendation to adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration 
(MND) for the project. The environmental determination indicates that the development will not 
have a significant adverse impact on the environment that cannot be mitigated to a level of 
insignificance. The background Initial Study with the proposed MND were circulated for public 
review from July 9, 2014 through August 9, 2014 at 5:00 p.m. Any comments that may be 
submitted before the deadline will be presented to the Plann.ing Commission on the date of the 
hearing and a determination will be made on the need for responses to comments prior to taking 
action on the proposal. 

BACKGROUND 

The project proposal principally entails the establishment of a Planned Community Development 
(PCD) Overlay Z~)Oe/District for both the residential and commercial components of the Project. 
The proposed development may include any of the uses allowed in the underlying zone by rights 
of zoning or by conditional use permit. The PCD Overlay allows regulations with more 
flexibility than typical residential or commercial zoning. Such districts may provide 
diversification in location of structure, uses and other site qualities while ensuring compatibility 
with uses and future developments on the surrounding areas as indicated within the General Plan. 

Tables 2 and 3 provide an analysis of the development standards applicable to the property based 
on the RDI "Residential Multiple Family" Zone and the C-4 "Highway Commercial" Zone. 
When tlexibility from a development standard is requested, it is noted by the notation "SEE PCD 
TABLE 4." 

PROJECT DATA 
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Table 2: Project Data (ResidentiaIComponent) 

! 
DEVELOPMENT 

STANDARD 
. · Density 

Lot Size 
i 
• 

I Number & Type of 
· Dwelling Units 

Building Height 

-lCODE REQUIREMENT PROPOSAL 

6.1 - 14.0 uni ts per acre 13.0 units eer acre i 

Flexible subject to PCD 5.17 acres overall (225,324 square 
Overlay I feet). 

85 units maximum 67 units (35 detached dwelling units 
constructed on individual lots and 32 
attached condominium units) 

Up to 2 stories or 35 ft. Single-[amil'i Detached: 
except by conditional use Maximum at 25'-3" (all two- -story 
permit or (CUP) or PCD units), 

, TownMmes 
I Maximum at 36'-6" (aIl3-story units) 

See "PCD TABLE 4" 

I 
!SEE "PCD TABLE 4" _lIFront Yard Setback I 

I 

I 
'--' , 

"_."
I Street Side Yard Setback Not applicable N/A 

, 

ISide Yard SEE "PCD TABLE 4" 
! 

Distance Between SEE "PCD TABLE 4" 
! Buildings 

IRear·ya.rd Setback 
, .. 

SEE "PCD TABLE 4" i 

! . 
! Parking SEE "PCD TABLE 4" [ ~ ! 

Vehicular & Pedestrian Access from dedicated street 
Access to Site : with two points of entry . Provided offof Edna Place. 

..:. 
Recreational Amenities Required for four units or Recreational amenities provided by 

greater. Lots B-O 

IUsable Yard Area 
-.~,,~~~-.. ,__.----1 

15% of total residential site 34,250 square feet provided 

Iarea =33,799 square feet 
i 

l_private Open Space SEE "PCD TABLE 4" I 
., -~-.. 
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Table 2: Project Data (Residential Component) ..~..~. 
DEVELOPMENT CODE REQUIREMENT PROPOSAL 

STANDARD 
Common Open Spa-ce---+-4-0-0-square feet in area and IProvided by Open Space Lots 8-0 

having no dimension less than 
15 feet 

Landscaping AII yard areas are to be 
entirely landscaped with 
ground cover, trees, shrubs, 
and other plant materials. 

All yard areas are landscaped 

Land/Lot Coverage 35% 30% 
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Table 3: Project Data (Commercial Component) .._.. 

DEVELOPMENT CODE REQUIREMENT PROPOSAL 
STANDARD 

~IFloor Area Ratio 
maximum floor area ratio 1.5 

General Commercial 
• 

0 
. 
12 

. 

I 

Lot Area None N/A 

I 
1 

Lot Width INone i N/A 

Lot Depth See "PCD TABLE 4" 

Building Height 50 feet, except when located No elevations available as no tenant 
closer than 50 feet to any is proposed at this time 
abutting residential or 

, agricultural zoned lands such 
I building or structure shall not [ 

.~__~~~~________~·_e_x~c_ee_d~3~5~fu~e~t~in~h~e~ig~____~__________________________~ 
Front Yard Setback 10 feet 10 feet 

Street Side Yard Setback 10 feet Building 31 feet 

I 
Landscaped buffer "SEE PCD TABLE 4" 
Separating commercial 
from residential properties 

Parking Onespace for each 100 square 57 spaces 
feet 0 f gross floor area . 

. Based on two 2,500 sf 
! buildings =50 spaces 

Vehicular & Pedestrian Access from dedicated street 
Access to Site I and 30 ~ft. access way w/two 

I points of entry 

Pedestrian & Vehicle Access from 
Edna Place A venue and North Grand 
Avenue; one 25-foot driveway off 

, Edna Place and two 25-foot 
: drivewa~s offNorth Grand Avenue. 

Landscaping 10-foot wide landscape ITo be detennined when final site 
planters along all street sides plan is submitted. 
and w estern (abutting I 

residential) sides plus interior ! 

finger planters based on a ! 

minimurn total area of 4 
I percent of parking areas. I 
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Table 4: Planned Community Development (PC D) Overlay Exceptions 

Residential Component 


DEVELOPMENT 
STANDARD 

Front Yard Setback 

CODE REQUIREMENT 

From Edna Place - 25 feet and 
. 40 feet for, respectively, first 

and second and third levels. 

PCDEXCEPTION REQUEST 

9-15 feet for all levels 

ISingle-family detached - 10-*5 -34 feet 
; feet 
; Attached townhouses 15 feet 10 feet 

~~~-+--

Distance Between Single-family Detached: 17 8 to 9 feet 
Buildings feet for detached dwellings 

Attached Townhomes'19 feet 10 feet 
for attached dwell ings 

Rear Yard Setback From northern boundary of 7 feet. 
overall project (single-family 
detached) - 50.5 feet for both 
levels. 

Parking Single-family Detached: 2 Single-family Detached: 70 garage 
garage spaces and 1.5 open spaces and 35 open parking spaces = 
parking spaces per unit = 123 105 spaces 
spaces 

Attached Townhomes: 2 garage Attached Townhomes: 64 garage 
spaces and 1.0 and 1.5 open spaces and 32 open parking spaces = 
parking spaces for 96 spaces 
respectively, 3 -bedroom unit 
(10 units) and 4-bedroom units Guest Parking (for both): = 13 
(22 units) = 107 spaces spaces 

Open Parking,­ 80 spaces 
Guest Parking (for both): I 
space for every five units';:: 13 TOTAL = 214 spaces 
spaces Note: Parking, though short of tOlal Code 

requiremenl, meets recent City Council 

. TOTAL = 243 spaces policy ofdevelopments needing to provide 2 
garage parking spaces and J open parking 

• (open parking 105 spaces) space per unit and" J per 5" guest parking. 

: Compact Parking I 50% of open spaces maximum 61 % as compact spa-c-e-s.---· ­

'f-;:::---:7~---.:~--::-__. +m:::.::a:t......::.yb:..:e..:c:..:o.:.:m.;J.lp:.::ca~cts...Lp_ac_e_s_,__+­ -/ 
Building Height Up to 2 stories or 35 ft. except Townhomes: 

by conditional use permit or : Maximum at 36'3" (all 3-story 
_-=--___~(C=-,:U=-,:P...!..).:::.or-(PCD) uni ts) IPri vate D.P.. en Space Mi nimum"'-d-e-p-'l'--hl-w-j-d't-h-=-1-2-r- -e-'et'-an-d-6--5-an-d-7-5-sq-u-a-r"e-fe-e-t----\5- fl

feet. Total area 120 feet 
----'--'-'-..:.~ 

7 



,~-~-------------,,---:----

Table 4 Cont. 
Planned Commlloity Development (PCD) Overlay Exceptions 

._­
IDEVELOPMENT 

STANDARD 
I 

Lot Depth 150 feet 149"6' 

Landscaped buffer 10 feet 5 feet 
Separating commercial 
from residential properties 
~.. 

I 

i 

.CommerclaI C ompooent -

GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT AND ZONING ORDINANCE AMENDMENT 
ANALYSIS 

The Planni ng staff supports these applications because of the following reasons: 

l. 	 Despite General Plan policy to preserve the City's relatively limited (roughly 4.7 percent) 
amount of land designated (under the General Plan Land Use Element) for industrial 
uses, the General Plan also promotes housing development throughout the community. 
By having a residential use here (i.e., the major component of the project proposal), the 
City would thus provide additional housing opportunities for various housing groups 
seeking to reside in the City, which would further generate additional property tax 
revenue. 

2. 	 Having more residents in the community on this site would also boost local sales tax 
revenue and would likely bolster ongoing revitalization activities in the downtown and in 
other commercial districts and centers in Covina. 

3. 	 The property is currently underutilized and deteriorating, and, based on current perceived 
market trends, the likelihood of attracting new, "clean" industrial activities on the site is 
probably limited, and the interior portion of the site (where the residential component 
would be located) would seemingly not be conducive to commercial-retail development, 
a commonly sought use type. The project proposal, particularly the residential 
component, would allow for a reasonable, attractive, and functional (and enhanced with 
certain below·noted generally minor modifications) development. 

4. 	 The zone change for the commercial component would enable eating or other 
establishments to be developed with drive-through lanes. The corner location appears to 
be ideal-for these types of businesses, though current zoning on the site would not permit 
drive~through facilities. 

5. 	 The appearance-, image-, and character-enhancing benefits of the overall development 
would likely foster other positive redevelopment reinvestment activities on surrounding 
properties. 

6. 	 Despite there being predominantly industrial uses along Edna Place, the staff believes 
that residential uses would be acceptable along the northern side of the street, as currently 
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proposed, because this side of the street backs up to northerly residential uses (of varying 
densities), and medium density developments in this area could be considered to be a 
good transition use between the existing residential and commercial activities. 

7. 	 The overall project design would incorporate sufficient amenities, such as on-site 
parking, open space, and buffers, so as to be internally consistent (and enhanced with 
certain below-noted generally modifications) harmonious with the surroundings. 

8. 	 The residential component would provide needed housing that would enable the City to 
better address its Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) under the Housing 
Element of the General Plan. 

As the Planning Commission is aware, findings are not required for General Plan Amendment 
and Zone Change Applications. 

PLANNED COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DISTRICT ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS 
OF FACT 

As noted above, a PCD application has been included in the project proposal to address certain 
deviations in Code requirements relative to both the residential and commercial components. 
Under Chapter 17.58 of the Covina Municipal Code (CMC), a project with a PCD overlay zone 
must generally a) conform well to surrounding properties; b) result in a "special" or higher 
quality development and/or use; and c) best further overall General Plan policy. Based on an 
analysis of the proposed project, the Planning Commission must recommend to the City Council 
that the following findings for this application can be made: 

I. 	 That the site for the proposed use is adequate in size and shape to accommodate the use. 

Fact: 	 The overall size of the site is 6.10 acres. The proposed density of the residential 
component of the project is about 13 units per acre, which is within the 6.1 to 14.0 
density range allowed by the Medium Density General Plan Land Use 
Designation. The proposed Floor Area Ratio for the commercial component of 
the project is 0.12, which is below the maximum Floor Area Ratio of 1.5 allowed 
for the General Commercial General Commercial Land Use Designation. The 
site, upon approval of the PCD Overlay, would meet most development standards 
of the appurtenant "RO" and "C-4" Zones. And as noted under the section 
addressing the Site Plan Review (SPR) application below, the staff believes that 
certain generally minor changes to the project design, including the slight shifting 
of the two access points to the residential component and the establishment of a 
wider landscaped buffer at the western end of the commercial component, would 
further project functionalism and viability. 

2. 	 That the site for the proposed use relates to streets and highways adequate in width and 
pavement type to carry the quantity and kind of traffic generated by the proposed use. 

Fact: 	 The surrounding streets have been determined under the associated envirorunental 
study to have sufficient capacity to handle future project-related traffic and to 
accommodate traffic from the proposed development in a safe manner as long as 
the project conditions are met. The City intends to ensure that the conditions of 
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approval are fulfilled through project inspection and adherence to the approved 
(slightly amended) site plan. 

3. 	 That the proposed use is not detrimental to the surrounding properties or uses permitted 
in the general area. 

Fact: 	 The project is generally functional and compatible with the uses found within the 
residential, commercial, and institutional properties surrounding the site. Based 
on project review and on comments from all applicable City departments, with 
certain minor changes, the project would be designed in a manner that would be 
harmonious with the surroundings, internally consistent, and complete. In 
addition, the project-related conditions would provide the City with adequate 
safeguards for preventing any issues. 

4. 	 That the conditions stated in the decision are deemed necessary to protect the health, 
safety and general welfare; such conditions shall include, but not be limited to: 

a. A time limit for development, 

b. Regulation of use or uses, 

c. Special yards, spaces and buffer areas, 

d. Fences, walls and screening devices, 

e. Surface of parking areas subject to specifications established by the council, 

f. Required street, service road or alley dedication and improvements, 

g. Regulation of points of vehicle ingress and egress, 

h. Regulation of signs, 

i. Required landscaping and maintenance thereof, 

j. Regulation of noise, vibrations, odors, glare, 

k. Required maintenance ofgroun,ds, 

I. Regulation of time for certain activities during the construction phase and during 
the lifetime of the project, 

m. Duration of use, 

n. When there is more than one parcel of land involved, the land shall be recorded 
as one parcel for state and city code prior to issuance of the building permit, 

10. Require bonding or financial guarantee of any requirements or conditions made 
a part of the approval by the council, 
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I I. Such other conditions as will make possible the development of the use in an 
orderly and efficient manner and in conformity with the intent and purposes set 
forth in this chapter. 

Fact: 	 Various conditions of approval have been prepared that (upon below­
noted minor project modification) would ensure that the revised project 
design would be harmoniums with the surroundings and would further the 
public health, safety, and welfare. 

TENTATIVE TRACT MAP ANALYSIS 

The tentative tract map proposes to create 74 lots on the residential component of the project (t 
lot for each residential building and 7 lots pertaining to drive aisles, usable yard area, and open 
space, and 2 lots pertaining to the commercial component (I Jot for each of the two future retail 
establishments). Details of the lots are described on the associated combination site plan and 
tentative tract map. The owners of both the single family detached and town house units, then, 
would own both the buildings and the land on which the structures would be built. The City 
Engineering Division will ensure that the tract map-related details conform to all local (of 
Chapter [6 of the CMC) and State Subdivision Map Act requirements, notably prior to 
preparation of the subsequent final map. Conditions of approval have been issued to ensure 
various improvements are made andlor bonded for prior to the approval and recordation of the 
final map. 

Findings are not required for General Plan Amendment and Zone Change Applications either. 

SITE PLAN REVIEW ANALYSIS 

The Site Plan Review application is required for the overall construction and design of the 
project proposal. Key applicable requirements and design features of the overall development 
are described in the tables 2 and 3 above as well as in the associated project plans. Where 
flexibility in a development standard is requested, it is noted in Table 4 above. This section 
analyzes the project's design with the assumption that the Site Plan Review is being considered 
subject to the approval of the associated entitlements. • 

1. Existing Development 

The project site was previously occupied by a party supply business and vehicle and equipment 
storage by Clippinger Chevrolet. The site is paved in its entirety and has two existing single­
story structures related to the former land uses. The site is completely surrounded by developed 
residential, industrial, and commercial parcels and improved streets on Edna Place and North 
Grand Avenue which include sidewalk, curb and gutter. 

2. Site Plan Layout 

Commercial Component 

The applicant is proposing to develop the eastern portion of the site with two fast-food 
restaurants (or with similar uses such as a coffee house) with drive-through windows fronting on 
North Grand A venue. The fast-food restaurants are proposed to be 2.500 SF in area each. 
Access is proposed off Edna Place by a 25 foot driveway located approximately 133 feet west of 
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North Grand Avenue. 57 parking spaces are proposed. In order to accommodate the commercial 
component of the project, the applicant is requesting a waiver of the 10 foot landscaped buffer 
requirement between commercial and residential uses under the peD Application. A 5 foot 
buffer is proposed instead. 

Although the site plan as proposed meets code requirements with approval of the PCD Overlay 
application, the staff believes the commercial site plan layout can be improved by implementing 
the following revisions: 

1) 	 Elimination one of the driveways off North Grand Avenue and providing one centrally 
located driveway instead; 

2) 	 Relocating the southerly fast-food drive thru lane further to the north so as to eliminate 
the potential of vehicles stacking onto Edna Place; and 

3) 	 Providing a 10-foot landscaped buffer along the northern property line adjacent to the 
existing single-family homes (and well site) so as to provide additional screening and 
buffering in this area plus providing a 10-foot landscaped buffer along the western 
property line adjacent to the future townhomes of the residential component of the 
project. 

Residential Component 

Two types of residential development are proposed; 35 single-family detached, 2-story units on 
individual lots of approximately 3,250 SF each (88' x 37'), and 32 attached, 3-story townhomes, 
also each on separate lots, in a 4-plex (2 buildings) and 8-plex (3 buildings) configuration. The 
single-family homes are proposed to be located in the northern portion of the site and the 
attached townhomes are proposed to be located on the southern portion of the site adjacent to 
Edna Place. Access to the residential portions of the site is provided by two (2) 28-foot 
driveways off Edna Place which conn~ct to an east-west private interior access road. 

Although the site plan as proposed meets code requirements with approval of the peD Overlay 
application, Staff believes the residential site plan layout can be improved by implementing the 
following revisions: 

1. 	 The redesign of the groupings of the southerly townhomeslsingle-family attached 
dwelling units to eliminate the possibly problematic drive aisle-related offsets near 
both access points to the project site; 

2. 	 The minor redesign of certain site components within and around the townhomeslsingle 
family attached dwellings to add one additional, suitably located trash bin enclosure 
(resulting in three total such enclosures to serve the thirty-two townhome dwellings); and 

3. 	 The relocation of the likely non-functional twelve open parking spaces currently fronting 
(in four groupings of three spaces each) on the northern boundary of the project site to, in 
a more dispersed fashion, various other locations on the project site generally around the 
single family detached dwellings. 
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3. Aesthetics/ Architectu relDesign, Colors & Materials 

The site is presently in a deteriorating and underutilized state. The City has been working for 
several years to remove blighted conditions and re-vitalize this area. The applicant is proposing 
to accomplish this through the proposed development. 

Single-family Detached Units 

The single-family detached units consist of 35 single-family detached units on individual lots of 
approximately 3,250 square feet minimum each (88' x 37'). There are 3 different unit plan 
types. All of the units are 4 bedroom hom~s and roughly 2,200 square feet. Each unit has a 2­
car garage accessible from a private access road. Most of the units have a driveway but some of 
the units' garages take access directly off the access road. 

Architectural details have been provided in the form of plant-on wood shutters rough-sawn wood 
facias, adhered ledgestone veneer, lap siding. These features are primarily provided on the front 
elevations of the units only. The side and rear elevations of the units are essentially exterior 
stucco with foam trim around windows. The side and rear elevations of the units can be 
enhanced by providing more architectural details consistent with the front elevations. A 
recommended condition of approval addresses this concern. 

Townhome Units 

The single-family attached or town home unit component of the project consists of 32 units, also 
on individual lots, on individual lots. There are 6 different unit plan types. The units range from 
3 to 4 bedroom homes, or from roughly 1,600 to 1,800 square feet. Like the detached dwellings, 
each unit has a 2-car garage accessible from a private access road. None of these units have a 
driveway.. 

The architecture is designed with an eclectic urban feel to reflect the historic precedent in 
Downtown Covina. The building facades are articulated with 2 & 3 story massing to give a 
varied street scene while stepping the building down to a pedestrian scale. Details have been 
provided in the form of articulated cornices, horizontal siding, and accent shutters in order to 
emphasize the traditional Downtown feel of Covina. 

Commercial Component 

The applicant is proposing to develop the eastern portion of the site with two fast-food restaurant 
buildings with drive-thru windows fronting on North Grand Avenue. The fast-food restaurants 
are proposed to be 2.500 square feet in area each. No tenants have been identified for the fast­
food restaurants. When future tenants are identified. the architectural elevations and revised site 
details will be reviewed by the Planning staff under Site Plan Review (SPR) applications. In 
addition, a condition of approval has been included to address this necessary follow-up review. 

5. Amenities 

Residential Component 

There are three "open space" lots proposed within the interior of the project site. These lots are 
15 feet wide and are located between row parking located adjacent to the east-west access road 
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and the single-family units to the north. These lots are accessible to the residents of the single­
family detached units and the townhomes and will have landscaping. benches. and barbeques. 

Commercial Component 

No on-site amenities are required for a commercial project. 

6. Parking 

Residential Component 

As noted in table 4 above, although technically the residential component is deficient by 29 
parking spaces, the staff believes that the associated PCD application would appropriately 
address this deficiency in that, in accordance with recent City policy, each of the dwelling units 
would have a two-car garage and would be assigned one open parking space, and the necessary 
guest parking would be provided. In sum, it is believed that the parking is adequate (though, as 
addressed herein, the staff believes that the 12 parking spaces that front along the northern 
propelty line, at the detached residences, need to be relocated, such as adjacent to some of the 
driveways for the single family detached houses). 

Commercial Component 

Under the Code, eating establishments require 1 parking space for each 100 square feet of gross 
floor area. Based on two 2,500 square foot buildings, 50 parking spaces are required. 57 spaces 
are shown on the conceptual site plan. Therefore, the parking requirements have been satisfied. 

7. Traffic & Circulation 

Vehicular access to the residential complex will be provided by two full movement driveways 
along Edna Place. Vehicular access to the commercial portion of the project will be provided by 
two right-in-right-out driveways along Grand Avenue and a full movement driveway along Edna 
Place. 

Based on the Traffic Impact Study. Grand Covina Mixed-Use Development Project. May 16, 
2014, prepared by KOA Corporation, the project will generate a total of 1,795 daily vehicle trips, 
with 158 trips (68 inbound and 90 outbound) occurring during the AM peak hour, and 137 trips 
(78 inbound and 59 outbound) occurring during the PM peak hour. The City's Traffic Engineer 
has concurred with the trip generation calculations. 

For the project traffic impact analysis, eight study intersections were defined for the overall 
study area: 

t. Barranca Avenue I Cypress Street; 
2. Barranca A venue I Edna Place; 
3. Barranca Avenue I San Bernardino Road; 
4. Grand Avenue I Cypress Street; 
5. Grand Avenue I Edna Place; 
6. Grand A venue I San Bernardino Road; 
7. Glendora Avenue I Cypress Street; and, 
8. Glendora Avenuel Badillo Street. 
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Under all scenarios analyzed (Existing (2014) + Project + Future (2016), the traffic analysis 
concluded that the project would not have a significant impact on the Level of Service for the 
circulation system. 

However, the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration indicated that impacts could be 
significant with respect to traffic circulation at the proposed driveways. A review of the site plan 
indicates that the internal private streets and the restaurant drive aisles and drive through lanes 
have sufficient width and depth to accommodate the projected traffic. However, in order to 
ensure that impacts are mitigated to the maximum extent feasible, the following mitigation 
measures contained in the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration are recommended: 

Mitigation Measure No. 19 (Jraffic 'and Circulation Impacts). On-site improvements and 
improvements adjacent to the site will be required in conjunction with the proposed development 
to ensure adequate circulation within the project itself. 

Mitigation Measure No. 20 (Jraffic and Circulation Impacts). Sight distance at the project 
accesses shall comply with standard California Department of Transportation and City of Covina 
sight distance standards. 

Mitigation Measure No, 21 (Jraffic and Circulation Impacts). On-site traffic signing and striping 
should be implemented in conjunction with detailed construction plans for the project 

Mitigation Measure No. 22 (Jraffic and Circulation Impacts). As is the case for any roadway 
design, the City of Covina should periodically review traffic operations in the vicinity of the 
project once the project is constructed to assure that the traffic operations are satisfactory. If 
necessary, owner shall agree to implement additional improvements to maintain satisfactory 
traffic operations. 

8. Public Health & Safety 

The City Police and Fire Departments were routed the site and building plans and their 
participation in the Development Review Committee joint discussion was solicited. The Police 
Department has advised the staff that the parki'ng areas for both the residential and commercial 
components should be adequately Landscaped with a Prevention through Environmental Design 
(CPTED) focus. 

The Fire Department has conditioned the project to submit the subsequent construction plans to 
the Fire Department for review in conjunction with the Plan Check process, and all applicable 
requirements of the Fire Department are required to be met 

Due to the nature of the proposed project, no hazardous materials are expected to be transported 
to and from the newly developed site. The use of any hazardous materials will be limited to 
those that are commercially available and typically used in a household setting or a fast-food 
restaurant. As a result, no significant adverse impacts concerning a release of hazardous 
materials are anticipated. 

Future on-site demolition activities must comply with all pertinent requirements of the Fire 
Department, SCAQMD, Regional Water Quality Control Board, California Department of Toxic 
Substances Control, and other pertinent regulatory agencies. Compliance with the regulations of 
these agencies wi! I reduce the potential risk to levels that are less than significant. 
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SITE PLAN REVIEW FINDINGS OF FACT 

Based on an analysis of the proposed project, the Planning Commission must detennine that the 
following findings for this application can be made: 

l. 	 All provisions of the Zoning Ordinance are complied with. 

Fact: 	 The overall project proposal could be construed to meet applicable 
zoning provisions, with the application of the PCD overlay. But the 
staff also believes that the project design could be enhanced by 
following certain design modification suggestions that have been noted 
herein. 

2. 	 The basic project elements are so arranged that traffic congestion is avoided, 
pedestrian and vehicular safety and welfare are protected, and no adverse effects 
will occur On surrounding properties. 

Fact: 	 The surrounding streets have been determined to have sufficient capacity 
to handle future project-related traffic and to accommodate traffic from 
the proposed development in a safe manner as long as the project 
conditions are met. The City intends to ensure that the conditions of 
approval are fulfilled through project inspection and adherence to the 
approved (slightly revised) site plan. 

3. 	 The project design confonns to the General Plan and any design guidelines or 
specific plans that may be applicable to the project. 

Fact: 	 The project complies with the residential density and commercial 
intensity provisions of the General Plan. Minor changes in project 
design would result in full consistency with the Covina Design 
Guidelines. 

4. 	 The project design is hannonious, consistent, and complete within itself and 
functionally and visually compatible with neighboring land uses. 

Fact: 	 The project (as modified in the manner recommended herein) would be 
functional and compatible with the uses found within the residential, 
commercial, and institutional properties surrounding the site. In other 
words, based on project review and on comments from all applicable 
City departments, the (revised) project would be designed in a manner 
that is hannonious, internally consistent, and complete, and the proposed 
conditions of approval would provide the City with adequate safeguards 
for preventing any issues. 

5. 	 The development will constitute an adequate environment for the intended use by 
sustaining the desirability and stability of the neighborhood and community. 

fact: 	 The development will be a physical improvement over the existing 
blighted and underutilized conditions of the property. In addition, the 
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construction of residential and commercial uses will help meet the 
demand for new housing and commercial uses in the immediate area. 

6. 	 Proposed lighting is so arranged as to reflect the light away from adjoining 
properties. 

Fact: 	 All outside lighting will be required as a standard condition of approval 
to be designed and sited in a manner that prohibits glare onto adjacent 
properties. 

7. 	 Proposed signs will not, by size, location, color, or lighting, interfere with traffic 
or limit visibility. 

Fact: 	 No signs are currently proposed for the project. However, each retail 
use proposed to occupy the commercial portion of the project will be 
required to meet the sign standards of the Zoning Ordinance under 
separate staff-level review and permit. A condition of approval has been 
included to this effect. 

SUBSEQUENT ACTIONS REQUIRED 

Following the Planning Commission's recommendation to the City Council, the City Clerk must 
notice the project for a public hearing before the City Council. If the Council elects to approve 
the project, the applicant may then pursue the preparation of the final map and construction 
plans. 

RECOMMENDATION 

Based upon all of the evidence presented and testimony submitted, the staff recommends that the 
Planning Commission: 

I. 	 Consider the project as proposed by the applicant and, if acceptable to the Planning 
Commission; 

a) Recommend that the City Council approve applications OPA 14-002, ZCH 14-001, 
PCD 14-002, AND TTM 72721, subject to the attached conditions of approval, and, 
correspondingly, approve the attached Resolution; and 

b) Approve application SPR t 4-003, subject to the attached conditions of approval. 

ALTERNATIVE ACTIONS 

2. 	 Consider the project as proposed by the applicant and; 

a) Recommend that the City Council approve applications GPA t4-002, ZCH 14-00 I, 
PCD 14-002, AND TIM 72721, subject to the attached conditions of approval, and, 
correspondingly, approve the attached Resolution; and 
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b) Continue application SPR 14-003 to enable the applicant to revise the project plans in 
the manner recommended by the staff herein plus including any other suggestions that the 
Planning Commission may have; or 

c) Continue all applications to enable project plan revision and for any other reasons that 
the Planning Commission may have. 

3. 	 Deny SPR 14-003 and recommend that the City Council deny GPA 14-002, ZCH 14-001, 
PCD 14-002, and TTM 72721 without prejudice and recommend that the City Council do 
the same. 

EXHIBITS 

1. Recommended Conditions of Approval 

2. 3OO-foot Radius Map & Notification 

3. Area Map 

4. Project Plans (all under separate cover) 
• 
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GRAND COVINA, LLC 

RESIDENTIAL AND COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT 

777-847 East Edna Place and 731 North Grand Avenue, Covina, CA 

GPA 14-002 

ZCH 14-001 

PCD 14-002; 
TTM 72721 

SPR 14-003 


EXHIBITE 

Resolutions of Denial 

(17 pages) 



RESOLUTION NO. 15-7328 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF COVINA, 
CALIFORNIA, DENYING GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT 
GPA 14-002, DENYING ZONE CHANGE ZCH 14-001, 
AND DENYING PLANNED COMMUNITY 
DEVELOPMENT OVERLAY ZONE PCD 14-002; FOR 
PROPERTIES LOCATED AT 777 AND 847 EDNA PLACE 
AND 731 NORTH GRAND AVENUE (AKA THE "GRAN 
CO V I N A " PRO J E C T - APNS: 8429-006-018, 8429-006-017 AND A 
PORTION OF 8429-006-006) 

WHEREAS, Grand Covina, LLC, "the applicant" submitted an application 
("Application") for the following land use entitlements for a residential development consisting 
of 67 housing units and a commercial development consisting of two (2) commercial buildings 
totaling 5,000 square feet with drive-thru facilities (the "Gran Covina" Project): 

• 	 General Plan Amendment GPA 14-002, to change the General Plan land use map 
designation from "General Industrial" to "Medium Density Residential" for 
properties at 777 and 847 Edna Place; and from "General Commercial" to "Medium 
Density Residential" for the western most 128 feet of the property at 731 North Grand 
Avenue; and 

• 	 Zone Change ZCH 14-001, amending the official zoning map of the City by changing 
the zoning designation from "M-l Light Manufacturing" to "RD-3,300 Residential 
Medium Density Multiple Family" for properties at 777 and 847 Edna Place; from 
"C-2 Neighborhood Shopping Center" to "RD-3,300 Residential Medium Density 
Multiple Family" for the western most 128 feet of the property at 731 North Grand 
Avenue; and from "C-2 Neighborhood Shopping Center" to "C-4 Highway 
Commercial" for the eastern most 149 feet of the property located at 731 North Grand 
Avenue; and 

• 	 Planned Community Development Overlay Zone PCD 14-002 on the official zoning 
map of the City for properties at 777 and 847 Edna Place and 731 North Grand 
A venue, establishing special zoning standards for the "Gran Covina" Project; and 

WHEREAS, on August 12, 2014, the Planning Commission conducted a duly noticed 
public hearing at which time the parties were afforded the opportunity to present oral and written 
evidence to the Planning Commission and rebut the oral and written evidence presented. At this 
meeting the Planning Commission closed the public hearing and voted 3 to 2 to recommend 
denial of the GP A, ZCH and PCD; and 

WHEREAS, on September 16, 2014, the City Council conducted a duly noticed public 
hearing at which time the parties were afforded the opportunity to present oral and written 
evidence to the City Council and rebut the oral and written evidence presented. At this meeting 
the City Council closed the public hearing and voted 3 to 2 to overturn the Planning Commission 
action and approve the GPA, ZCH and PCD. The Council then directed the Planning 
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Department and City Attorney's Office to prepare appropriate resolutions and ordinances 
approving these land use entitlements for the Project; and 

WHEREAS, on October 7, 2014, the City Council considered the resolutions and 
ordinances prepared by staff. Subsequently, by a 3-2 vote, the Council reversed its prior decision 
and denied the GPA, ZCH and PCD; and 

WHEREAS, on March 3, 2015, the City Council reopened the public hearing (after 
providing proper re-noticing under law) at which time the parties were afforded a further 
opportunity to present oral and written evidence to the City Council and rebut the oral and 
written evidence presented; and 

WHEREAS, all legal prerequisites prior to adoption of this Resolution have occurred. 

NOW, THEREFORE, THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF COVINA, 
CALIFORNIA DOES HEREBY RESOLVE AS FOLLOWS: 

SECTION 1. The foregoing recitals are true and correct and are incorporated herein and 
made an operative part of this Resolution. 

SECTION 2. After giving full consideration to all evidence presented at the public 
hearing(s), both oral and documentary, and after being fully informed, said City Council does 
hereby find and decide that the General Plan Amendment (GPA), Zone Change (ZCH) and 
Planned Community Development Overlay (PCD) are not consistent with the public interest nor 
are they consistent with the City's General Plan for the following reasons: 

a. 	 The General Plan regards it has a high priority that the City preserve its relatively 
limited (roughly 4.7 %) amount of land designated under the General Plan Land Use 
Element for industrial uses for purposes of employment and economic development 
benefits. While the General Plan also promotes housing and commercial 
development throughout the community, and the Project would provide added 
housing and commercial facilities, the City Council finds that that preservation of the 
City'S limited industrial land takes precedence. (Land Use Element Section IIID­
3a(4); IIID-3a(8)) The Council finds that it is difficult to convert residentially- or 
commercially-designated land to industrial use and, thus, the prospect of expanding 
the City'S industrial land is very limited. Therefore, approval of this Application is 
likely to result in an irreplaceable loss to the City's industrial base, which runs 
contrary to the high priority under the General Plan. 

b. 	 While the majority of the Project site (8429-006-018, 8429-006-017) is underutilized 
and blighted, the City Council finds that this does not justify redesignating it to 
residential and commercial uses and thereby foreclosing the possibility of future 
industrial development. To the extent that code violations exist on the Project site, 
the City should address them through code enforcement efforts, which are encouraged 
by the General Plan (Land Use Element Section IIIE-1j). Further, the comer parcel 
(8329-006-006) of the Project site is already designated for commercial use and may 
be re-developed consistently. The City Council also finds that the comer parcel's 
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location may encourage independent commercial development without the land use 
changes requested. 

c. 	 While the General Plan encourages in-fill development for currently underutilized 
and blighted parcels of land, (Land Use Element Section IIIC-la(6)) this must be 
balanced against other General Plan policies that encourage preservation of the City's 
limited land designated for industrial uses, as outlined above. 

d. 	 The Project site abuts single family homes to the north that have been there for over 
50 years and existing industrial uses to the west. Changing the current industrial use 
to the proposed residential project of a higher density (13 units per acre) would not 
provide a proper transition of use to the existing single family neighborhood to the 
north nor to the industrial site to the west. The Council finds that the Project, as 
proposed, provides insufficient mitigation measures to establish an adequate 
buffer/transition between the uses, including noise attenuation for the dwelling units 
and their openings, block wall separation, landscaping, and setback along the western 
property boundary. This is further exacerbated by the special zoning standards 
proposed in the Planned Community Development (PCD). Therefore, this does not 
meet the General Plan's policy to encourage redevelopment of underutilized 
properties while also providing appropriate physical/visual buffering between 
existing land uses. (Land Use Element Section HIC-la(7) For the same reasons, the 
City Council finds that the overall project design will not be harmonious with the 
surrounding land uses. (Land Use Element Section IIID-1a(6) and IIIE-1a) 

e. 	 The Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) under the General Plan requires 
the City to satisfy an unmet housing need of over 800 dwelling units, and requires the 
City to adopt policies and practices that encourage the development of housing in the 
community (Land Use Element Section IIID-2a(l7»). However, this must be 
balanced against the City's obligation to maintain and bolster economic development 
efforts. (Land Use Element Section IIIC-1a(24». The General Plan Housing 
Element identifies sufficient alternate sites within the City where housing may be 
developed to satisfy the City'S RHNA obligations without reducing the amount of the 
City'S limited industrial property. In other words, changing the Project site from its 
current industrial designation is not necessary to satisfy the City'S RHNA. 

SECTION 3. That with respect to PCD 14-002, the City Council does hereby also find 
and decide: 

a. That the site for the proposed use is adequate in size and shape to accommodate 
the use. 

Fact: For reasons set forth above, although the Project may meet medium density 
residential and commercial density limits (residential - 13 units per acre and 
commercial - floor area ratio of 0.12), this assumes the City Council has 
redesignated/rezoned the Project site from industrial to residential/commercial use as 
described above. However, for the reasons set forth herein, the City Council has 
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declined to do so. Therefore, a PCD Overlay would be inconsistent with the 
underlying General Plan Land Use designation and zoning for the Project site. 
Further, the City Council finds that the PCD Overlay would allow the Project to vary 
too far from established City zoning standards, resulting in insufficient setback, 
buffering, and transition between uses. 

b. That the site for the proposed use relates to streets and highways adequate in 
width and pavement type to carry the quantity and kind of traffic generated by the 
proposed use. 

Fact: The City Council finds that while the surrounding streets have sufficient 
capacity to handle future project-related traffic, it will not accommodate traffic from 
the proposed Project in a safe manner for residents living at the Project. For 
example, while the Project is conditioned to build a sidewalk along its Edna Place 
frontage, there will be no sidewalk further along Edna Place for residents/pedestrians 
to walk. The City Council finds that this will force residents/pedestrians to walk in 
the street along Edna Place or cross it where there are currently no crosswalks, 
compromising public safety. 

c. That the proposed use is not detrimental to the surrounding properties or uses 
permitted in the general area. 

Fact: The Project site abuts single family homes to the north that have been 
there for over 50 years and existing industrial uses to the west. Changing the current 
industrial use to the proposed residential project of a higher density (13 units per acre) 
would not provide a proper transition of use to the existing single family 
neighborhood to the north or the industrial site to the west. The Council also finds 
that the Project provides insufficient mitigation measures to establish a 
buffer/transition between the uses, including noise attenuation for the dwelling units 
and their openings, landscaping, block wall separation, and setback along the western 
property boundary. This is further exacerbated by the special zoning standards 
proposed in the Planned Community Development (PCD). For these reasons, the 
City Council finds that the overall project design will not be harmonious with the 
surrounding land uses. 

d. That the conditions stated in the decision are deemed necessary to protect the 
health, safety and general welfare; such conditions shall include, but not be limited to: 

Fact: While there are proposed conditions of approval for the Project, the City 
Council finds that these conditions will not be sufficient to fully mitigate the impacts 
of the Project, such as noise attenuation for the residential units and landscape 
buffering along the western and eastern property boundary. 
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SECTION 4. In consideration of the findings stated above, the City Council of City of 
Covina hereby denies OPA 14-002, Zone Change ZCH 14-001, and Planned Community 
Development PCD 14-002, in the interests of protecting the public, health, safety and general 
welfare of the community. 

SECTION 5. This Resolution is exempt from the proVISIOns of the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, Section 15270(a), which 
provides that CEQA does not apply to projects which a public agency rejects or disapproves. 

SECTION 6. This Resolution shall take effect immediately upon its adoption. 

SECTION 7. The City Clerk shall certify to the adoption of this Resolution. 

PASSED APPROVED AND ADOPTED on the 3rd day of March, 2015. 

Peggy Delach, Mayor 

ATTEST: 

Mary Lou Walczak, City Clerk 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

Elizabeth Hull, City Attorney 
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I, Catherine M. LaCroix, Senior Deputy City Clerk of the City of Covina, California, do 
hereby certify that the foregoing Resolution No. 15-7328 was adopted by City Council of the 
City of Covina at a regular meeting thereof held on the 3rd day of March, 2015 by the following 
vote of the City Council: 

AYES: 
NOES: 
ABSENT: 
ABSTAIN: 

Catherine M. LaCroix 
Senior Deputy City Clerk 
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RESOLUTION NO. 15-7329 


A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF COVINA, 
CALIFORNIA, DENYING TENT ATIVE TRACT MAP 72721 
FOR THE RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT OF 67 LOTS 
AND FOR COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT OF 2 LOTS 
FOR PROPERTIES LOCATED AT 777 AND 847 EDNA 
PLACE AND 731 NORTH GRAND AVENUE (AKA THE 
"GRAN COVIN A" PROJECT - APNS: 8429-006-018,8429-006-017 
AND 8429-006-006) 

WHEREAS, Grand Covina, LLC, "the applicant" submitted an application for a 
Tentative Tract Map No. 72721, as described in the title ofthis Resolution to the City of Covina. 
Hereinafter in this Resolution the subject Tentative Tract Map 72721 request is referred to as 
"the Application." 

WHEREAS, the project proposal named "Gran Covina Mixed Use Project," consists of 
both residential and commercial development. The residential development includes 35 single 
family lots, 32 townhouse lots, 6 lettered lots for common open space and one (1) lettered lot for 
private driveway access, on approximately 5 acres of land. The commercial development 
consists of two (2) commercial buildings totaling 5,000 square feet with drive-through facilities 
on approximately 1 acre of land. 

WHEREAS, the Project proposal also includes a request for a General Plan Amendment, 
a Zone Change, the establishment of a Planned Community Development Overlay Zone, and a 
Site Plan Review. 

WHEREAS, on August 12, 2014, the Planning Commission conducted a duly noticed 
public hearing at which time the parties were afforded the opportunity to present oral and written 
evidence to the Planning Commission and rebut the oral and written evidence presented. At this 
meeting the Planning Commission closed the public hearing and voted 3 to 2 to deny Tentative 
Tract Map No. 72721; and 

WHEREAS, on September 16, 2014, the City Council conducted a duly noticed public 
hearing to consider the appeal and at which time the parties were afforded the opportunity to 
present oral and written evidence to the City Council and rebut the oral and written evidence 
presented. At this meeting the City Council closed the public hearing and voted 3 to 2 to overturn 
the Planning Commission action and approve Tentative Tract Map No. 72721. The Council then 
directed the Planning Department and City Attorney's Office to prepare an appropriate resolution 
approving this land use entitlement for the Project; and 

WHEREAS, on October 7, 2014, the City Council considered the resolution prepared by 
staff. Subsequently, by a 3-2 vote, the Council reversed its prior decision and denied Tentative 
Tract Map No. 72721; and 

WHEREAS, on March 3, 2015, the City Council reopened the public hearing (after 
providing proper re-noticing under law) at which time the parties were afforded a further 
opportunity to present oral and written evidence to the City Council and rebut the oral and 
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written evidence presented; and 

WHEREAS, Covina Municipal Code, Section 16.08.040 provides that the City Council 
shall deny a tentative tract map if any of the findings in Section 2 below are found in the 
negative; and 

WHEREAS, all legal prerequisites prior to adoption of this Resolution have occurred. 

NOW, THEREFORE, THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF COVINA, 
CALIFORNIA DOES HEREBY RESOLVE AS FOLLOWS: 

SECTION 1. The foregoing recitals are true and correct and are incorporated herein and 
made an operative part of this Resolution. 

SECTION 2. After giving full consideration to all evidence presented at the public 
hearing, both oral and documentary, and after being fully informed, said City Council does 
hereby find and decide: 

a. 	 The proposed subdivision, design or improvement is not consistent with the General 
Plan, any applicable specific plan, or applicable codes and regulations: 

Fact: The Project site is currently designated/zoned largely for industrial use, with 
some neighborhood commercial use. This is inconsistent with the uses in the Project 
proposal under Tentative Tract Map No. 72721. Pursuant to Resolution No. 15-7328, 
the City Council has denied General Plan Amendment GP A 14-002, Zone Change 
ZCH 14-001 and Planned Community Development PCD 14-002, which are legally 
necessary in order to make the Project proposal consistent with the General Plan and 
all applicable codes and regulations. Therefore, Tentative Tract Map No. 72721 is 
not consistent with the General Plan and all applicable codes and regulations. 

b. 	 The subdivision is not physically suitable for the type and proposed density of 
development proposed by the tentative map. 

Fact: Although the Project may meet medium density residential and commercial 
density limits (residential - 13 units per acre and commercial - floor area ratio of 
0.12), this assumes the City Council has redesignated/rezoned the Project site from 
industrial to residential/commercial use. However, as noted above, the City Council 
has declined to do so. Therefore, Tentative Tract Map No. 72721 would be 
inconsistent with the underlying General Plan Land Use designation and zoning for 
the Project site. 

c. 	 The design of the subdivision and proposed improvements, with conditions of 
approval will not be likely to cause significant environmental damage or substantially 
and avoidably injure fish or wildlife or their habitat; or 

Fact: The project site is not designated fish or wildlife habitat nor is it located 
nearby to any such territory. With mitigation measures incorporated as proposed, 
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the project will result in less than significant environmental impact. However, as 
noted above, the findings of General Plan and Zoning consistency cannot be made. 

d. 	 The design of the subdivision and the type of improvements are likely to cause 
serious public health problems. 

Fact: The Project site abuts single family homes to the north that have been there 
for over 50 years and existing industrial uses to the west. Changing the current 
industrial use to the proposed residential project of a higher density (13 units per acre) 
would not provide a proper transition of use to the existing single family 
neighborhood to the north nor to the industrial site to the west. The Council finds that 
the Project, as proposed, provides insufficient mitigation measures to establish an 
adequate buffer/transition between the uses, including noise attenuation for the 
dwelling units and their openings, block wall separation, landscaping, and setback 
along the western property boundary. This is further exacerbated by the special 
zoning standards proposed in the Planned Community Development (PCD). 

The City Council also finds that while the surrounding streets have sufficient capacity 
to handle future project-related traffic, it will not accommodate traffic from the 
proposed Project in a safe manner for residents living at the Project. For example, 
while the Project is conditioned to build a sidewalk along its Edna Place frontage, 
there will be no sidewalk further along Edna Place for residents/pedestrians to walk. 
The City Council finds that this will force residents/pedestrians to walk in the street 
along Edna Place or cross it where there are currently no crosswalks, compromising 
public safety. 

e. 	 The design of the subdivision provides for future passive or natural heating and 
cooling opportunities in the subdivision to the extent feasible. 

Fact: The design of the subdivision and its proposed residential and commercial 
development components provide the possibility and opportunity to have passive 
solar cooling and heating for the buildings. The residential and commercial 
development will have to comply with Title 24 of the Unifonn Building Code. 

f. 	 Focusing on the design of the subdivision and the type of improvements to be 
required, the project will conflict with easements acquired by the public at large for 
access through or the use of the subdivision or with the design of alternate easements 
that are substantially equivalent to those previously acquired by the public. 

Fact: The design of the subdivision will not conflict with existing City rights-of-way 
or other public access easements. According to City records, there are no alternate or 
potential easements that would be affected by the Project. 

g. 	 The proposed project with its subdivision design is consistent with the city's parkland 
dedication requirements (Quimby Act Chapter 16.28 CMC). 
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Fact: A Condition of Approval is drafted that the project will pay its fair share of 
the Parkland Impact Fee to the city, pursuant to the City'S Quimby Act Ordinance 
(CMC Chapter 16.28) prior to the recordation of final map andlor prior to issuance of 
the first building permit, whichever comes first. 

h. 	 The applicant has demonstrated that a sufficient water supply will be available to 
serve the subdivision, in accordance with California Government Code Section 
66473.7. 

Fact: According to the City's Public Works Department, the City has sufficient 
capacity to provide water to serve the subdivision without negative impact to other 
properties in the City. 

SECTION 3. In consideration of the findings stated above, particularly findings #2(a), 
(b) and (d), the City Council of City of Covina hereby denies Tentative Tract Map No. 72721 in 
the interests of protecting the public, health, safety and general welfare of the community. 

SECTION 4. This Resolution is exempt from the provisions of the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, Section 15270(a), which 
provides that CEQA does not apply to projects which a public agency rejects or disapproves 

SECTION 5. This Resolution shall take effect immediately upon its adoption. 

SECTION 6. The City Clerk shall certify to the adoption of this Resolution. 

PASSED APPROVED AND ADOPTED on the 3rd day of March, 2015. 

Peggy Delach, Mayor 

ATTEST: 

Mary Lou Walczak, City Clerk 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

Elizabeth Hull, City Attorney 
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I, Catherine M. LaCroix, Senior Deputy City Clerk of the City of Covina, California, do 
hereby certify that the foregoing Resolution No. 15-7329 was adopted by City Council of the 
City of Covina at a regular meeting thereof held on the 3rd day ofMarch, 2015, by the following 
vote of the City Council: 

AYES: 
NOES: 
ABSENT: 
ABSTAIN: 

Catherine M. LaCroix 
Senior Deputy City Clerk 
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RESOLUTION NO. 15-7330 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF COVINA, 
CALIFORNIA, DENYING SITE PLAN REVIEW SPR 14-003 
FOR THE RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT OF 67 UNITS 
AND THE COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT OF 2 
BUILDINGS WITH DRIVE-THROUGH FACILITIES ON 
PROPERTIES LOCATED AT 777 AND 847 EDNA PLACE 
AND 731 NORTH GRAND AVENUE (AKA THE "GRAN 
CO V I N A" PRO J E C T - APNS: 8429-006-018, 8429-006-017 AND A 
PORTION OF 8429-006-006) 

WHEREAS, Grand Covina, LLC, "the applicant" submitted an application for a Site Plan 
Review (SPR 14-003), as described in the title of this Resolution to the City of Covina. 
Hereinafter in this Resolution the subject Site Plan Review SPR 14-003 request is referred to as 
"the application." 

WHEREAS, the project proposal named "Gran Covina Mixed Use Project," consists of 
both residential and commercial development. The residential development includes 35 single 
family lots, 32 townhouse lots, six (6) lettered lots for common open space and one (1) lettered 
lot for private driveway access, on approximately 5 acres of land. The commercial development 
consists of two (2) commercial buildings totaling 5,000 square feet with drive-through facilities 
on approximately 1 acre of land. 

WHEREAS, the land use application includes a request for a General Plan Amendment, a 
Zone Change, the establishment of a Planned Community Development Overlay Zone, and a 
Tentative Tract Map. 

WHEREAS, on August 12, 2014, the Planning Commission conducted a duly noticed 
public hearing at which time the parties were afforded the opportunity to present oral and written 
evidence to the Planning Commission and rebut the oral and written evidence presented. At this 
meeting the Planning Commission concluded said hearing and voted 3 to 2 to deny the 
application. 

WHEREAS, on September 16, 2014, the City Council conducted a duly noticed public 
hearing to consider the appeal and at which time the parties were afforded the opportunity to 
present oral and written evidence to the City Council and rebut the oral and written evidence 
presented. At this meeting the City Council closed the public hearing and voted 3 to 2 to 
overturn the Planning Commission action and approve Site Plan Review SPR 14-003. The 
Council then directed the Planning Department and City Attorney's Office to prepare an 
appropriate resolution approving this land use entitlement for the Project; and 

WHEREAS, on October 7,2014, the City Council considered the resolution prepared by 
staff. Subsequently, by a 3-2 vote, the Council reversed its prior decision and denied Site Plan 
Review SPR 14-003; and 

WHEREAS, on March 3, 2015, the City Council reopened the public hearing (after 
providing proper re-noticing under law) at which time the parties were afforded a further 
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opportunity to present oral and written evidence to the City Council and rebut the oral and 
written evidence presented; and 

WHEREAS, all legal prerequisites prior to adoption of this Resolution have occurred. 

NOW, THEREFORE, THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF COVINA, 
CALIFORNIA DOES HEREBY RESOLVE AS FOLLOWS: 

SECTION 1. The foregoing recitals are true and correct and are incorporated herein and 
made an operative part of this Resolution. 

SECTION 2. After giving full consideration to all evidence presented at the public 
hearing, both oral and documentary, and after being fully informed, said City Council does 
hereby find and decide: 

a. 	 All provisions of the Zoning Ordinance are not complied with. 

Fact: The Project site is currently designated/zoned largely for industrial use, with 
some neighborhood commercial use. This is inconsistent with the uses in the Project 
proposal under SPR 14-003. Pursuant to Resolution No. 15-7328, the City Council 
has denied General Plan Amendment GP A 14-002, Zone Change ZCH 14-00 I and 
Planned Community Development PCD 14-002, which are legally necessary in order 
to make the Project proposal consistent with the General Plan and Zoning Ordinance. 
Therefore, SPR 14-003 does not comply with all provisions of the Zoning Ordinance. 

b. 	 The basic project elements are not so arranged that traffic congestion is avoided, 
pedestrian and vehicular safety and welfare are protected, and no adverse effects will 
occur on surrounding properties. 

Fact: While the surrounding streets have sufficient capacity to handle future project­
related traffic, it will not accommodate traffic from the proposed Project in a safe 
manner for residents living at the Project. For example, while the Project is 
conditioned to build a sidewalk along its Edna Place frontage, there will be no 
sidewalk further along Edna Place for residents/pedestrians to walk. The City 
Council finds that this will force residents/pedestrians to walk in the street along Edna 
Place or cross it where there are currently no crosswalks, compromising public safety. 

c. 	 The project design does not conform to the General Plan and any design guidelines or 
specific plans that may be applicable to the project. 

Fact: The Project site is currently designated/zoned largely for industrial use, with 
some neighborhood commercial use. This is inconsistent with the uses in the Project 
proposal under SPR 14-003. Pursuant to Resolution No. 15-7328, the City Council 
has denied General Plan Amendment GPA 14-002, Zone Change ZCH 14-001 and 
Planned Community Development PCD 14-002, which are legally necessary in order 
to make the Project proposal consistent with the General Plan and Zoning Ordinance. 
Therefore, SPR 14-003 does not conform to the General Plan and Zoning Ordinance. 
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Although the Project may meet medium density residential and commercial density 
limits (residential - 13 units per acre and commercial - floor area ratio of 0.12), this 
assumes the City Council has redesignated/rezoned the Project site from industrial to 
residential/commercial use. However, as noted above, the City Council has declined 
to do so. Therefore, SPR 14-003 would be inconsistent with the underlying General 
Plan Land Use designation and zoning for the Project site. 

The Project site abuts single family homes to the north that have been there for over 
50 years and existing industrial uses to the west. Changing the current industrial use 
to the proposed residential project of a higher density (13 units per acre) would not 
provide a proper transition of use to the existing single family neighborhood to the 
north nor to the industrial site to the west. The Council finds that the Project, as 
proposed, provides insufficient mitigation measures to establish an adequate 
buffer/transition between the uses, including noise attenuation for the dwelling units 
and their openings, block wall separation, landscaping, and setback along the western 
property boundary. This is further exacerbated by the special zoning standards 
proposed in the Planned Community Development (PCD). 

d. The project design is not harmonious, consistent, and complete within itself and 
functionally and visually compatible with neighboring land uses. 

Fact: See findings b. and c. above. 

e. The development will not constitute an adequate environment for the intended use by 
sustaining the desirability and stability of the neighborhood and community. 

Fact: See findings b. and c. above. 

f. Proposed lighting is so arranged as to reflect the light away from adjoining properties. 

Fact: All outside lighting would be required as a standard condition of approval 
to be designed and sited in a manner that prohibits glare onto adjacent properties. 

g. Proposed signs will not, by size, location, color, or lighting, interfere with traffic or 
limit visibility. 

Fact: No signs are currently proposed for the project. 

SECTION 3. In consideration of the findings stated above, the City Council of City of 
Covina hereby denies Site Plan Review SPR 14-003 in the interests of protecting the public, 
health, safety and general welfare of the community. 

SECTION 4. This Resolution is exempt from the provisions of the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, Section 15270(a), which 
provides that CEQA does not apply to projects which a public agency rejects or disapproves 

SECTION 5. This Resolution shall take effect immediately upon its adoption. 
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SECTION 6. The City Clerk shall certify to the adoption of this Resolution. 

PASSED APPROVED AND ADOPTED on the 3rd day of March, 2015. 

Peggy Delach, Mayor 

ATTEST: 

Mary Lou Walczak, City Clerk 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

Elizabeth Hull, City Attorney 
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I, Catherine M. LaCroix, Senior Deputy City Clerk of the City of Covina, California, do 
hereby certify that the foregoing Resolution No. 15-7330 was adopted by City Council of the 
City of Covina at a regular meeting thereof held on the 3rd day of March, 2015, by the following 
vote of the City Council: 

AYES: 
NOES: 
ABSENT: 
ABSTAIN: 

Catherine M. LaCroix 
Senior Deputy City Clerk 
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GRAND COVINA, LLC 

RESIDENTIAL AND COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT 

777-847 East Edna Place and 731 North Grand Avenue, Covina, CA 

GPA 14-002 

ZCH 14-001 

pcn 14-002; 
TTM72721 
SPR 14-003 


EXHIBITF 

Resolutions of Approval and Ordinances with Conditions of 
Approval 

(88 pages) 



RESOLUTION NO. 15-7331 


A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF COVINA, 
CALIFORNIA, CERTIFYING A MITIGATED NEGATIVE 
DECLARA TION AND APPROVING THE MITIGA TION 
MONITORING PROGRAM FOR GENERAL PLAN 
AMENDMENT GPA 14-002, ZONE CHANGE ZCH 14-001, 
PLANNED COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT PCD 14-002, 
TENTATIVE TRACT MAP TTM 72721 AND SITE PLAN 
REV lEW S P R 14 - 003 - APNS: 8429-006-018, 8429-006-017 AND 
8429-006-006 

WHEREAS, Grand Covina, LLC, "the applicant" submitted an application 
("Application") for the following land use entitlements for a residential development consisting 
of 67 housing units and a commercial development consisting of two (2) commercial buildings 
totaling 5,000 square feet with drive-thru facilities (the "Gran Covina" Project): 

• General Plan Amendment GP A 14-002, to change the General Plan land use map 
designation from "General Industrial" to "Medium Density Residential" for properties at 777 
and 847 Edna Place; and from "General Commercial" to "Medium Density Residential" for the 
western most 128 feet of the property at 731 North Grand Avenue; and 

Zone Change ZCH 14-001, amending the official zoning map of the City by 
changing the zoning designation from "M-l Light Manufacturing" to "RD-3,300 Residential 
Medium Density Multiple Family" for properties at 777 and 847 Edna Place; from "C-2 
Neighborhood Shopping Center" to "RD-3,300 Residential Medium Density MUltiple Family" 
for the western most 128 feet of the property at 731 North Grand Avenue; and from "C-2 
Neighborhood Shopping Center" to "C-4 Highway Commercial" for the eastern most 149 feet of 
the property located at 731 North Grand Avenue; and 

• Planned Community Development Overlay Zone PCD 14-002 on the official 
zoning map of the City for properties at 777 and 847 Edna Place and 731 North Grand A venue, 
establishing special zoning standards for the "Gran Covina" Project; and 

WHEREAS, the project proposal named "Gran Covina Mixed Use Project" consist of 67 
housing units and 2 commercial buildings with drive-through facilities is considered a "project" 
as defined by the California Environmental Quality Act, Public Resources Code § 21000et seq. 
("CEQA"). 

WHEREAS, after completion of a draft Initial Study, the City Planner determined that 
the Project required a Mitigated Negative Declaration and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
Program for the proposed project in compliance with the provisions of the CEQA. 

WHEREAS, the Initial Study/Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration was prepared and 
circulated for public and agency review on July 9, 2014 with a thirty-day review period ending 
on August 9,2014. This comment period provided an opportunity for the public and agencies to 
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review the issues addressed and offer comments on any aspect of the environmental review 
process, or the adequacy ofthe evaluation and mitigation measures. 

WHEREAS, no later than July 9, 2014, the Intent to Adopt the Mitigated Negative 
Declaration was noticed in the San Gabriel Valley Examiner, and notice of public hearing was 
also sent to all property owners within 300 feet of the project site. 

WHEREAS, as required under CEQA and in order to facilitate implementation of all 
mitigation measures adopted pursuant to CEQA, the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
Program identifies the timing of, and the agency or agencies responsible for, enforcement and 
monitoring of each mitigation measure to be implemented to reduce potentially significant 
impacts to a less than significant level. 

WHEREAS, on August 12, 2014, the Planning Commission conducted a duly noticed 
public hearing at which time the parties were afforded the opportunity to present oral and written 
evidence to the Planning Commission and rebut the oral and written evidence presented. At this 
meeting the Planning Commission closed the public hearing and voted 3 to 2 to recommend 
denial of the GP A, ZCH and PCD; and 

WHEREAS, on September 16, 2014, the City Council conducted a duly noticed public 
hearing at which time the parties were afforded the opportunity to present oral and written 
evidence to the City Council and rebut the oral and written evidence presented. At this meeting 
the City Council closed the public hearing and voted 3 to 2 to overturn the Planning Commission 
action and approve the GPA, ZCH and PCD. The Council then directed the Planning 
Department and City Attorney's Office to prepare appropriate resolutions and ordinances 
approving these land use entitlements for the Project; and 

WHEREAS, on October 7, 2014, the City Council considered the resolutions and 
ordinances prepared by staff. Subsequently, by a 3-2 vote, the Council reversed its prior decision 
and denied the GP A, ZCH and PCD; and 

WHEREAS, on March 3, 2015, the City Council reopened the public hearing (after 
providing proper re-noticing under law) at which time the parties were afforded a further 
opportunity to present oral and written evidence to the City Council and rebut the oral and 
written evidence presented; and 

WHEREAS, all legal prerequisites prior to adoption of this Resolution have occurred. 

SECTION 1. NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, after reviewing the 
Mitigated Negative Declaration and considering all oral and written information regarding the 
Mitigated Negative Declaration presented before that hearing, the Council finds and determines 
as follows: 

a. 	 The City has provided the public review period for the Mitigated Negative 
Declaration for the duration required under CEQA Guidelines Section 15073 and 
15105. 

b. 	 The Mitigated Negative Declaration and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
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Program were prepared, processed and noticed in accordance with the California 
Environmental Quality Act (Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq.) and the 
CEQA Guidelines (14 California Code of Regulations Section 15000 et seq.). 

c. 	 The Mitigated Negative Declaration reflects the independent judgment and analysis 
of the City of Covina. 

d. 	 The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program is designed to ensure compliance 
during the project implementation in that changes to the project and/or mitigation 
measures have been incorporated into the project and are fully enforceable through 
the permit conditions, agreements or other measures as required by Public Resources 
Code Section 21081.6. 

e. 	 The revisions made to the project agreed by the applicant and mitigation measures 
imposed as conditions of approval on the project, avoid or mitigate any potential 
significant effects on the environmental identified in the Initial Study to a point below 
the threshold of significance. Furthermore, after taking into consideration the 
revisions to the project and the mitigation measures imposed, the City Council finds 
that there is no substantial evidence, in light of the whole record, from which it could 
be fairly argued that the project may have a significance effect on the environment. 
Therefore, the City Council finds that the project wiIl not have a significant effect on 
the environmental. 

SECTION 2. The City Clerk shall certify to the adoption ofthis Resolution. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the City Council of City of Covina 
hereby certifies that the Project Mitigated Negative Declaration has been prepared in compliance 
with CEQA, and approves and the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, as sho\\TI in 
Exhibit "A" attached hereto and incorporated by reference. The Project Mitigated Negative 
Declaration is available at City Clerk's Office. 

PASSED APPROVED AND ADOPTED on the 3rd day of March 2015. 

Peggy Delach, Mayor 
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ATTEST: 


Mary Lou Walczak, City Clerk 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

Elizabeth Hull, City Attorney 

I, Catherine M. LaCroix, Senior Deputy City Clerk of the City of Covina, California, do 
hereby certify that the foregoing Resolution No. 15-7331 was introduced and adopted by City 
Council of the City of Covina at a regular meeting thereof held on the 3rd day of March, by the 
following vote ofthe City Council: 

AYES: 
NOES: 
ABSENT: 
ABSTAIN: 

Catherine M. LaCroix 
Senior Deputy City Clerk 
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RESOLUTION NO. 15-7332 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF COVINA, 
CALIFORNIA, APPROVING A GENERAL PLAN 
AMENDMENT GPA 14-002 TO CHANGE THE GENERAL 
PLAN LAND USE MAP DESIGNATION FROM 
"GENERAL INDUSTRIAL" TO "MEDIUM DENSITY 
RESIDENTIAL" FOR PROPERTIES AT 777 AND 847 
EDNA PLACE; AND, FROM "GENERAL COMMERCIAL" 
TO "MEDIUM DENSITY RESIDENTIAL" FOR THE 
WESTERN MOST 128 FEET OF THE PROPERTY AT 731 
NORTH GRAND A VENUE, AND APPROVING A 
MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION - APNS: 8429-006­
018,8429-006-017 AND A PORTION OF 8429-006-006 

WHEREAS, Grand Covina, LLC, "the applicant" submitted an application for a General 
Plan Amendment GP A 14-002, as described in the title of this Resolution to the City of Covina 
for a residential development consisting of 67 housing units and a commercial development 
consisting of two (2) commercial building totaling 5,000 square feet with drive-thru facilities. 
Hereinafter in this Resolution the subject General Plan Amendment request is referred to as "the 
application. " 

WHEREAS, on August 12, 2014, the Planning Commission conducted a duly noticed 
public hearing at which time the parties were afforded the opportunity to present oral and written 
evidence to the Planning Commission and rebut the oral and written evidence presented. At this 
meeting the Planning Commission closed the public hearing and voted 3 to 2 to recommend 
denial of the GP A, ZCH and PCD; and 

WHEREAS, on September 16, 2014, the City Council conducted a duly noticed public 
hearing at which time the parties were afforded the opportunity to present oral and written 
evidence to the City Council and rebut the oral and written evidence presented. At this meeting 
the City Council closed the public hearing and voted 3 to 2 to overturn the Planning Commission 
action and approve the GPA, ZCH and PCD. The Council then directed the Planning 
Department and City Attorney's Office to prepare appropriate resolutions and ordinances 
approving these land use entitlements for the Project; and 

WHEREAS, on October 7, 2014, the City Council considered the resolutions and 
ordinances prepared by staff. Subsequently, by a 3-2 vote, the Council reversed its prior decision 
and denied the GP A, ZCH and PCD; and 

WHEREAS, on March 3, 2015, the City Council reopened the public hearing (after 
providing proper re-noticing under law) at which time the parties were afforded a further 
opportunity to present oral and written evidence to the City Council and rebut the oral and 
written evidence presented; and 

WHEREAS, all legal prerequisites prior to adoption of this Resolution have occurred. 
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NOW, THEREFORE, THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF COVINA, 
CALIFORNIA DOES HEREBY RESOLVE AS FOLLOWS: 

SECTION 1. The foregoing recitals are true and correct and are incorporated herein and 
made an operative part of this Resolution. 

SECTION 2. The General Plan land use designations for the described real property in 
the City of Covina, County of Los Angeles, State of California, are hereby amended as follows: 

a. 	 Assessor's Parcel Map numbers 8429-006-018, 8429-006-017 are amended from 
"General Industrial" to "Medium Density Residential." 

b. 	 The western most 128 feet of Assessor's Parcel Map number 8429-006-006 IS 

amended from "General Commercial" to "Medium Density Residential." 

SECTION 3. After giving full consideration to all evidence presented at the public 
hearing, both oral and documentary, and after being fully informed, said City Council does 
hereby find and decide that this General Plan Amendment is consistent with other elements of 
the City's General Plan for the following reasons: 

a. 	 Despite General Plan policy to preserve the City's relatively limited (roughly 4.7 
percent) amount of land designated (under the General Plan Land Use Element) for 
industrial uses, the General Plan also promotes housing development throughout the 
community. By having a residential use at this site (i.e., the major component of the 
project proposal), the City would thus provide additional housing opportunities for 
persons seeking to reside in the City, which would further generate additional 
property tax revenue. (Land Use Element Section III - Goals, Objectives and Policies 
C-2a(3) and C-2a(13» 

b. 	 Having more residents in the community on this site, as well as limited additional 
commercial activity, would boost local sales tax revenue, enhance property tax 
revenue, and would likely bolster ongoing revitalization activities in the downtown 
and in other commercial districts and centers in Covina. (Land Use Element Section 
III Goals, Objectives and Policies D-3a(9), F-1a, F-1e and F-1u) 

c. 	 The majority of the project site (8429-006-018, 8429-006-017) is underutilized, 
deteriorating and blighted with a history of code violations. Properties of this small 
size and shallow lot depth are not conducive to attracting new and "clean" industrial 
development on the site as desired by the City. The comer parcel (8329-006-006) of 
the project site is already designated under the General Plan for commercial use and 
will continue to be re-developed as commercial use, specifically for two buildings 
with drive-through facilities such as fast foods cafe, and/or banks. 

d. 	 Both the residential and commercial components of the Project would allow for a 
reasonable, attractive, and functional in-fill development for currently underutilized 
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and blighted parcels of land, which is strongly encouraged by the General Plan. (Land 
Use Element Section III - Goals, Objectives and Policies C-la(6) and D-1a(21)) 

e. 	 In contrast to the existing conditions on the site, both the residential and the 
commercial components would provide enhancement in the appearance, image, and 
character of the overall neighborhood, which would foster other positive 
redevelopment and reinvestment activities on surrounding properties. (Land Use 
Element Section III - Goals, Objectives and Policies E-1ee, F-1c and F-1e) 

f. 	 On the north side of East Edna Place between North Grand Avenue and North 
Barranca Avenue there are existing industrial uses which abut existing single family 
homes that have been there for over 50 years. Because the project site is underutilized 
and is deteriorating in its overall site conditions, it is an ideal candidate for re­
development by private development. Changing the current underutilized and 
blighted industrial use to the proposed residential project of a higher density (13 units 
per acre) would provide a proper transition of use to existing single family 
neighborhood to the north and the existing and future commercial development to the 
south and east. The proposed project with the imposition of the mitigation measures, 
including noise attenuation for the dwelling units and its openings (Mitigation 
Measure No.7 and Conditions of Approval No. 5.14), a decorative 6 feet high block 
wall (Mitigation Measure no. 6) and an increase of a 10-foot landscape buffer area 
with a dense grove of evergreen trees at 8 feet on center along the western property 
boundary (Conditions of Approval No. 5.1 through 5.9) would address the buffering 
and the compatibility of the project site to the existing industrial uses on the west side 
of the project site. This encourages redevelopment of underutilized properties while 
also providing appropriate transitions between existing land uses. (Land Use Element 
Section III - Goals, Objectives and Policies D-2a(17) and C-2a(1)) 

g. 	 The overall project design would incorporate sufficient amenities, such as on-site 
parking that is above the minimum required for guest parking spaces, increased 
percentage of common open space (Site Plan), the 10-foot landscaped buffer area 
along the western and eastern property boundary (Conditions of Approval No. 5.1 
through 5.9), construction methods for the dwelling units that would attenuate 
exterior noise (Mitigation Measures Nos. 6-13 and Condition of Approval 5.14), to 
name a few. Therefore, the overall project design together with the compliance of 
Mitigation Measures and Conditions of Approval will be harmonious with the 
surrounding land uses. (Land Use Element Section III Goals, Objectives and 
Policies D-la (6) and E-la) 

h. 	 The residential component would provide needed housing to enable the City to 
provide dwelling units according to the Regional Housing Needs Assessment 
(RHNA) under the Housing Element of the General Plan. The proposed 67 dwelling 
units would contribute to meeting the production of unmet housing needs of over 800 
dwelling units allocated to the City by the RHNA. The Housing Element requires 
the City to adopt policies and practices that encourage the development of housing in 
the community, which has also been declared to be a matter of Statewide policy. 
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SECTION 4. Based upon the facts and information contained in the proposed Mitigated 
Negative Declaration, together with all written and oral reports included for the environmental 
assessment for the applicant, the City Council finds that there is no substantial evidence that the 
project will have a significant effect upon the environment and adopts a Mitigated Negative 
Declaration and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program attached hereto and incorporated 
herein by this references based upon the following findings: 

a. 	 Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the City staff 
prepared an Initial Study of the potential environmental effects of the project. Based 
on the findings contained in that Initial Study, City staff determined that, with the 
imposition of the mitigation measures, there would be no substantial evidence that the 
project would have a significant effect on the environment. Based on that 
determination, a Mitigated Negative Declaration was prepared. Therefore, the City 
staff provided public notice of the public comment period and of the intent to adopt 
the Mitigated Negative Declaration. 

b. 	 The City Council has reviewed the Mitigated Negative Declaration and all comments 
received regarding the Mitigated Negative Declaration and, based on the whole 
record before it, finds: (i) that the mitigated Negative Declaration was prepared in 
compliance with CEQA; and Oi) that, based on the imposition of the mitigation 
measures, there is no substantial evidence that the project will have a significant 
effect on the environment. The City Council further finds that the Mitigated Negative 
Declaration reflects that independent judgment and analysis of the City Council. 
Based on these findings, the City Council hereby adopts the Mitigated Negative 
Declaration and the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program for the project. 

c. 	 The custodian of records for the Initial Study, Mitigated Negative Declaration, 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program and all other materials which 
constitute the record of proceedings upon which the City Council's decision is based 
is the City Planner of the City of Covina. These documents are available for public 
review in the Planning Division of the City of Covina located at 125 E. College 
Street, Covina, California 91723. 

SECTION 5. In consideration of the findings stated above, the City Council of City of 
Covina hereby approve the application, subject to the conditions of approval from all related land 
use entitlements, Zone Change ZCH 14-001, Planned Community Development PCD 14-002, 
Tentative Tract Map TTM 72721 and Site Plan Review SPR 14-003, which are deemed 
necessary to protect the public, health, safety and general welfare of the community. Conditions 
of Approval are available in City Clerk's Office. 

SECTION 6. This Resolution shall take effect upon the effective date of the Zone 
Change and Planned Community Development entitlements that are a part of this Project. 

SECTION 7. The City Clerk shall certify to the adoption of this Resolution. 
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PASSED APPROVED AND ADOPTED on the 3rd day of March, 2015. 

Peggy Delach, Mayor 

ATTEST: 

Mary Lou Walczak, City Clerk 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

Elizabeth Hull, City Attorney 

I, Catherine M. LaCroix, Senior Deputy City Clerk of the City of Covina, California, do 
hereby certify that the foregoing Resolution No. 15-7332 was introduced and adopted by City 
Council of the City of Covina at a regular meeting thereof held on the 3rd day of March, by the 
following vote of the City Council: 

AYES: 
NOES: 
ABSENT: 
ABSTAIN: 

Catherine M. LaCroix 
Senior Deputy City Clerk 
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ORDINANCE NO. 15-2038 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF COVINA, 
CALIFORNIA, AMENDING THE OFFICIAL ZONING MAP 
OF THE CITY BY CHANGING THE ZONING 
DESIGNATIONS FROM "M-l, LIGHT 
MANUFACTURING" TO "RD-3,300, RESIDENTIAL 
MEDIUM DENSITY MUL TIPLE FAMIL Y" FOR 
PROPERTIES AT 777 AND 847 EDNA PLACE; AND, 
FROM "C-2, NEIGHBORHOOD SHOPPING CENTER" TO 
"RD-3,300, RESIDENTIAL MEDIUM DENSITY 
MULTIPLE FAMILY" FOR THE WESTERN MOST 128 
FEET OF THE PROPERTY AT 731 NORTH GRAND 
AVENUE, AND, FROM "C-2, NEIGHBORHOOD 
SHOPPING CENTER" TO "C-4, HIGHWAY 
COMMERCIAL," FOR THE EASTERN MOST 149 FEET 
OF THE PROPERTY LOCATED AT 731 NORTH GRAND 
AVENUE, AND APPROVING A MITGATED NEGA TIVE 
DECLARATION - APNS: 8429-006-018, 8429-006-017 AND 8429-006­
006 

WHEREAS, Grand Covina, LLC, "the applicant" submitted an application for a Zone 
Change ZCH 14-001, as described in the title of this Ordinance to the City of Covina for a 
residential development consisting of 67 housing units and a commercial development consisting 
of two (2) commercial building totaling 5,000 square feet with drive-thru facilities. Hereinafter 
in this Ordinance the subject Zone Change request is referred to as "the application." 

WHEREAS, on August 12, 2014, the Planning Commission conducted a duly noticed 
public hearing at which time the parties were afforded the opportunity to present oral and written 
evidence to the Planning Commission and rebut the oral and written evidence presented. At this 
meeting the Planning Commission closed the public hearing and voted 3 to 2 to recommend 
denial of the GPA, ZCH and PCD; and 

WHEREAS, on September 16, 2014, the City Council conducted a duly noticed public 
hearing at which time the parties were afforded the opportunity to present oral and written 
evidence to the City Council and rebut the oral and written evidence presented. At this meeting 
the City Council closed the public hearing and voted 3 to 2 to overturn the Planning Commission 
action and approve the GPA, ZCH and PCD. The Council then directed the Planning 
Department and City Attorney's Office to prepare appropriate resolutions and ordinances 
approving these land use entitlements for the Project; and 

WHEREAS, on October 7, 2014, the City Council considered the resolutions and 
ordinances prepared by staff. Subsequently, by a 3-2 vote, the Council reversed its prior decision 
and denied the GPA, ZCH and PCD; and 

EXIDBIT F-3 



WHEREAS, on March 3, 2015, the City Council reopened the public hearing (after 
providing proper re-noticing under law) at which time the parties were afforded a further 
opportunity to present oral and written evidence to the City Council and rebut the oral and 
written evidence presented; and 

WHEREAS, all legal prerequisites prior to adoption of this Resolution have occurred. 

NOW, THEREFORE, THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF COVINA, 
CALIFORNIA DOES HEREBY ORDAIN AS FOLLOWS: 

SECTION 1. The foregoing recitals are true and correct and are incorporated herein and 
made an operative part of this Ordinance. 

SECTION 2. The described real property in the City of Covina, County of Los Angeles, 
State of California, is hereby rezoned as follows: 

a. 	 Assessor's Parcel Map numbers 8429-006-018, 8429-006-017 and the western most 
128 feet of Assessor's Parcel Map number 8429-006-006 are rezoned from "M-1, 
Light Manufacturing" to "RD-3,300, Residential Medium Density Multiple Family." 

b. 	 Assessor's Parcel Map number 8429-006-006 excluding the western most 128 feet is 
rezoned from "Neighborhood Shopping Center" to "RD-3,300, Residential Medium 
Density Multiple Family." 

c. 	 Assessor's Parcel Map number 8429-006-006 the eastern most 149 feet is rezoned 
from "Neighborhood Shopping Center" to "C-4, Highway Commercial." 

SECTION 3. After giving full consideration to all evidence presented at the public 
hearing, both oral and documentary, and after being fully informed, said City Council does 
hereby find and decide that this Zone Change is consistent with the public interest and with the 
City'S General Plan for the follow reasons: 

a. 	 Despite General Plan policy to preserve the City's relatively limited (roughly 4.7 
percent) amount of land designated (under the General Plan Land Use Element) for 
industrial uses, the General Plan also promotes housing development throughout the 
community. By having a residential use at this site (i.e., the m~or component ofthe 
project proposal), the City would thus provide additional housing opportunities for 
persons seeking to reside in the City, which would further generate additional 
property tax revenue. (Land Use Element Section III Goals, Objectives and Policies 
C-2a(3) and C-2a(l3)) 

b. 	 Having more residents in the community on this site, as well as limited additional 
commercial activity, would boost local sales tax revenue, enhance property tax 
revenue, and would likely bolster ongoing revitalization activities in the downtown 
and in other commercial districts and centers in Covina. (Land Use Element Section 
III - Goals, Objectives and Policies D-3a(9), F-la, F-1e and F-lu) 
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c. 	 The majority of the project site (8429-006-018, 8429-006-017) is underutilized, 
deteriorating and blighted with a history of code violations. Properties of this small 
size and shallow lot depth are not conducive to attracting new and "clean" industrial 
development on the site as desired by the City. The corner parcel (8329-006-006) of 
the project site is already designated under the General Plan for commercial use and 
will continue to be re-developed as commercial use, specifically for two buildings 
with drive-through facilities such as fast foods cafe, and/or banks. 

d. 	 Both the residential and commercial components of the Project would allow for a 
reasonable, attractive, and functional in-fill development for currently underutilized 
and blighted parcels of land, which is strongly encouraged by the General Plan. (Land 
Use Element Section III - Goals, Objectives and Policies C-1a(6) and D-1a(21)) 

e. 	 In contrast to the existing conditions on the site, both the residential and the 
commercial components would provide enhancement in the appearance, image, and 
character of the overall neighborhood, which would foster other positive 
redevelopment and reinvestment activities on surrounding properties. (Land Use 
Element Section III Goals, Objectives and Policies E-I ee, F -1 c and F -1 e) 

f. 	 On the north side of East Edna Place between North Grand A venue and North 
Barranca Avenue there are existing industrial uses which abut existing single family 
homes that have been there for over 50 years. Because the project site is underutilized 
and is deteriorating in its overall site conditions, it is an ideal candidate for re­
development by private development. Changing the current underutilized and 
blighted industrial use to the proposed residential project of a higher density (13 units 
per acre) would provide a proper transition of use to existing single family 
neighborhood to the north and the existing and future commercial development to the 
south and east. The proposed project with the imposition of the mitigation measures, 
including noise attenuation for the dwelling units and its openings (Mitigation 
Measure No.7 and Conditions of Approval No. 5.14), a decorative 6 feet high block 
wall (Mitigation Measure no. 6) and an increase of a lO-foot landscape buffer area 
with a dense grove of evergreen trees at 8 feet on center along the western property 
boundary (Conditions of Approval No. 5.1 through 5.9) would address the buffering 
and the compatibility of the project site to the existing industrial uses on the west side 
of the project site. This encourages redevelopment of underutilized properties while 
also providing appropriate transitions between existing land uses. (Land Use Element 
Section III - Goals, Objectives and Policies D-2a(17) and C-2a(1)) 

g. 	 The overall project design would incorporate sufficient amenities, such as on-site 
parking that is above the minimum required for guest parking spaces, increased 
percentage of common open space (Site Plan), the 10-foot landscaped buffer area 
along the western and eastern property boundary (Conditions of Approval No. 5.1 
through 5.9), construction methods for the dwelling units that would attenuate 
exterior noise (Mitigation Measures Nos. 6-13 and Condition of Approval 5.14), to 
name a few. Therefore, the overall project design together with the compliance of 
Mitigation Measures and Conditions of Approval will be harmonious with the 
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surrounding land uses. (Land Use Element Section III - Goals, Objectives and 
Policies D-la (6) and E-la) 

h. 	 The residential component would provide needed housing to enable the City to 
provide dwelling units according to the Regional Housing Needs Assessment 
(RHNA) under the Housing Element of the General Plan. The proposed 67 dwelling 
units would contribute to meeting the production of unmet housing needs of over 800 
dwelling units allocated to the City by the RHNA. The Housing Element requires 
the City to adopt policies and practices that encourage the development of housing in 
the community, which has also been declared to be a matter of Statewide policy. 

SECTION 4. Based upon the facts and information contained in the proposed Mitigated 
Negative Declaration, together with all written and oral reports included for the environmental 
assessment for the applicant, the City Council finds that there is no substantial evidence that the 
project will have a significant effect upon the environment and adopts a Mitigated Negative 
Declaration and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program attached hereto and incorporated 
herein by this references based upon the following findings: 

a. 	 Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the City staff 
prepared an Initial Study of the potential environmental effects pf the project. Based 
on the findings contained in that Initial Study, City staff determined that, with the 
imposition of the mitigation measures, there would be no substantial evidence that the 
project would have a significant effect on the environment. Based on that 
determination, a Mitigated Negative Declaration was prepared. Therefore, the City 
staff provided public notice of the public comment period and of the intent to adopt 
the Mitigated Negative Declaration. 

b. 	 The City Council has reviewed the Mitigated Negative Declaration and all comments 
received regarding the Mitigated Negative Declaration and, based on the whole 
record before it, finds: (i) that the mitigated Negative Declaration was prepared in 
compliance with CEQA; and (ii) that, based on the imposition of the mitigation 
measures, there is no substantial evidence that the project will have a significant 
effect on the environmental. The City Council further finds that the Mitigated 
Negative Declaration reflects that independent judgment and analysis of the City 
Council. Based on these findings, the City Council hereby adopts the Mitigated 
Negative Declaration and the Mitigation Monitoring Program for the project. 

c. 	 The custodian of records for the Initial Study, Mitigated Negative Declaration, 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program and all other materials which 
constitute the record of proceedings upon which the City Council's decision is based 
is the City Planner of the City of Covina. These documents are available for public 
review in the Planning Division of the City of Covina located at 125 E. College 
Street, Covina, California 91723. 

SECTION 5. In consideration of the findings stated above, the City Council of City of 
Covina hereby approve the application, subject to the conditions of approval from all related land 
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use entitlements, Planned Community Development PCD 14-002, Tentative Tract Map TTM 
72721 and Site Plan Review SPR 14-003, which are deemed necessary to protect the public, 
health, safety and general welfare of the community. Conditions of Approval are available in 
City Clerk's Office. 

SECTION 6. This Ordinance shall take effect thirty (30) days following its adoption. 

SECTION 7. The City Clerk shall certify the passage of this Ordinance and shall cause 
the same to be entered in the book of original ordinances of said City; shall make a minute 
passage and adoption thereof in the records of the meeting at which time the same is passed and 
adopted; and shall, within fifteen (15) days after the passage and adoption thereof, cause the 
same to be published as required by law, in a local weekly newspaper of general circulation and 
which is hereby designated for that purpose. 

PASSED APPROVED AND ADOPTED on the 3rd day of March, 2015. 

Peggy Delach, Mayor 

ATTEST: 

Mary Lou Walczak, City Clerk 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

Elizabeth Hull, City Attorney 

EXIDBITF-3 




I, Catherine M. LaCroix, Senior Deputy City Clerk of the City of Covina, California, do 
hereby certify that the foregoing Ordinance No. 15-2038 was introduced and adopted by City 
Council of the City of Covina at a regular meeting thereof held on the 3rd day of March, by the 
following vote of the City Council: 

AYES: 
NOES: 
ABSENT: 
ABSTAIN: 

Catherine M. LaCroix 
Senior Deputy City Clerk 
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ORDINANCE NO. 15-2039 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF COVINA, 
CALIFORNIA, ESTABLISHING A PLANNED COMMUNITY 
DEVELOPMENT OVERLAY ZONE PCD 14-002 ON THE 
OFFICIAL ZONING MAP OF THE CITY FOR 
PROPERTIES LOCATED AT 777 AND 847 EDNA PLACE 
AND, 731 NORTH GRAND AVENUE, AND APPROVING 
A MITGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION - APNS: 8429­
006-018, 8429-006-017 AND 8429-006-006 

WHEREAS, Grand Covina, LLC, "the applicant" submitted an application to establish a 
Planned Community Development Overlay Zone, PCD14-002, as described in the title of this 
Ordinance to the City of Covina for a residential development consisting of 67 housing units and 
a commercial development consisting of two (2) commercial building totaling 5,000 square feet 
with drive-thru facilities. Hereinafter in this Ordinance the subject Planned Community 
Development request is referred to as "the application." 

WHEREAS, on August 12, 2014, the Planning Commission conducted a duly noticed 
public hearing at which time the parties were afforded the opportunity to present ora] and written 
evidence to the Planning Commission and rebut the oral and written evidence presented. At this 
meeting the Planning Commission closed the public hearing and voted 3 to 2 to recommend 
denial of the GPA, ZCH and PCD; and 

WHEREAS, on September 16, 2014, the City Council conducted a duly noticed public 
hearing at which time the parties were afforded the opportunity to present oral and written 
evidence to the City Council and rebut the oral and written evidence presented. At this meeting 
the City Council closed the public hearing and voted 3 to 2 to overturn the Planning Commission 
action and approve the GPA, ZCH and PCD. The Council then directed the Planning 
Department and City Attorney's Office to prepare appropriate resolutions and ordinances 
approving these land use entitlements for the Project; and 

WHEREAS, on October 7, 2014, the City Council considered the resolutions and 
ordinances prepared by staff. Subsequently, by a 3-2 vote, the Council reversed its prior decision 
and denied the GPA, ZCH and PCD; and 

WHEREAS, on March 3, 2015, the City Council reopened the public hearing (after 
providing proper re-noticing under law) at which time the parties were afforded a further 
opportunity to present oral and written evidence to the City Council and rebut the oral and 
written evidence presented; and 

WHEREAS, all legal prerequisites prior to adoption of this Resolution have occurred. 
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NOW, THEREFORE, THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF COVINA, 
CALIFORNIA DOES HEREBY ORDAIN AS FOLLOWS: 

SECTION 1. The foregoing recitals are true and correct and are incorporated herein and 
made an operative part of this Ordinance. 

SECTION 2. The following described real property in the City of Covina, County of 
Los Angeles, State of California, shall be subject to a Planned Community Overlay zone as 
follows: 

a. 	 Assessor's Parcel Map numbers 8429-006-018, 8429-006-017 and the western most 
128 feet of Assessor's Parcel Map number 8429-006-006 are designated as "RD­
3,300 (PCD), Residential Medium Density Multiple Family and Planned Community 
Development." 

b. 	 Assessor's parcel Map number 8429-006-006, excluding the western most 128 feet is 
designated as "C-4 (PCD), Highway Commercial and Planned Community 
Development." 

c. 	 The Planned Community Development Overlay Zone establishes the following 
special zoning standards for the project as shown in the following Table 1: 

Table 1: Planned Community Development (PCD) Overlay Exceptions 

Residential Component 

DEVELOPMENT STANDARD CODE REQUIREMENT PCD EXCEPTION REQUEST 

Front Yard Setback 
From Edna Place 25 feet -first story 

40 feet -second & third levels 
9-15 feet for all levels 

Side Yard Setback 
a. Single Family Detached 
b. Attached Townhouses 

10 feet 
15 feet 

15 -34 feet 
10 feet 

Distance Between Buildings 
a. Single Family Detached 
b. Attached Townhouses 

17 feet 
19 feet 

8 to 9 feet 
10 feet 

Rear Yard Setback From northern boundary ofoverall 
project (single-family detached) - 50.5 
feet for both levels. 

7 feet. 
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Parking 
a. Single Family Detached 

h. Attached Townhouses 

c. Guest Parking 1 space for 
every five units 

Total 

2 garage spaces and 1.5 open parking 
spaces per unit 123 spaces 

2 garage spaces and 1.0 and 1.5 open 
parking spaces for respectively, 3­
bedroom unit (10 units) and 4-bedroom 
units (22 units) 107 spaces 

13 spaces 

243 spaces 
(open parking 109 spaces) 

70 garage spaces and 35 open 
parking spaces = 105 spaces 

64 garage spaces and 32 open 
parking spaces = 96 spaces 

13 spaces and additional 80 open 
parking spaces 

214 spaces 
Note: Parking, though short of total 
Code requirement, meets recent City 
Council policy of developments 
needing to provide 2 garage parking 
spaces and I open parking space per 
unit and "1 per 5" guest parking. 

Maximum % Compact Parking 
Open Spaces 

50% 61% 

Building Height Up to 2 stories or 35 ft. except by 
conditional use permit or (CUP) or 
(PCD) 

Townhomes: 
Maximum at 36'3" (all 3-story units) 

Private Open Space 
a. Minimum DepthlWidth 
h. Total Area 

12 feet 
120 square feet 

5 feet 
65 and 75 square feet 

Table 1 Cont. 

Planned Community Development (PCD) Overlay Exceptions 

Commercial Component 

DEVELOPMENT STANDARD 

Lot Depth 150 feet 149 feet 6 inches 

Landscaped huffer separating commercial and 
Residential properties 

10 feet 5 feet 

SECTION 3. After giving full consideration to all evidence presented at the public 
hearing, both oral and documentary, and after being fully informed, said City Council does 
hereby find and decide: 

a. That the site for the proposed use is adequate in size and shape to accommodate 
the use. 
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Fact: The overall size of the site is 6.10 acres. The proposed density of the 
residential component of the project is about 13 units per acre, which is within the 6.1 
to 14.0 density range allowed by the Medium Density General Plan Land Use 
Designation. The proposed Floor Area Ratio for the commercial component of the 
project is 0.12, which is below the maximum Floor Area Ratio of 1.5 allowed for the 
General Commercial General Commercial Land Use Designation. The site, upon 
approval of the PCD Overlay, would meet the development standards of the 
appurtenant "RD" and "C-4" Zones. The proposed project design, with the 
compliance of the conditions of approval and the mitigation measures and together 
with the inclusion of the landscape buffering to the east and west property boundaries, 
would further the project functionalism and viability. 

b. That the site for the proposed use relates to streets and highways adequate in 
width and pavement type to carry the quantity and kind of traffic generated by the 
proposed use. 

Fact: The surrounding streets (E. Edna Place and S. Grand Avenue) are major 
thoroughfares in the City of Covina which have been determined to have sufficient 
capacity to handle future project-related traffic in a safe manner as long as the project 
conditions are met. The City will ensure that the conditions of approval and 
mitigation measures are fulfilled through project inspection and adherence to the 
approved site plan. The project is responsible to install new curb, gutter and sidewalk 
for the entire street frontage of the project site and will connect easterly to existing 
sidewalk on North Grand Avenue. Changes in project design for the residential 
development that provide a lO-foot landscape buffer area along the western and 
eastern property boundaries, as well as other improvements mentioned in finding (d) 
below, will satisfactorily mitigate adverse effects to surrounding properties. 

c. That the proposed use is not detrimental to the surrounding properties or uses 
permitted in the general area. 

Fact: On the north side of East Edna Place between North Grand A venue and North 
Barranca A venue there are existing industrial uses which abut existing single family 
homes that have been there for over 50 years. Because the project site is underutilized 
and is deteriorating in its overall site conditions, it is an ideal candidate for re­
development by private development. Changing the current underutilized and 
blighted industrial use to the proposed residential project of a higher density (13 units 
per acre) would provide a proper transition of use to existing single family 
neighborhood to the north and the existing and future commercial development to the 
south and east. The proposed project with the imposition of the mitigation measures, 
including noise attenuation for the dwelling units and its openings (Mitigation 
Measure No.7 and Conditions of Approval No. 5.14), a decorative 6 feet high block 
wall (Mitigation Measure no. 6) and an increase of a lO-foot landscape buffer area 
with a dense grove of evergreen trees at 8 feet on center along the western property 
boundary (Conditions of Approval No. 5.1 through 5.9) would address the buffering 
and the compatibility of the project site to the existing industrial uses on the west side 
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of the project site. This encourages redevelopment of underutilized properties while 
also providing appropriate transitions between existing land uses. (Land Use Element 
Section III - Goals, Objectives and Policies D-2a(l7) and C-2a(l)). Therefore, the 
proposed project would not be detrimental to the surrounding properties or uses 
permitted in the general area. 

d. That the conditions stated in the decision are deemed necessary to protect the 
health, safety and general welfare; such conditions shall include, but not be limited to: 

Fact: The project design with the application of the conditions of approval and the 
mitigation measures will be functional and compatible with the uses found within the 
residential, commercial, and institutional properties surrounding the site. The 
proposed project will be subject to mitigation measures such as noise attenuation for 
the dwelling units and its openings (Mitigation Measure No. 6 through 13 and 
Condition of Approval No. 5.14), a decorative 6 feet high block wall (Mitigation 
Measure No.6) and an increase of a 10-foot landscape buffer area with a dense grove 
of evergreen trees at 8 feet on center along the western property boundary 
(Conditions of Approval No. 5.2 through 5.9) would address the buffering and the 
compatibility of the project site to the neighboring uses. Therefore, the revised 
project design would be harmoniums with the surrounding land uses and would 
further the public health, safety, and welfare. 

SECTION 4. Based upon the facts and information contained in the proposed Mitigated 
Negative Declaration, together with all written and oral reports included for the environmental 
assessment for the applicant, the City Council finds that there is no substantial evidence that the 
project will have a significant effect upon the environment and adopts a Mitigated Negative 
Declaration and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program attached hereto and incorporated 
herein by this references based upon the following findings: 

a. 	 Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the City staff 
prepared an Initial Study of the potential environmental effects of the project. Based 
on the findings contained in that Initial Study, City staff determined that, with the 
imposition of the mitigation measures, there would be no substantial evidence that the 
project would have a significant effect on the environment. Based on that 
determination, a Mitigated Negative Declaration was prepared. Therefore, the City 
staff provided public notice of the public comment period and of the intent to adopt 
the Mitigated Negative Declaration. 

b. 	 The City Council has reviewed the Mitigated Negative Declaration and all comments 
received regarding the Mitigated Negative Declaration and, based on the whole 
record before it, finds: (i) that the mitigated Negative Declaration was prepared in 
compliance with CEQA; and (ii) that, based on the imposition of the mitigation 
measures, there is no substantial evidence that the project will have a significant 
effect on the environmental. The City Council further finds that the Mitigated 
Negative Declaration reflects that independent judgment and analysis of the City 
Council. Based on these findings, the City Council hereby adopts the Mitigated 
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Negative Declaration and the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program for the 
project. 

c. 	 The custodian of records for the Initial Study, Mitigated Negative Declaration, 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program and all other materials which 
constitute the record of proceedings upon which the City Council's decision is based 
is the City Planner of the City of Covina. These documents are available for public 
review in the Planning Division of the City of Covina located at 125 E. College 
Street, Covina, California 91723. 

SECTION 5. In consideration of the findings stated above, the City Council of City of 
Covina hereby approve the application, subject to the conditions of approval from all related land 
use entitlements, Tentative Tract Map TTM 72721 and Site Plan Review SPR 14-003, which are 
deemed necessary to protect the public, health, safety and general welfare of the community. 
Conditions of Approval are available in City Clerk's Office. 

SECTION 6. This Ordinance shall take effect thirty (30) days following its adoption. 

SECTION 7. The City Clerk shall certifY the passage of this Ordinance and shall cause 
the same to be entered in the book of original ordinances of said City; shall make a minute 
passage and adoption thereof in the records of the meeting at which time the same is passed and 
adopted; and shall, within fifteen (15) days after the passage and adoption thereof, cause the 
same to be published as required by law, in a local weekly newspaper of general circulation and 
which is hereby designated for that purpose. 

PASSED APPROVED AND ADOPTED on the 3rd day of March, 2015. 

Peggy Delach, Mayor 

ATTEST: 

Mary Lou Walczak, City Clerk 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

Elizabeth Hull, City Attorney 
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I, Catherine M. LaCroix, Senior Deputy City Clerk of the City of Covina, California, do 
hereby certify that the foregoing Ordinance No. 15-2039 was introduced and adopted by City 
Council of the City of Covina at a regular meeting thereof held on the 3rd day of March, by the 
following vote of the City Council: 

AYES: 
NOES: 
ABSENT: 
ABSTAIN: 

Catherine M. LaCroix 
Senior Deputy City Clerk 
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RESOLUTION NO. 15-7333 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF COVINA, 
CALIFORNIA, APPROVING TENTATIVE TRACT MAP 
72721 FOR THE RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT OF 67 
LOTS AND FOR COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT OF 2 
LOTS AND APPROVING A MITIGATED NEGATIVE 
DECLARATION - APNS: 8429-006-018,8429-006-017 AND 8429-006­
006 

WHEREAS, Grand Covina, LLC, "the applicant" submitted an application for a 
Tentative Tract Map 72721, as described in the title of this Resolution to the City of Covina. 
Hereinafter in this Resolution the subject Tentative Tract Map 72721 request is referred to as 
"the application." 

WHEREAS, the project proposal named "Gran Covina Mixed Use Project," consists of 
both residential and commercial development. The residential development includes 35 single 
family lots, 32 townhouse lots, 6 lettered lots for common open space and one (1) lettered lot for 
private driveway access, on approximately 5 acres of land. The commercial development 
consists of two (2) commercial buildings totaling 5,000 square feet with drive-through facilities 
on approximately I acre of land. 

WHEREAS, the land use application includes a request for a General Plan Amendment, a 
Zone Change, the establishment of a Planned Community Development Overlay Zone, and a Site 
Plan Review. 

WHEREAS, on August 12, 2014, the Planning Commission conducted a duly noticed 
public hearing at which time the parties were afforded the opportunity to present oral and written 
evidence to the Planning Commission and rebut the oral and written evidence presented. At this 
meeting the Planning Commission closed the public hearing and voted 3 to 2 to recommend 
denial of the GP A, ZCH and PCD; and 

WHEREAS, on September 16, 2014, the City Council conducted a duly noticed public 
hearing at which time the parties were afforded the opportunity to present oral and written 
evidence to the City Council and rebut the oral and written evidence presented. At this meeting 
the City Council closed the public hearing and voted 3 to 2 to overturn the Planning Commission 
action and approve the GPA, ZCH and PCD. The Council then directed the Planning 
Department and City Attorney's Office to prepare appropriate resolutions and ordinances 
approving these land use entitlements for the Project; and 

WHEREAS, on October 7, 2014, the City Council considered the resolutions and 
ordinances prepared by staff. Subsequently, by a 3-2 vote, the Council reversed its prior decision 
and denied the GP A, ZCH and PCD; and 

WHEREAS, on March 3, 2015, the City Council reopened the public hearing (after 
providing proper re-noticing under law) at which time the parties were afforded a further 
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opportunity to present oral and written evidence to the City Council and rebut the oral and 
written evidence presented; and 

WHEREAS, all legal prerequisites prior to adoption of this Resolution have occurred. 

NOW, THEREFORE, THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF COVINA, 
CALIFORNIA DOES HEREBY RESOLVE AS FOLLOWS: 

SECTION 1. The foregoing recitals are true and correct and are incorporated herein and 
made an operative part of this Resolution. 

SECTION 2. After giving full consideration to all evidence presented at the public 
hearing, both oral and documentary, and after being fully informed, said City Council does 
hereby find and decide: 

a. 	 The design and improvements of the proposed subdivision is consistent with the 
General Plan and all applicable codes and regulations. 

Fact: After the adoption of the related applications General Plan Amendment 
GPA 14-002, Zone Change ZCH 14-001 and Planned Community Development PCD 
14-002, the proposed project will be consistent with the General Plan and all 
applicable codes and regulations. The proposed commercial development of 2 
buildings with drive-through facilities is consistent with the General Plan. The 
specific design of the proposed 2 commercial buildings with drive-through facilities 
is subject to future review under Conditional Use Permit and Site Plan Review 
applications that will ensure the design complies with all applicable codes, 
regulations and design guidelines. 

b. 	 The subdivision is physically suitable for the type and proposed density of 
development proposed by the tentative map. 

Fact: The overall size of the site is 6.10 acres. The proposed density of the 
residential component of the project is about 13 units per acre, which is within the 6.1 
to 14.0 density range allowed by the Medium Density General Plan Land Use 
Designation. The proposed Floor Area Ratio for the commercial component of the 
project is 0.12, which is below the maximum Floor Area Ratio of 1.5 allowed for the 
General Commercial General Commercial Land Use Designation. The site, upon 
approval of the PCD Overlay, would meet most development standards of the 
appurtenant "RD" and "C-4" Zones. The proposed project design, notably the 
landscape-related buffering at the eastern and western property boundaries, when 
considered with the conditions of approval and the mitigation measures, would 
further project functionalism and viability. 

c. 	 The design of the subdivision and proposed improvements, with conditions of 
approval will not be likely to cause significant environmental damage or substantially 
and avoidably injure fish or wildlife or their habitat; or 
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Fact: The project site is about 6.1 acre in size, in a predominantly urban location 
and is surrounded by existing single family homes to the north, commercial uses to 
the east and industrial uses to the west and south. The project site is currently 
underutilized and deteriorating, and the development proposal would constitute an in­
fill development. The site is not designated fish or wildlife habitat nor is it located 
nearby to any such territory. Further, as noted in the Mitigated Negative Declaration 
for this Project, with mitigation measure incorporated, the City finds that the project 
will result in less than significant environmental impact. Therefore, the subdivision 
will not be likely to cause significant environmental damage or substantially and 
avoidably injure fish or wildlife or their habitat. 

d. 	 The design of the subdivision and the type of improvements are not likely to cause 
serious public health problems. 

Fact: The overall project design would incorporate sufficient amenities, such as 
on-site parking that meets the required standard for guest parking (Site Plan), an 
increased percentage of common open space (Site Plan), increased or 1O-foot wide 
landscaped buffers area along the western and eastern property boundaries 
(Conditions of Approval No.5.! through 5.9), and dwelling unit-related construction 
methods that would attenuate exterior noise (Mitigation Measures Nos. 6-13 and 
Condition of Approval No. 5.14), to name a few. Therefore, the overall project 
design and the development and use of the overall project in a manner conforming to 
the various Mitigation Measures and Conditions of Approval will ensure development 
harmony with surrounding land uses and will not cause serious public health 
problems. (Land Use Element Section III Goals, Objectives and Policies D-la (6) 
and E-1a) 

e. 	 The design of the subdivision provide for future passive or natural heating and 
cooling opportunities in the subdivision to the extent feasible. 

Fact: The design of the subdivision and its proposed residential and commercial 
development components will provide the possibility and opportunity to have passive 
solar cooling and heating for the buildings. Furthermore, the residential and 
commercial development will have to comply with Title 24 of the Uniform Building 
Code. 

f. 	 Focusing on the design of the subdivision and the type of improvements to be 
required, the project will not conflict with easements acquired by the public at large 
for access through or the use of the subdivision or with the design of alternate 
easements that are substantially equivalent to those previously acquired by the pUblic. 

Fact: The design of the subdivision will not conflict with existing City rights-of-way 
or other public access easements. According to City records, there are no alternate or 
potential easements that would be affected by the Project. 
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g. 	 The proposed project with its subdivision design is consistent with the city's parkland 
dedication requirements (Quimby Act - Chapter 16.28 CMC). 

Fact: A Condition of Approval is in place that the project will pay its fair share of 
the Parkland Impact Fee to the city, pursuant to the City'S Quimby Act Ordinance 
(CMC Chapter 16.28) prior to the recordation of final map and/or prior to issuance of 
the first building permit, whichever comes first. 

h. 	 The applicant has demonstrated that a sufficient water supply will be available to 
serve the subdivision, in accordance with California Government Code Section 
66473.7. 

Fact: According to the City'S Public Works Department, the City has sufficient 
capacity to provide water to serve the subdivision without negative impact to other 
properties in the City. 

SECTION 3. Based upon the facts and information contained in the proposed Mitigated 
Negative Declaration, together with all written and oral reports included for the environmental 
assessment for the applicant, the City Council finds that there is no substantial evidence that the 
project will have a significant effect upon the environment and adopts a Mitigated Negative 
Declaration and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program attached hereto and incorporated 
herein by this references based upon the following findings: 

a. 	 Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the City staff 
prepared an Initial Study of the potential environmental effects of the project. Based 
on the findings contained in the Initial Study, the City staff determined that, with the 
imposition of the Mitigation Measures, there would be no substantial evidence that 
the project would have a significant effect on the environment. Based on that 
determination, a Mitigated Negative Declaration was prepared. Therefore, the City 
staff provided public notice of the public comment period and of the intent to adopt 
the Mitigated Negative Declaration. 

b. 	 The City Council has reviewed the Mitigated Negative Declaration and all comments 
received regarding the Mitigated Negative Declaration and, based on the whole 
record before it, finds: (i) that the mitigated Negative Declaration was prepared in 
compliance with CEQA; and (ii) that, based on the imposition of the Mitigation 
Measures, there is no substantial evidence that the project will have a significant 
effect on the environment. The City Council further finds that the Mitigated Negative 
Declaration reflects the independent judgment and analysis of the City Council. 
Based on these findings, the City Council hereby adopts the Mitigated Negative 
Declaration and the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program for the project. 

c. 	 The custodian of records for the Initial Study, Mitigated Negative Declaration, 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program and all other materials,. which 
constitute the record of proceedings upon which the City Council's decision is based, 
is the City Planner of the City of Covina. These documents are available for public 
review in the Planning Division of the City of Covina located at 125 E. College 
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Street, Covina, California 91723. 

SECTION 4. In consideration of the findings stated above, the City Council of City of 
Covina hereby approves this application, subject to all Conditions of Approval and to the 
Mitigation Measures of the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program as shown in Exhibit 
"A," incorporated herein by reference. The approval of the application shall not take effect 
unless and until the City Council approves the related land use entitlements, General Plan 
Amendment GP A 14-002, Zone Change ZCH 14-001 and Planned Community Development 
PCD 14-002, which are deemed necessary to further protect the public, health, safety and general 
welfare of the community. The Conditions of Approval and the Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Program are available in City Clerk's Office. 

SECTION 5. This Resolution shall take effect upon the effective date of the General 
Plan Amendment GP A 14-002, Zone Change ZCH 14-001 and Planned Community 
Development PCD 14-002. 

SECTION 6. The City Clerk shall certify to the adoption of this Resolution. 

PASSED APPROVED AND ADOPTED on the 3rd day of March, 2015. 

Peggy Delach, Mayor 

ATTEST: 

Mary Lou Walczak, City Clerk 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

Elizabeth Hull, City Attorney 
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I, Catherine M. LaCroix, Senior Deputy City Clerk of the City of Covina, California, do 
hereby certify that the foregoing Resolution No. 15-7333 was introduced and adopted by City 
Council of the City of Covina at a regular meeting thereof held on the 3rd day of March, by the 
following vote of the City Council: 

AYES: 
NOES: 
ABSENT: 
ABSTAIN: 

Catherine M. LaCroix 
Senior Deputy City Clerk 
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RESOLUTION NO. 15-7334 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF COVINA, 
CALIFORNIA, APPROVING SITE PLAN REVIEW SPR 14­
003 FOR THE RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT OF 67 
UNITS AND THE COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT OF 2 
BUILDINGS WITH DRIVE-THROUGH FACILITIES AND 
APPROVING A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION 
- APNS: 8429-006-018,8429-006-017 AND A PORTION OF 8429-006-006 

WHEREAS, Grand Covina, LLC, "the applicant" submitted an application for a Site Plan 
Review SPR 14-003, as described in the title of this Resolution to the City of Covina. Hereinafter 
in this Resolution the subject Site Plan Review SPR 14-003 request is referred to as "the 
application." 

WHEREAS, the project proposal named "Gran Covina Mixed Use Project," consists of 
both residential and commercial development. The residential development includes 35 single 
family lots, 32 townhouse lots, six (6) lettered lots for common open space and one (1) lettered 
lot for private driveway access, on approximately 5 acres of land. The commercial development 
consists of two (2) commercial buildings totaling 5,000 square feet with drive-through facilities 
on approximately 1 acre of land. 

WHEREAS, the land use application includes a request for a General Plan Amendment, a 
Zone Change, the establishment of a Planned Community Development Overlay Zone, and a 
Tentative Tract Map. 

WHEREAS, on August 12, 2014, the Planning Commission conducted a duly noticed 
public hearing at which time the parties were afforded the opportunity to present oral and written 
evidence to the Planning Commission and rebut the oral and written evidence presented. At this 
meeting the Planning Commission closed the public hearing and voted 3 to 2 to recommend 
denial of the GPA, ZCH and PCD; and 

WHEREAS, on September 16, 2014, the City Council conducted a duly noticed public 
hearing at which time the parties were afforded the opportunity to present oral and written 
evidence to the City Council and rebut the oral and written evidence presented. At this meeting 
the City Council closed the public hearing and voted 3 to 2 to overturn the Planning Commission 
action and approve the GPA, ZCH and PCD. The Council then directed the Planning 
Department and City Attorney's Office to prepare appropriate resolutions and ordinances 
approving these land use entitlements for the Project; and 

WHEREAS, on October 7, 2014, the City Council considered the resolutions and 
ordinances prepared by staff. Subsequently, by a 3-2 vote, the Council reversed its prior decision 
and denied the GPA, ZCH and PCD; and 

WHEREAS, on March 3, 2015, the City Council reopened the public hearing (after 
providing proper re-noticing under law) at which time the parties were afforded a further 
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opportunity to present oral and written evidence to the City Council and rebut the oral and 
written evidence presented; and 

WHEREAS, all legal prerequisites prior to adoption of this Resolution have occurred. 

NOW, THEREFORE, THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF COVINA, 
CALIFORNIA DOES HEREBY RESOLVE AS FOLLOWS: 

SECTION 1. The foregoing recitals are true and correct and are incorporated herein and 
made an operative part of this Resolution. 

SECTION 2. After giving full consideration to all evidence presented at the public 
hearing, both oral and documentary, and after being fully informed, said City Council does 
hereby find and decide: 

a. 	 All provisions of the Zoning Ordinance are complied with. 

Fact: After approval of the General Plan Amendment, Zone Change and 
Planned Community Development Overlay Zone related to this project, as well as the 
applications of the conditions of approval and the mitigation measures, then, the 
overall project proposal will meet applicable zoning provisions. 

b. 	 The basic project elements are so arranged that traffic congestion is avoided, 
pedestrian and vehicular safety and welfare are protected, and no adverse effects will 
occur on surrounding properties. 

Fact: The surrounding streets (E. Edna Place and S. Grand Avenue) are major 
thoroughfares in the City of Covina which have been determined to have sufficient 
capacity to handle future project-related traffic in a safe manner as long as the project 
conditions are met. The City will ensure that the conditions of approval and 
mitigation measures are fulfilled through project inspection and adherence to the 
approved site plan. The project is responsible to install new curb, gutter and sidewalk 
for the entire street frontage of the project site and will connect easterly to existing 
sidewalk on North Grand Avenue. Changes in project design for the residential 
development that provide a 10-foot landscape buffer area along the western and 
eastern property boundaries, as well as other improvements mentioned in finding (d) 
below, will satisfactorily mitigate adverse effects to surrounding properties. 

c. 	 The project design conforms to the General Plan and any design guidelines or specific 
plans that may be applicable to the project. 

Fact: The project complies with the residential density and commercial intensity 
provisions of the General Plan, as amended by the General Plan Amendment and 
Zone Change. Changes in project design for the residential development that provide 
a 1O-foot landscape buffer area with a dense grove of trees and decorative sound wall 
along the western and eastern property boundaries have resulted in full consistency 
with the General Plan and Covina Design Guidelines according to Section IV C item 
I through 4. Furthermore, the commercial component of the proposed project is 
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subjected to the adherence to the General Plan, all applicable codes and regulations 
and the Covina Design Guidelines through a separate Conditional Use Permit at a 
future date. 

d. The project design is harmonious, consistent, and complete 
functionally and visually compatible with neighboring land uses. 

within itself and 

Fact: The project design with the application of the conditions of approval and 
the mitigation measures will be functional and compatible with the uses found within 
the residential, commercial, and institutional properties surrounding the site. The 
proposed project will be subject to mitigation measures such as noise attenuation for 
the dwelling units and its openings (Mitigation Measure No. 6 through 13 and 
Condition of Approval No. 5.14), a decorative 6 feet high block wall (Mitigation 
Measure No.6) and an increase of a 10-foot landscape buffer area with a dense grove 
of evergreen trees at 8 feet on center along the western property boundary 
(Conditions of Approval No. 5.2 through 5.9) would address the buffering and the 
compatibility of the project site to the neighboring uses. 

e. The development will constitute an adequate environment for the intended use by 
sustaining the desirability and stability of the neighborhood and community. 

Fact: The development will be a physical improvement over the existing 
blighted and underutilized conditions of the property. In addition, the construction of 
residential and commercial uses will help meet the demand for new housing and 
commercial uses in the immediate area. The project's residential element is 
consistent with neighboring residential uses to the immediate north and the 
commercial element intended to provide restaurant services is consistent with existing 
commercial/restaurant use to the south across Edna Place (southwest comer of Edna 
and Grand). 

f. Proposed lighting is so arranged as to reflect the light away from adjoining properties. 

Fact: All outside lighting will be required as a standard condition of approval to 
be designed and sited in a manner that prohibits glare onto adjacent properties. 

g. Proposed signs will not, by size, location, color, or lighting, interfere with traffic or 
limit visibility. 

Fact: No signs are currently proposed for the project. However, each retail use 
proposed to occupy the commercial portion of the project will be required to meet the 
sign standards of the Zoning Ordinance under separate staff-level review and permit. 
A condition of approval has been included to this effect. 

SECTION 3. Based upon the facts and information contained in the proposed Mitigated 
Negative Declaration, together with all written and oral reports included for the environmental 
assessment for the applicant, the City Council finds that there is no substantial evidence that the 
project will have a significant effect upon the environment and adopts a Mitigated Negative 
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Declaration and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program attached hereto and incorporated 
herein by this references based upon the following findings: 

a. 	 Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the City staff 
prepared an Initial Study of the potential environmental effects pf the project. Based 
on the findings contained in that Initial Study, City staff determined that, with the 
imposition of the mitigation measures, there would be no substantial evidence that the 
project would have a significant effect on the environment. Based on that 
determination, a Mitigated Negative Declaration was prepared. Therefore, the City 
staff provided public notice of the public comment period and of the intent to adopt 
the Mitigated Negative Declaration. 

b. 	 The City Council has reviewed the Mitigated Negative Declaration and all comments 
received regarding the Mitigated Negative Declaration and, based on the whole 
record before it, finds: (i) that the mitigated Negative Declaration was prepared in 
compliance with CEQA; and (ii) that, based on the imposition of the mitigation 
measures, there is no substantial evidence that the project will have a significant 
effect on the environmental. The City Council further finds that the Mitigated 
Negative Declaration reflects that independent judgment and analysis of the City 
Council. Based on these findings, the City Council hereby adopts the Mitigated 
Negative Declaration and the Mitigation Monitoring and Reponing Program for the 
project. 

c. 	 The custodian of records for the Initial Study, Mitigated Negative Declaration, 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program and all other materials which 
constitute the record of proceedings upon which the City Council's decision is based 
is the City Planner of the City of Covina. These documents are available for public 
review in the Planning Division of the City of Covina located at 125 E. College 
Street, Covina, California 91723. 

SECTION 4. In consideration of the findings stated above, the City Council of City of 
Covina hereby approve the application, subject all conditions of approval and the mitigation 
measures of the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program as shown in Exhibit "A" attached 
hereto and incorporated herein by reference. The approval of the application shall not take effect 
unless and until the City Council approves the related land use entitlements of General Plan 
Amendment GP A 14-002, Zone Change ZCH 14-001, Planned Community Development PCD 
14-002, and the Tentative Tract Map 72721, which are deemed necessary to protect the public, 
health, safety and general welfare of the community. Conditions of Approval are available in 
City Clerk's Office. 

SECTION 5. This Resolution shall take effect upon the effective date of the General 
Plan Amendment, the Zone Change and the Planned Community Development entitlements that 
are a part of this Project. 

SECTION 6. The City Clerk shall certify to the adoption of this Resolution. 
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PASSED APPROVED AND ADOPTED on the 3rd day of March, 2015. 

Peggy Delach, Mayor 

ATTEST: 

Mary Lou Walczak, City Clerk 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

Elizabeth Hull, City Attorney 

I, Catherine M. LaCroix, Senior Deputy City Clerk of the City of Covina, California, do 
hereby certify that the foregoing Resolution No. 15-7334 was introduced and adopted by City 
Council of the City of Covina at a regular meeting thereof held on the 3rd day of March, by the 
following vote of the City Council: 

AYES: 
NOES: 
ABSENT: 
ABSTAIN: 

Catherine M. LaCroix 
Senior Deputy City Clerk 
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PROJECT: 	 GPA 14-002 

ZCH 14-001 

PCD 14-002; 

TTM 72721 

SPR 14-003 


GRAND COVINA, LLC 

RESIDENTIAL AND COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT 


777-847 East Edna Place and 731 North Grand Avenue, Covina, CA 

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

AS AMENDED BY THE CITY COUNCIL ON SEPTEMBER 16 AND OCTOBER 7, 2014 
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1. 	 Resolution No. 14-7291, certifying a Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) and 
approving the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMP) for General Plan 
Amendment GPA 14-002, Zone Change ZCH 14-001, Planned Community Development 
PCD 14-002, Tentative Tract Map TTM 72121 and Site Plan Review SPR 14-003. 

2. 	 Resolution No. 14-7292, changing the General Plan Land Use Map designation from 
"General Industrial" to "Medium Density Residential" for properties at 777 and 847 E. 
Edna Place and from "General Commercial" to "Medium Density Residential" for the 
western most 128 feet of the property at 731 North Grand A venue. 

3. 	 Ordinance No. 14-2034, amending the official Zoning Map by changing the Zoning 
Designations from "M-l, Light Manufacturing" to "RD-3,300, Residential Medium 
Density Multiple Family" for properties at 777 and 847 E. Edna Place; from "C-2, 
Neighborhood Shopping Center" to "RD-3,300, Residential Medium Density Multiple 
Family" for the western most 128 feet of the property at 731 North Grand Avenue; and 
from "C-2, Neighborhood Shopping Center" to "C-4, Highway Commercial" for the 
eastern most 149 feet of the property at 731 North Grand Avenue. 

4. 	 Ordinance No. 14-2035, establishing a Planned Community Development Overlay Zone 
on the official Zoning Map for properties located at 777 AND 847 E. Edna Place and 731 
North Grand Avenue. 

5. 	 Resolution No. 14-7293, approving Tentative Tract Map 72721 for the residential 
development of 67 residential lots and the commercial development of 2 lots. 

6. 	 Resolution No. 14-7294, approving a Site Plan Review SPR 14-003 for the residential 
development of 67 dwelling units and the commercial development of 2 buildings with 
drive-through facilities. 

1.0 	 TIME LIM.ITS: 

1.1 	 Tentative Tract Map 72721: Approval of this application will expire two years 
from the date of project approval if the final map is not recorded. The applicant 
may apply to extend the expiration date for a period not to exceed one year upon 
written request to the City Planner a minimum of thirty (30) days prior to 
expiration. The request must be approved by the City Council prior to expiration 
of the applications. 
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1.2 	 Site Plan Review (SPR) 14-003: Approval of this application will be subject to 
revocation one year from the date ofproject approval if building permits are not 
issued. The applicant may apply to extend the expiration date for a period not to 
exceed one year upon written request to the City Planner a minimum of thirty (30) 
days prior to expiration. The request must be approved by the City Council prior 
to expiration of the applications. 

1.3 	 Application Site Plan Review SPR 14-003 and Tentative Tract Map 72721 shall 
not take effect unless and until the City Council approves applications GP A 14­
002, ZCH 14-001, and PCD 14-002. 

2.0 	 GENERAL REQUIREMENTS: 

2.1 	 Failure to comply with any conditions of approval noted herein or any future 
violation of conditions may result in revocation of project approval by the City. 

2.2 	 The project or uses may proceed only in accordance with approved plans on file 
with the Community Development Department, all representations of record made 
by the applicant(s), the conditions contained herein, the Covina Municipal Code, 
and the Covina Design Guidelines. In addition, any future proposed changes or 
modifications in the design of any site component approved herein shall not 
proceed without City approval. 

2.3 	 Minor modifications to this approval that are determined by the City Planner or 
hislher designee to be in substantial conformance with the approved project plans 
and that do not intensify or change the use or require any deviations from adopted 
standards may be approved by the City Planner upon submittal of an 
administrative application and the required fee. 

2.4 	 The project will require a Mitigated Negative Declaration of Environmental 
Impact under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). This will 
necessitate the filing of a Notice of Determination and the payment of a filing fee. 
All Mitigation Measures under the Mitigation Monitoring Program of this process 
shall be fulfilled. 

2.5 	 Of the eighty open parking spaces in the residential component of the project, one 
open parking space shall be assigned to each dwelling unit, and thirteen of the 
spaces shall be reserved for guest parking purposes. At the front of each of the 
aforementioned open parking spaces, conspicuous signage shall be posted stating 
either the "resident only" or "residential guest only" to best convey to the public 
the limitations of this parking. All of the above- noted restrictions and 
requirements concerning the open parking spaces shall be stated in and enforced 
under the project-related Conditions, Covenants, and Restrictions (C, C & Rs). 
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Under the aforementioned provisions of this Condition, the residential component 
of the project shall be considered to meet the applicable parking requirements. 

2.6 	 For the commercial component of the project, following plan modification, the 
provided parking shall continue to meet the applicable City requirements or be 
otherwise addressed under zoning provisions. This parking shall not be used by 
residents or guest of the residential component of the project. And all applicable 
restrictions and requirements concerning this parking shall be stated in and 
enforced under the project-related Conditions, Covenants, and Restrictions (C, C 
&Rs. 

2.7 	 For all commercial activities on the project site, all loading shall be performed in 
a manner that minimizes any interference with other commercial activities on the 
site and with the residential uses on the property plus that conforms to applicable 
Code requirements. This restriction shall be stated in and enforced under the 
project-related Conditions, Covenants, and Restrictions (C, C & Rs). 

2.8 	 Final plans incorporating all conditions of approval and any plan-related changes 
required in the approval process shall be submitted for review and approval by the 
City Planner prior to building permit issuance in conjunction with the Plan Check 
process of the Building Division. Conditions listed herein shall be printed upon 
the face of and included as part of the plans as required by the City Planner. 

2.9 	 A complete building materials illustration board, describing material, brands, 
types, and applicable reference numbers shall be submitted to the Planning 
Division. Minor modifications in elevation details and/or colors may be 
submitted with detailed drawings and/or information to the City Planner for 
review and approval prior to or during the subsequent Plan Check process. 

2.10 	 Approval of this request shall not waive compliance with all other sections of the 
Covina Municipal Code, the Covina Design Guidelines, and all other applicable 
plans and non-City laws and regulations that are in effect at the time of building 
permit issuance. 

2.11 	 Any future proposed new uses, building or interior expansions, and/or site 
improvement modifications shall first be reviewed and approved by the City staff 
for conformance with these approvals, the Covina Municipal Code, the Covina 
Design Guidelines, and the applicable permit issuance processes. If determined 
by the Planning staff to exceed the scope or intent of these approvals or in any 
way conflict with the appurtenant conditions, then the City may require the 
approval of a new or additional zoning application (if needed), and/or the 
submittal of certain use- or impact-related studies to address any identified 
concerns. 
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2.12 	 The location and orientation of all principal components of the future 
development shall conform to the approved site plan. These components shall 
include, but not be limited to, buildings, yard areas, block walls and fences, 
walkways, parking stalls and drive aisles, and landscaping or planters. 

2.13 	 All air conditioning compressors, as well as any outdoor equipment, shall be 
prohibited from being located along any street frontage, unless screening 
conforming to City requirements is provided. 

2.14 	 New decorative (on both sides) eight (8)-foot high block walls shall be installed 
along all interior perimeters of the residential and commercial components of the 
project site. In addition, the sides of any block walls that are publicly visible shall 
be specially treated with an anti-graffiti coating. Any other block walls or fencing 
in the development shall meet applicable requirements. 

2.15 	 The ground material of the pedestrian and vehicle site entry areas to the 
development shall consist of decorative colored brick/concrete pavers or stamped 
concrete. The areas where these materials are to be installed shall be shown on 
the construction plans. 

2.16 	 Any future building improvements shall conform to all provisions noted herein 
and shall address all applicable City planning- and building-related codes and 
standards and permit issuance requirements and processes. 

2.17 	 All construction must conform to the below-noted construction mitigation plan or 
the City Noise Ordinance, prohibiting construction between 8:00 p.m. and 7:00 
a.m. on any day and on Sundays and Holidays (except by special permit), 
whichever is stricter. Loud noise generating activities such as crushing concrete 
pavement will be restricted to 7 am - 6 p.m. 

2.18 	 All landscape or planter areas shown on the approved landscape plan shall remain 
landscaped in perpetuity. These areas shall not be paved or used for storage or 
any similar purpose inconsistent with the intent of this approval. 

2.19 	 The property and all improvements, including landscaping, must be maintained in 
a sound, healthy, and attractive condition free of weeds, visible deterioration, 
graffiti, debris and/or other conditions that violate the Covina Municipal Code. 

2.20 	 All improvements must be constructed in a good workmanlike manner, consistent 
with the standard best practice of the subject trades and in a manner acceptable to 
the City. 

2.21 The City shall have the reasonable right of entry to inspect the properties on the 
overall project site to verify compliance with the Conditions of Approval. 
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2.22 	 This approval will not be effective for any purposes until the applicant and the 
property owner have filed with the Planning Division an affidavit stating that they 
are aware of and agree to accept all of the conditions of this grant. 

2.23 	 This permit shall not be effective until such time as the applicant/property owner 
each obtain an Inspection and Verification Permit and the City Planner or hislher 
designee certifies on said permits that the premises and use complies with all of 
the terms and conditions of this grant of approval. 

2.24 	 Applicant shall, at its own expense and with counsel selected by City, fully 
defend, indemnify and hold harmless City, its officials, officers, employees, and 
agents ("Indemnified Parties"), from and against any and all claims, suits, causes 
of action, fines, penalties, proceedings, damages, injuries or losses of any name, 
kind or description, specifically including attorneys' fees, ("Liabilities"), arising 
in any way out of City'S approval of the Applications or the Project. Applicant's 
indemnification obligation shall include, but not be limited to, actions to attack, 
set aside, void, or annul the City's approval of the Applications, and Liabilities 
premised on, related to or invoking CEQA, including those arising out of City's 
decisions related to the Project's CEQA documents. City shall promptly notify 
Applicant of any such claim, action or proceeding, and shall cooperate fully in the 
defense of such claim, action, or proceeding. Applicant's indemnification 
obligations shall not be limited to the amount of insurance coverage that may be 
available to Applicant, and shall not otherwise be restricted or confined by the 
presence or absence ofany policy of insurance held by City or Applicant. 

2.25 	 Pursuant to California Government §66474.9, the subdivider also agrees to 
defend, indemnify and hold harmless, the Indemnified Parties from any claim, 
action or proceeding against the Indemnified Parties to attack, set aside, void or 
annul any map approval of the City, whether by its City Council, Planning 
Commission or other authorized board or officer of this subdivision, which action 
is brought within the time period provided for in Government Code 
§66499.37. The City shall promptly notify the subdivider and applicant of any 
such claim, action or proceeding, and the City shall cooperate fully in the defense. 

2.26 	 Applicant's obligations, as set forth above, shall survive the completion or 
abandonment of the Project or the issuance of a certificate of occupancy with 
respect thereto. However, Applicant's obligations after the issuance of a 
certificate of compliance for the Project shall be limited to indemnifying and 
defending the Indemnified Parties from legal challenges filed to set aside any part 
of the Project or its related components. The provisions of this condition are 
intended by the Parties to be interpreted and construed to provide the fullest 
protection possible under the law to the City. Further, all obligations and 
Liabilities under this Agreement are to be paid by the Applicant as they are 
incurred. Applicant's obligations to indemnifY under this Agreement shall include 
the obligation of the Applicant to defend City with legal counsel of City's own 
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choosing. In the event City elects not to select such counsel, the designation of 
such counsel shall be made by the Applicant but shall be subject to prior approval 
by City. 

2.27 	 If any provision of this grant is held or declared to be invalid, then the entire 
approval shall be void and the privileges granted hereunder shall lapse. 

2.28 	 The permittee shall reimburse the City for all fees and costs for special review of 
this application by both (i) the City'S retained planning, engineering, and related 
consultants and (ii) the Covina City Attorney's Office. Such special review 
includes, but is not limited to, review of the Project's compliance with Covina 
parking regulations. City shall invoice the permittee for said fees and costs and 
permittee shall pay the invoiced amount not later than sixty (60) calendar days 
following permittee's receipt of the invoice. 

2.29 	 The costs and expenses of any code enforcement activities, including, but not 
limited to, attorneys' fees, caused by applicant's violation of any condition or 
mitigation measure imposed by this application or any provision of the Covina 
Municipal Code must be paid by the applicant. 

2.30 	 The placement of post box receptacles must be coordinated with the Covina Post 
Office. The Planning Division will review the proposal. 

2.31 	 Appropriate directional signage shall be installed on the project site. 

2.32 	 Each retail use proposed to occupy the commercial portion of the project will be 
required to meet the sign standards of the Zoning Ordinance and obtain a Sign 
Permit from the Planning and Building Divisions. 

2.33 	 Development Impact Fees for the project proposal (to be computed at a later date) 
shall be paid. 

2.34 	 To eliminate the negative fiscal impact on certain municipal services associated 
with this proposal, the Project will be required to annex to Community Facilities 
District 2007-01 (the JlCFD JI 

) for the purpose of financing the Project's 
proportionate share of the cost for police response, fire and emergency medical 
response, and park services. The applicant shall petition the City to annex to the 
CFD under the California Mello-Roos Community Facilities Act (Government 
Code, Section 53311 et seq.) (the ActJl). The applicant agrees to cooperate and not 
to oppose annexation to the CFD for purposes set forth above. 

Alternatively, at the applicant's option, in lieu of annexation to the CFD as set 
forth above, applicant may make a lump sum payment to the City ("In Lieu 
Payment") representing the Project's proportionate share of the cost for police 
response, fire and emergency medical response, and park services. The In Lieu 



CITY OF COVINA 
CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
GPA 14-002; ZCH 14-001; PCD 14-002; TTM 72721 & SPR 14-003 
FOR AUGUST 12, 2014 CITY COUNCIL MEETING 
Page 8 of 15 

Payment shall be calculated based upon the net present value of the special tax 
that would be levied upon the Project under the CFD over the term of the CFD 
special tax. The In Lieu Payment must be paid not later than prior to occupancy of 
any dwelling within the development. 

2.35 	 The developer shall exercise best management practices to ensure sound-proofing 
between all units. 

2.36 	 Prior to Building Plan Check submittal, site plan and tentative tract map shall be 
corrected for consistency in unit numbers, parking numbers, and retail square 
footage. 

2.37 	 Any requested changes in the street address regarding the project site shall be 
submitted to the Engineering Division of the Public Works Department for review 
and approval. 

2.38 	 Associated with refuse disposal, all residential dwelling units shall utilize trash 
barrels, which shall be kept only in the garages of each dwelling unit. This 
restriction shall be stated in and enforced under the project-related Conditions, 
Covenants, and Restrictions (C, C & Rs). In addition, the applicant shall obtain 
written permission from the local refuse disposal company concerning the 
acceptability of the barrels as refuse disposal elements. The applicant shall 
further obtain approval from the local refuse provider for the location and number 
of refuse containers proposed for the commercial uses on the site and may be 
required to provide for an additional and/or more centrally located enclosure or 
make a different adjustment. 

2.39 	 At all times when outside lighting typically operates on the project site, the 
exterior lighting, such as at parking, walkway, and building entry areas, shall be 
fully functional and shall meet the minimum foot-candle standards of the City to 
sustain public safety (or, 1.0 foot-candle of illumination). Also, because of the 
project type and location and the surroundings, the exterior lighting shall include 
LED lighting elements with proper optics, and no exterior lighting on the site 
shall generate any glare onto any adjacent properties or public right-of-ways. In 
addition, with respect of on- and off-site conditions, lighting adequacy shall be 
verified in conjunction with the review of the project-related construction plans. 
Lastly, the new lighting fixtures shall further be reviewed with the construction 
plans to ensure design compatibility with the building architecture. 

2.40 	 All grading and all exterior (during construction and following project 
completion) drainage on the property shall conform to all applicable requirements 
of the Public Works Department. The applicant shall attempt to limit any grade 
differentials with the abutting property. 

2.41 Any proposed site features for the disabled that are associated with this project 
approval, including, but not limited to, property access identification, parking stall 
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and unloading area dimensions, path of travel, and building access, must comply 
with all applicable State Codes and must first be reviewed and approved by the 
Building Division (please contact the Building Division for specific 
requirements). 

2.42 	 The SPR and TTM and PCD zoning approvals shall run with the project site in 
perpetuity (unless revoked under appropriate procedures by the City for failure to 
comply with any conditions of approval) and shall supersede any prior similar 
site-related entitlements. 

2.43 	 The residential development component shall be modified in the manner noted in 
the appurtenant staff report concerning generally the development entry areas, 
trash bin enclosures regarding the townhouse units, the twelve northern-most 
open parking spaces, and any other areas that the Planning Commission may 
deem warrant refinement. 

2.44 	 The commercial development component (i.e., fast food restaurants or similar 
uses) shown on Lots 68 and 69 shall require further site plan and architectural 
review under administrative Site Plan Review (SPR)- and (concerning the drive 
through facilities) Planning Commission-related Conditional Use Permit (CUP)­
related applications when specific tenants are known. The site plan as submitted is 
considered "conceptual" and no precise site layout is approved. Modifications to 
the site design may include, but are not limited to: increasing planter widths 
adjacent to the northern and western property lines and redesigning the southerly 
drive-thru lane to minimize traffic conflicts on Edna Place. 

2.45 	 Under the project-related Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions (CC&R's), a 
reciprocal parking and access agreement shall be created for the two commercial 
propertyluses. 

3.0 	 PRIOR TO THE ISSUANCE OF A BUILDING PERMIT: 

3.1 	 Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions (CC&R's) shall be recorded with the final 
map to regulate on-site utilization, maintenance, and related issues. The CC&R's 
shall grant the City the right but not the obligation to enforce their terms. These 
CC&Rs, which shall further establish a Homeowner's Association (HOA) for the 
development, shall be submitted to the City Planner and City Attorney for review 
and approval and shall be recorded with the final map prior to the issuance of 
building permits. The CC&R's shall include provisions prohibiting the storage of 
recreational vehicles and watercrafts in all parking areas. The permittee shall 
reimburse the City for all fees and costs associated with the review of the project­
related CC&Rs by the Covina City Attorney's Office. The City shall invoice the 
permittee for said fees and costs, and the permittee shall pay the invoiced amount 
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not later than sixty (60) calendar days following the pennittee's receipt of the 
invoice. 

3.2 	 The construction plan/documents must include specific details and delineation 
incorporating these conditions of approval, including any required Planning 
Division-related modifications. The Planning Division will hold approval of 
these conditions in abeyance until they review and approve the construction 
plan/documents. 

3.3 	 The side and rear elevations of all of the single-family detached units shall be 
enhanced with additional architectural consistent with the thematic treatments 
provided on the front elevations. This requirement is subject to review and 
approval by the City Planner. 

3.4 	 All of the conditions of approval listed herein, plus associated Mitigation 
Measures which apply to improvement and construction plans, must be printed 
upon the face of and included as part of the final plans and specifications that are 
submitted during the plan checking functions for which building pennits are 
issued. 

3.5 	 Revised plans incorporating any and all modifications pertaining to the planning 
approval process must be submitted for review and approval by the City Planner 
prior to or in conjunction with the start of the plan check process. 

3.6 	 All subsequent required plans must be coordinated for consistency and any 
easements of record or required easements shall be reflected on the site plan along 
with off-site improvements and off-site conditions of approval and buildings 
within 10 feet any property line. 

3.7 	 A Phasing Plan must be submitted illustrating the number and sequence of each 
development phase (if phasing is proposed). 

3.8 	 All phases of development shall be completed by the Developer. 

3.9 	 Detailed on-site and off-site landscape and irrigation plans must be submitted for 
review and approval by, respectively, the City Planner and the City Engineer, 
confonning to applicable standards and requirements. The landscaped and planter 
areas shall confonn to the same areas depicted on the conceptual landscape plan. 
In addition, the on-site landscape plans shall reflect an enhanced landscape design 
for all areas where planters are to be installed. See the following Condition for 
clarification here.) These plans shall further confonn to the provisions of the 
City's Water-Efficient Landscape Ordinance (Chapter 17.82 of the Covina 
Municipal Code); 
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3.10 	 In accordance with Chapter 11.36 of the Covina Municipal Code, no street trees 
adjacent to the appurtenant site shall be cut or trimmed in any manner by any 
persons associated with property unless a written permit from the Public Works 
Department is first obtained. 

3.11 	 The construction-related activities concerning the project shall conform to the 
following requirements that address potential noise and associated impacts: A) 
The applicant shall prepare a construction mitigation plan to mitigate noise as 
well as other construction-related impacts. The construction mitigation plan shall 
address the following areas: 1) site supervision, 2) site access, 3) delivery/haul 
route and traffic control, 4) material storage,S) construction parking, 6) work 
hours, 7) noise reduction, 8) erosion control, 9) dust and mud control, 10) debris 
cleanup, 11) street sweeping, 12) pedestrian and neighborhood safety, 13) project 
contact-related signage, and 14) subcontractor education; B) All project 
construction activities shall only occur on Monday through Saturdays from 7:00 
a.m. to 8:00 p.m. only (unless a special construction permit is granted by the 
City). No construction shall occur on Sundays or legal holidays; C) All 
construction equipment shall be in proper operating condition and shall be fitted 
with standard factory noise attenuation features. All equipment shall further be 
properly maintained to assure that no additional noise, due to worn or improperly 
maintained parts, would be generated; and D) The applicant and/or his 
representative(s) shall frequently monitor for and, if detected, remove any and all 
graffiti on and/or repair damaged or vandalized construction-related fencing 
and/or related elements as quickly as possible. 

3.12 	 At least thirty days prior to the commencement of any project-related grading, the 
applicant and/or hislher representative(s) shall notify the occupants of all 
residential and institutional properties that lie within 150 feet of the subject 
property of the general parameters of the impending grading and construction 
activities. In addition, the applicant and/or hislher representative(s) shall attempt 
to address any neighbor complaints to the greatest extent practical and as 
expeditiously as possible. 

3.13 	 A complete exterior lighting plan, including photometric, shall be submitted for 
review and approval during building plan check. The plan shall illustrate light 
fixture features, locations, and compliance with applicable City Code provisions 
on illumination, design, and lighting orientation/glare prevention while abiding 
with the City's minimum one-foot candle standard. 

3.14 	 In accordance with the Covina Design Guidelines, all new roof, wall, and ground­
mounted mechanical equipment, utility equipment, and utility meters must be 
screened from public view with appropriate building materials and/or 
landscaping. Please locate, identify and provide cross-sectional details of 
screening material in the construction documents. 
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3.15 The installation of any security system that is associated with the use, as 
addressed under Chapter 8.20 of the Covina Municipal Code, shall first be 
coordinated with the Covina Police Department. The installation of any security 
system(s), as discussed under Chapter 8.20 of the Covina Municipal Code, shal1 
be coordinated with the Covina Police Department. Please determine at the 
earliest possible time whether a security system is to be utilized, as failure to 
inform Police of security system installation plans may delay building permit 
issuance relating to the Plan Check process. 

3.16 Certain requirements of the Police Department are applicable to this proposal. 
Please refer to attachment. 

3.17 Certain requirements of the Los Angeles County Department are applicable to this 
proposal. Please refer to attachment. 

3.18 Certain requirements of the Building Division are applicable to this proposal. 
Please refer to attachment. 

3.19 Certain requirements of the Engineering Division are applicable to this proposal. 
Please refer to attachment. 

3.20 Certain requirements of the Environmental Services Division are applicable to 
this proposal. Please refer to attachment. 

3.21 Certain requirements ofthe Water Division are applicable to this proposal. Please 
refer to attachment. 

4.0 	 PRIOR TO THE ISSUANCE OF CERTIFICATES OF OCCUPANCYIFINAL 
BUILDING PERMITS: 

4.1 	 All building and site improvements along with landscaping and irrigation must 
be installed in accordance with plans and information on file with the Planning, 
Building, and Engineering Divisions, and the irrigation systems must be fully 
operational. Furthermore, all on-site landscaped areas must be maintained free 
of weeds and debris. 

4.2 	 All building, structural, parking, lighting, and landscape improvements shall be 
constructed, installed, or handled in a good workmanlike manner, consistent 
with the standard best practices of the subject trades and in a manner 
acceptable to the City. 

4.3 	 All matters concernmg refuse disposal that were noted above shall be 
addressed. 
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4.4 	 All exterior lighting fixtures must be installed in accordance with plans and 
analyses on file with the Planning and Building Divisions, and the lighting 
fixtures must be fully operational. 

4.5 	 The project site must be clean and free of trash and construction debris, and all 
construction equipment must be removed from the site. 

4.6 	 Any broken, damaged, or blighted features of the property or any building(s) 
thereon shall be repaired or removed. 

4.7 	 The applicant must comply with all of the requirements listed above as well as 
requirements determined during the Building Plan Check process. 

5.0 	 ADDITIONAL CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL FOR BUFFERING, AND PRIOR 
TO ISSUANCE OF BUILDING PERMITS: 

5.1 	 The houses on Lots 1 through 4 shall be shifted easterly for a minimum of 
10 feet to provide a 10-foot landscaped buffer and non-buildable zone. 
The houses on Lots 31 through 35 shall be shifted westerly for a minimum 
of 10 feet to provide a 10-foot landscaped buffer and non-buildable zone. 
Record a landscape and non-buildable easement for said 10-foot 
landscaped zone for providing a buffer to the existing industrial use to the 
west and commercial use to the east. 

5.2 	 The to-foot landscaped area shall be provided with evergreen trees of 24­
inch box size and planted at 8 feet on center. The tree species shall be 
reviewed and approved by the City Planner, prior to approval of the 
detailed landscape plans and prior to issuance of any permits. 

5.3 	 The landscaped area west of lot 67 and lot 36 shall be planted with 
evergreen trees of 24-inch box size at 8 feet on center. 

5.4 	 The trash enclosures north of Lot 36 shall have expanded landscape area 
on the north and south side of the trash enclosure area. Final design is 
subjected to City Planner review, prior to approval of detailed landscape 
plans and prior to issuance of any permits. 

5.5 	 Provide a continuous landscaped strip at the end of the access road west of 
Lot 67. Shrubs of minimum to-gallon size shall be provided within this 
landscape strip. 

5.6 	 Provide additional landscape area next to the trash enclosure area across 
from Lot 64 by eliminating one compact parking space. 
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5.7 	 Decorative sound wall between 6 to 8 feet maximum height shall be 
provided along the west and east property boundaries. Decorative 
material such as but not limited to split face block, split face fluted block, 
pilasters with decorative stone veneer and decorative caps or a 
combination of them shall be provided for the sound wall. 

5.8 	 Provide decorative block walls for the return fence between the single 
family houses, the side yard and rear yard fence. 

5.9 	 Decorative block wall shall be provided along the north property 
boundary. Decorative material such as but not limited to split face block, 
split face fluted block, pilasters with decorative stone veneer and 
decorative caps or a combination of them shall be provided for the sound 
wall. 

5.10 	 Provide decorative block wall along the north side of Lettered Lots B, C 
and D. The length of this decorative block wall shall be determined by the 
City Planner. 

5.11 	 Provide decorative block wall on the north side of the open parking spaces 
between Lots 13 and 22. Provide decorative block wall on the south side of 
the rear yard of Lot 31. 

5.12 	 Provide landscaping that works well in tight space along the north 
property boundary. 

5.13 	 The common open space (Lettered lots B C and D of Tentative Tract Map 
72721) shall be designed for both active and passive uses for the residents. 
The design shall incorporate elements such as but not limited to gazebos, 
seating benches, barbeque facilities, decorative lighting, special landscape 
and hardscape treatment such as decorative pavers, increase numbers of 
box size trees, evergreen and canopies shape trees for shade, etc. Final 
design is SUbjected to City Planner review and approval prior to 
approving the landscape plan and prior to issuance of any permits. 

5.14 	 Provide details such as construction methods, window openings and doors 
rating which demonstrate that all 67 units will comply with the noise 
mitigation measures. Additional noise attenuation methods shall be 
provided to the tier of lots along the northern boundary and the tiers of 
lots at the east and west property boundaries. 

5.15 	 The Codes Covenants and Restrictions shall include the following 
provisions: (i) prohibit the parking of RV vehicles within the open parking 
spaces, (ii) require residents and/or homeowners to park the personal 
vehicles in the garage except residents and/or homeowners may park their 
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third vehicle at the assigned one open parking space, and (iii) the property 
management company for the Homeowner Association shall enforce the 
provisions of the Codes, Covenants and Restrictions. 

5.16 	 Provide curb side pickup of the individual trash can/bins by the Waste 
Disposal Company for the single family houses. Applicant shall provide 
proof that the Waste Disposal Company will service the single family 
houses curb side pick-up. If Waste Disposal Company demonstrated that 
it is infeasible, then the applicant shall provide alternative solutions that 
may require reduction of units and subject to City Planner review and 
approval prior to plan check. 

5.17 	 The Applicant shall provide a disclosure statement to inform prospective 
buyers that the new dwelling units are adjacent to existing industrial 
and/or commercial users, which may generate odors, noise or vibration 
and increased truck traffic that may have an impact to the occupants of 
the dwelling units. The form and content of the disclosure statement shall 
be submitted to the City Planner for review and approval prior to 
providing the form to the prospective buyers. Each buyer of the dwelling 
unit shall sign the disclosure statement form as part of the escrow/sale 
documents. Upon a buyer's signature on the disclosure form for a dwelling 
unit, the developer shall submit a copy of the signed disclosure statement 
to the City for record keeping prior to release of occupancy of the dwelling 
unit. All 67 signed disclosure statements by the buyers of the new dwelling 
units must be submitted to the City for record keeping prior to the release 
of occupancy for the last dwelling unit for the residential project. 

- END OF CONDITIONS 



POLICE DEPARTMENT REQUIREMENTS FOR APPLICATION SPR 14-003 ETC. 
(PROPOSED RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT AT 777 E. EDNA PL. & PROPOSED 
COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT AT 731 N. GRAND AV. - MUNIS #521) 

I. 	 The 2 unit commercial parking,/ots: Police Department staff recommends these 
2 parking lots be connected for ease of traffic flow from Grand A venue and Edna 
Place, respectively. These park.ing lots should also be adequately landscaped \.\lith 
a Crime Prevention through Environmental Design (CPTED) focus. 

2. 	 The 60 unit residential area.. Police Department staff again recommends a Crime 
Prevention through Environmental Design (CPTED) focus. 

3. 	 Parking considerations. The SPR appears to be lacking adequate parking spaces 
and police department staff is concerned about the parking impact for the 
neighboring commercial businesses. 

4. 	 The impact/or pedestrians. An increase in residential population in that area is a 
concern due to the use of Edna Place as a means for east/west vehicle traffic to 
access Grand and Barranca Avenue(s). Increased street lighting and pedestrian 
sidewalk space from the 500-800 block ofEast Edna Place should be considered. 

For any questions here, please contact Lieutenant John Curley ofthe Police Department at 626­
384-5611. . , ' 



LOS ANGELES COUNTY FIRE DEPARTMENT REQUIREMENTS FOR 
APPLICATION SPR 14-003 ETC. (PROPOSED RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT AT 
777 E. EDNA PL. & PROPOSED COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT AT 731 N. GRAND 
A V. - MUNIS #521) 

1. 	 The applicant shall submit the subsequent construction plans to the Los Angeles County 
Fire Department for review in conjunction with the Plan Check process, and all 
applicable requirements of the Fire Department shall be mel. 

For any questions here, please contact the Fire Department staff at 626-974-8335, 



CITY OF COVINA 

INTER-OFFICE MEMORANDUM 


To: Planning Division 

from: Basel Badawi, Building Division 

Subject: SPR 14-003 (REV), TTM 72721 (REV), GPA 14-002, 
ZCH 14-001, PCD 14-002, Munis 521 

Address: 777 E. Edna and 731 N. Grand 

After you have successfully completed the Planning Division's plan review process your plans 
should be ready for submitting to the Building Section for review of State and local Building Code 
requirements. These are general comments intended to prepare the applicant for a successful and 
expeditious plan review through the Building Section. Please be prepared to address the following checked 
items: 

• 	 Please submit _ to_sets of complete plans including any proposed utilities and earthwork; two sets 
shalt be "stamped approved" by the Covina Planning Division and include the Building Section's 
comments for consultant review. This project must comply with the 2013 Califomia Building 
Standards and 2013 energy code. 

• 	 Two sets each of any structural and energy calculations shall be submitted with the above 
mentioned plans. All ca,lculations must bear an original signatureirom the docJ.lmented author. 

• 	 This project must comply with Federal and State Accessibility requirements to and throughout the 
building. Include compliance methods and structural details on the plans. 

• 	 Demolition and renovations activities require an asbestos containing materials (ACM) survey. 
(SCAQMD RULE 1403) The ACM report shall be prepared by an accredited testing laboratory in 
accordance with SCAQMD rules and regulations. Proof of notification to the South Coast Air 
Quality Management District (SCAQMD), Office of Operations, shall be submitted to the Building 
Division with your pennit application for all renovations and demolition activities. Contact the 
SCAQMD at the address or number below for more infonnation. Once any demolition activity has 
been approved by the SCAQMD, a fonnal demolition plan and penn it must be obtained from the 
Building Division. 

o 	 SCAQMD Headquarters; 21865 Copley Drive, Diamond Bar, CA, (909) 396-2381 

• 	 The Los Angeles County Fire Department needs to review your construction plans, to expedite 
this process you will need to contact one or more of their Regional plan check office(s): 
Appointments to discuss Fire Department requirements may be made between 7:30 a.m. and 
10:30 a.m. The main office is located at 5823 Rickenbacker Road, Commerce, CA 90040-3027. 
Phone number is (323) 890-4125. 

Regional plan check offices for the Los Angeles County Fire Department: 

clbu;lding\plaflcomm 



Glendora Office, Building Plan Review Only 

231 W. Mountain View Avenue 

Glendora, CA 91140 

(626) 963-0061 

Commerce Office, Sprinkler & Alarm Plan Review 

5823 Rickenbacker Road 

Commerce, CA 90040·3027 

(32)) 890·4125 


Commerce Office, Land Development I Access 

582) Rickenbacker Road 

Commerce, CA 90040-3021 

(323) 890-4243 

• 	 Los Angeles County Environmental Health (LACEH) plan approval for "food establishments" is 
required before permit issuance. Contact the Los Angeles County Environmental Health at 626­
430-5560 for more information on submittal and the plan check process. The Health Department 
must approve the location of a grease interceptor. 

• 	 Please provide an additional digits] copy (pdf preferred) of the building floor plan. elevations, 
and site plan to be submitted to the LA County Assessor. This copy should be in sufficient detail 
to allow the assessor to determine the square footage of the building and, in the case of 
residential buildings, the intended use of each room. 

-for additional information. pleas~ contact the LA County Assessor's, Public Service Desk at 888-807­
2111. 

• 	 The City of Covina has fonnally adopted a public noticing program for residential construction 
projects to provide the public with an opportunity to verify the validity of construction within their 
neighborhoods. This program requires the property owner and/or contractor to place a sign 14" high 
x 22') wide using a minimum black 24 point font (Arial) on a white background. The noticing sign 
must be suitable for outdoor use and placed within the front yard where it is clearly visible from the 
public right-of-way_ The following items must be included on the residential noticing sign: 

A) Address ofconstruction project 
B) Type ofconstruction project 
C) Name of contractor/owner 
D) Telephone number of contact person 
E) Contractor's license number 
F) Pennit number with date of issuance 
G) City ofCovina Building Division telephone number 
H) Construction activity prohibited Monday through Saturday from 8pm-7am and all day on 

Sundays or Holidays unless otherwise permitted. 

• 	 A valid City wastewater permit and properly sized interceptor will be required at pennit application 
un less otherwise approved. 

• 	 School District application and approval including any related fees must be provided before permit 
issuance. 
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• 	 Construction activity within 500' of a residential zone is proh ibited between the hours of 8:00pm 
and 7:00am and on Sundays and Holidays unless otherwise pennitted by the City. 

• 	 The Building Section plan check process may address additional concerns. 
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CITY OF COVINA 

INTER-OFFICE MEMORANDUM 

TO: 	 PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

FROM: 	 LAURA LARA, ASSISTANT CIVIL ENGINEER 

DATE: 	 March 26, 2014 

SUBJECT: 	 SITE PLAN REVIEW, SPR 14-003, 60-UNIT RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT 
AND 2-BUILDING COMMERCIAL RETAIL DEVELOPMENT 

The following requirements are recommended for this project: 

1. 	 The provisions of Chapter 16 of the Covina Municipal Code entitled "Subdivision" will be ap­
plied and full public improvements are required for this project 

2. 	 Submit all required documentation per section Chapter 16.08 of the Covina Municipal Code 
entitled "Tentative Tract Map'- A deposit will be required for map checking once the required 
documentation is received by Planning. 

3. 	 The current owner(s) shall sign a form (prepared by the Engineering Division) requesting that 
the subject property be annexed to the Covina Lighting and Landscaping Districts. Once the 
property is annexed to these Districts, the property owner(s) will be periodically assessed for 
street light energy, landscaping and appurtenant maintenance costs. 

4. 	 The developer shall install the following public improvements in accordance with the City 
Standards. 

a. 	 Protect five (5) existing tree wells along Grand Avenue. 
b. 	 Construct proposed driveway approaches per City at Covina Standard Draw­

ing No.1 (attached for reference). 
c. 	 Remove and replace any broken or raised sidewalk. curb and gutter adjacent 

to subject property. 
d. 	 Remove and replace existing handicap ramp at the corner of Grand Avenue 

and Edna Place per APWA standards. 
e. 	 Remove street lights on existing wooden power poles on south side of Edna 

Place. 
f. 	 Install five (5) Southern California Edison Company-owned marbelite pole on 

north side of Edna Place and one (1) on the west side of Grand Avenue adja­
cent to the subject property. 

g. 	 Provide all necessary measures to remedy traffic impacts included in the traf­
fic study. 

h. 	 Edna Place is currently under moratorium; street cuts for the above men­
tioned improvements will be subject to the City's moratorium requirements 
(attached for reference). 

5. 	 The following cash depOSits are required: 

a. 	 Engineering and inspection 
b. 	 Tract map review deposit 
c. 	 Sanitary Sewer Connection Fee 
d. 	 Address change 



6. All utilities serving this development shall be placed underground. 

7, A sewer line shall be constructed to serve the residential site. 

8. 	 The contractor constructing the public improvements shall obtain a city business license and 
permit and shall satisfy the city's insurance requirements. 

9. 	 Construction drawings prepared by a licensed engineer showing the public improvements 
to be constructed shall be submitted for approval by Engineering Division. 

10. 	A quantity and cost estimate that covers all required public improvements shall be submitted 
by the developer'S engineer. The performance bond amount and engineering and inspection 
fee will be based on this amount. 

11. 	Faithful performance or cash bond covering the required public improvements shall be sub­
mitted. 

cc: Kalieh Honish, I nterim Public Works Director 



ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES REQUIREMENTS FOR APPLICATION 
SPR 14-003 ETC. (PROPOSED RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT AT 777 E. 
EDNA PL. & PROPOSED COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT AT 731 N. 
GRAND A V. - MUNIS #521) 

1. 	 Non-Domestic Wastewater Disposal Pennit may be required. Please check with Building Section. 
2. 	 Initial plan review: $40. 
3. 	 Subsequent plan review: $40 p~r subsequent submission. 
4. 	 SWPPP: $600 plus fee for additional review for consultant if requested. 

5. 	 SUSMP Ten or more unit homes: $1,200 plus fee for additional review or consultant if requested. 
6. 	 SUSMP Parking lot (5,000 sq. ft. or more surface area or 25 or more parking spaces): $1.200 plus fee for 

additional review or consultant if requested. 
7. 	 Construction site stonnwater compliance inspection and reinspection: $75 - $125 per inspection may apply. 

8. 	 oc J - Complete fonn, sign, return original, attach copy to field plans. 
9. 	 ES-CDI: Construction &. Demolition Debris Recycling ~ Complete fonn. sign, return original, attach copy 

to field plans, fax copy (0 Athens Services when requesting waste container; also request Athens Load 
Characlerization upon completion of C&D. 

10. ES-CD2: Construction & Demolition Debris Recycling - Upon completion of C&O, complelc rorm, sign, 
retum original with Athens Load Characterization Report 

11. Only Athens Services/Covina Disposal, 888-JJ6~6100. is allowed to provide bins and pickup and dispose 
of trash and recyclables, including all C&D projects. Exception: Project contractor. using his own 
equipment and staff, can take recyclables 10 a recycllng facility. 

12. PC: Priority Project Checklist ~ Complefe form, sign. return original. 
13. PI: Priority Development & Redevelopment Projects ­
14. P2: Stonnwater Treatment Certification - Complete form, retum original.Complete form, return original. 
15. LSWPP?: Local Stonnwater Pollution Prevention Plan - Complete form, return original. 
16. SUSMP Maintenance Covenant: See application instructions, checklist, and Agreement. 

17. Report, SWPPP: Project area is 1 aCre or greater (required by State Water Resources Control Board). 3 
reports,including plans; signatures and stamps must have wet·ink application. 

18. Report, SUSMP: Project meets LA Regional Water Quality Control Board's criteria for a Priority Planning 
Project. 3 reports, including plans; signatures and stamps must have wet-ink appl ication. SWPPP must be 
provided. 

For any questions here, please contact Vivian Castro, Environmental Services Manager, at 626­
384-5480. 




OWNER'S CERTIFICATION FORM 

MINIMUM BMPs FOR ALL CONSTRUCTION SITES 
oct 

BUILDING/GRADING PERMIT NUMBER
Project Name 
Project Location 

Owner Name Contractor Name 
Address Address 

Phone Phone 
FAX/Email FAX/Email 

The National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) is the portion of the Oean Water Ad that applies to the 
protection of receiving waters. Under permits from the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), 
certain activrt:ies are subject to RWQCB enforcement. To meet the requirements of the Los Angeles County Municipal 
Stormwater Permit (CASOO4001), minimum requirements for sediment control, erosion control and construction activities 
must be implemented on each project site. Minimum requirements indude: 

• 	 SEDIMENT CONTROL: Eroded sediments from areas disturbed by construction and from stockpiles of soil shall be 
retained on site to minimize sediment transport from the sIte to streetsl drainage facilities or adjacent properties via 
runoff, vehicle tracking or wind. 

• 	 WET WEATHER EROSION CONTROL PLAN (WWECP): Is re(luired for projects one acre or more that will have 
construction occur during the wet season (October 1st 

- Aprillsn) 
• 	 HILLSIDE: Construction upon stopes 25% or more requires the implementation of additional BMPs to protect slopes 

and prevent erosion and se.<liment runoff. 
• 	 CONSTRUCTION MATERIALS CONTROL: Construction related materials, wastesl spills or residues shall be 

retained on site to minimize lTansport from the site to streetsl drainage facilities or adjoining properties by wind or 
runoff. Runoff from equipment and vehicle washing shall be contained at construction sites unless treated to remove 
sediment and pollutants. 

• 	 NON-STORMWATER RUNOFF: Non-stormwater runoff from equipment and vehicle washing and any other activity 
shall be contained at the proje:d: site. 

• 	 EROSION: Erosion From slopes and channels shall be controlled by implementing an effective combination of BMPs 
(as approved in Regional Board Resolution No. 99-03), such as the limiting of grading schedule during the wet 
season; Inspecting graded areas during rain events; planting and maintenance of vegetation on slopes; and oovering 
erosion susceptible slopes. 

Minimum aMPs /neiude, but are not limited ttl, ifJe fbI/Owing: (1) Soil piles must be rovered with tarps or plastlc, (2) feaklng eQuipment must be repaired 
Immeallltely, (3) refueling must be conducted away from eaten baSins, (1) catch basins must be protected wl'len ~rklng nearby, (5) vacuum all 
conaete saw cutting, (6) never wash roncrete wastes Into the street (7) keep tl'Ie site dean, sweep the ~utters at the end of each working day and 
keep a trash receptiilde Oil site. 
P/eOSJl! No~: Inspection and violation fees may be 1!lS5e$Se.d If the City Inspector finds ttlot appropriate minimum BMPs and requirements are not met. 

THIS FORM MUST BE COPIED O,..TO OR ATTACHED TO THE FIELD PLA,..S. 

As the architect/engIneer of record, I have selected appropriate BMPs to effectively minimize the negatiVe impacts of this project's O'lfIstruction actlviljes 
on storm water quality. The projed: owner and c:ontractnr are aware that the selected BMPs shall be Installed, monitored, and maintained tn ensure 
t:helr effectiveness. The BMPs not selected for implementation are redundant or deemed not applicable to tl'Ie: proposed construction activity. 

Architect/Engineer of Record Name 	 A.rd11tect/Englneer of Record Slgnat1.lre 

ntle Dare 
I certify that this document and ali attad'lments were prepared under my direction or supervtslon in aa:ordance W\tj\ a system destgned to assure tilat 
Qualified personnel properly gat:l"ler and evaluate the. infonnatioo submitted. Based on my Inqul/y af the person(s) who manage the system or those 
pe!'!iOn(s) directly re5C)OMlble for gathering the Information, tD the best of my knowledge and belief, the information submitted Is true, 300Jl'ate, and 
complete. I am aware that submitting false and/or Inaccurate Information, failing to updalX! the. BMPs or LSWPPP to l'l?tlect condltJons, or failing to 
properly and/Or adeqU2tely implemeJlt the BMPs may result In revocation of grading aM/or other pennftS or other sanctions provided by law. 

Landowner or Agent Name L!ndowner or Agent Signature 


TIde Date 
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CONSTRUCTION & DEMOLITION DEBRIS 

DIVERSION REQUIREMENT 


(prc-Demolition! Pre-Construction) 


Please be advised that as a condition of approval for demolition. building and various other 
permits, the Environmental Services Division of the City of Covina requires that at least 75% of 
all building and demolition rnaterials (wood+ metal. electri.ca4 pipingf glass, drywall, asphalt, 
cOI1crere) be l"f.)fJycJed for purposes of compliance with the Ca1ifomia Integrated Waste 
Management Act of 1989. 

We requiTe ~ n condition of demolition and building permits tha.t the total tonnago of eacb 
material type that 1S :recycled, reused or tUsposcd be reported to the City's EnvironmentBl 
Services Division. H the C&D Diversion Platt is not received, the permit win not be issued. 
If tbe C&D Diversion FlnaI Report nnd Athens' Load Charaeterization Report, recycling 
receipts and we.lght tickets an not received before the final inspection, the projec.t wiD. not 
be flnated and fines mny be a.ssfUed. Failure to submit this report may also result it] the denial 
offuture permim, 

Be advised that tb.e Cif¥ of Covina maintains an ex:clusive franchise agreement for refuse 
collection and recycling service with Covina. Disposal. Covina. Disposal is the Ctty of CovinaJs 
exclusive franohise ha.uler, pl~e contact thlittn at 888-336-6100 and ask them about their C&D 
diversion options for pIojeCtB in Covina. ONLY the project contractor, using his own equipment 
and staff, can take recyclables to 4 recycling facility. Include in the C&D Div~ion Plan and 
C&D Diversion Final Report lnfonno.tion for tho mcilities to which any recyc1D.ble materials 
were taken. 

Please be advised ofthe folloWing: 
C.M.C. Section 8.08.090 states that "No person shan engage in the business 
ofcollectio~ 1nUl9porbltion, proc~ssing or disposal ofrefuse, green waste or 
recyclables in the city from any premises in tho cif¥ without a written pe:mrit 
therefore issued and approved 'by the City Manager or his or her designee, 
unless under contract with the city for such business... A copy of each 
permit issued under this section shan be attached to the vehicles used fur 
~ch putpoae and shall be subject to iuspection at all times." 

We hope that providing yon this jnformation a.t this point 8.8S;s1:i in your pJanning for .the project 
If you have any questions about these requirements, please call us a.t (626) 384·5480. Please 
mail, band deliver or fax the documentation to City of Covin~ 125 E. College Street, Attn.: 
Environmental Services+ Covina, CA 91723 or filx626-384-5479. 

vet: 3.21.11 
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CONSTRUCTION & DEMOLITION DEBRIS 
DIVERSION REQUIREMENTS 

Steps for Meeting Requirements 

Step 1: 

Construction and demolition debris recycling and diversion requirements apply to identified projects 

within the City of Covina. Ifyou hove been informed that your project requites C&D Diversion, start by 

obtaining a C&D Debris Diversion Requirement packet from the Environmental Section counter. 


Step 2: 
Submit a signed and completed Cons1IUction and Demolition Debris Diversion PJan (C&D Diver:sion 
Plan) to Environmental Services. Forma Dllly be submitted via fax at (626) 384-S4791 via the U. S. Posta) 
Service or 11 pnrcelseMce, or at the pubHc COUDte'I." ofthe Environmental Services Section. The publlo 
counter is open from Monday through Thursday from 7 am.. to 6 p.tt1., and is located at 125 E College 
Street, Covina., CA 91723. Once tbe Rooycling, Reuse a:od Waste Handling Plan is approved, you may 
receive clenf!lJlte on the teqU.ired permit(s). 

step 3: 

Copy 01' attach the approved C&D Diversion Plan onto the field plans. Permits wilt not be issued of the 

C&D Diversion .Plan is not attacbed to the field plans. 


Step 4: 

Contact Athens Services at (888) 33()"6100 and :£1X t:h§ C&n piversion PJl!tl.to Athens at (6261 513-0288. 

Based on the information jn your p1an, Athons will help you determ.iIle the best C&D recycling service 

level to ensure your ptoject Ilcnieves the City·s mandated diversion rate. 


Step 5: 

Ifanythlng chlttlge" submit aC&D Diversion Plan amendment to the Environmental Services Section. 

Use a new C&D Plan form and mark "Amendment" with the date. The most common reason for an 

Amendment is to request a.dditional time to complete a project. 


Step 6: 

Ifrequired, submit a 90 Day Report to the Environmental SOMoes Section no later than 90 days after 

issuance of the first permit for the project and et.fefY 90 days thereafter. This applies for projects where 

demolition lind construction is expet::ted to exceed 90 days. 


Step 7: 

Submit a Final Compliance Report along with Athens' Load Chamcterizatiotl. Report and aU weight 

tickets or recycling \"'eceipts to the BlIVironmcntal Services Section prior 1'0 final inspection. Failure to rue 

11 Final compliance Report prior to final inspection win lead to 8. violation and possible fines. 


If further advisement is needed, please contact the Environmental Services Section at (626) 384-5480 or 
Athens Services at (883) 336"6100. 

Visit CnlRecycle's C&D Debris Recyclers at htlp:llwww.cn)recyc1e.cQ.gov!colldemolRccyc!ern/RccyclcrSearch.upx 
databa."Ie t.o search for reoycling faciHties by material t:Ype. 

For Consttuction and Demolition Debris conversion fuotors, visit 

http://w\Vw.cnlrccycle.ca.govlLGContmlILibrnry/DSGIlC:ll)dD.11tm 


'liar. 3.21.11 

http://w\Vw.cnlrccycle.ca.govlLGContmlILibrnry/DSGIlC:ll)dD.11tm
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1- FORM 

V ~ 
.cONSTRUCTION & DEMOLITION DEBRIS 


DrVERSION PLAN I ES-CDI 

(pre-Dem()litionl Pre-Constructfon) 


TIns PROJECT MUST MEET THE CtTY'S C&D DIVERSION REQUIREMENTS. 

COpy COMPLETED FORM ONTO PROJECT FIELD PLANS•. 


Complete lb.s form: with cstilflllteJ ql\antities of materials lit the BEGINNING of tile pr()Jeet AppUC6Ut will be 
required to provide A !:hens' LoRd CltaradUizatioD, recelpm and weIght tickets ltJr liD recycling Rud dl!lpo.qar of 
llJaterials tot demoUnoll And tonstractioD project!!. 

Date _____________ 
~~c~Ad~s ____~--_____________~________________________________ 

Projed:AppliCMlt ____________-------_________~___ 
COft~~Nmne ____________________________________________--_______ 

ContactPbone Email -------------------------­
Type oflToJect: 0 New Construc1jotl [J Demolition 0 Tenant Improvement 

o ReiidlmtiaJ IJ Co~il'll 0 City Project 0 Otbcr._______ 

PleQe &pCCif)' which tnatl!rlals will be reuaed, recycled or IMdfil1cd by completing the tablo below. List each type ofdebrls item 
and provldl,\! the MmC ofeach filOiIlty to be used. The AppliCOl'lt must teee.lve I1pprovAI by environmental Serv)crs Section staffprjor 
to permit igSUiU1ce. Save 011 weight tickets and receipts dO(Umenting tons ofmaterial ~c:le.d., nrused Of disposed, as tbey lite 
requlml at tho and ofthe project fat submIttal wtth the final. WMtc Disposal &. Diversion Report. call Environmental Services at 
62&334-5480 with any que:ltionJ. ONLY Ctntina Di.vpo.ra'VAihen8 ServlcfU 13 authorized to provide trash ruulnu;;rclinfl service. '1118 
only JaCqJlit.J'II. to thiJ ;1for 1118 project con~r, using his own I?fJlJipmlllft, if} deliver reeyc/ablafor' procusing. Con18ct Atfu:ns at 
626·336.-6100 and fax (bis fOlTll to 62.6·'13"(}9B8 to 1IfT8tIg& fur trash and guaranteed tecycJing/diversion service. Athens provide! 
C&D recycling but !!ltllngemen13 m!J8.t be mad, ahead oftime to ensure that aLoad Cnataderization Report showing the projcct 
dive-rsion rate i.~ provided (Att\e(Jl>' C&D ptDCe$.'Iing rates apply).. 

M:ttllri:al ErtImliltld AllIolmt Vodel' or FllclJify 
-'TaftS or CubIc Yards) To be Used 

To'Be TD Be Salvaged ToBo 
Recycled orRaused LandfiUod 

AspitaltlCo.ncretc N/A 
DI111CJean Fill . NJA 

• BuildlllR Materials (doors etc.) 

Caroboard 
CarlJetJraddinrt 
DryWarl SCl'IUI 
Metal 
Ivftxed C&:.D (wood. toofing, 
wallboard film oJastio) 
PIa)Jt or Tree Dcbrla 

! Plastlcs (including :fUm) 
R()oflne 
Woed - ttlWaitrted or 'PllUt:I.s 
Wood ~ treated/painted 
Garbage N/A , N/A , CoVina Dl.rpDJaJ/.tf.thens must blllllsed 

for refwe disposal (lJtd the hauling 0/ 
recyclabll!.$. lYle)' IU"e Covi1lll. ~y 
I2Xclu.si"eji·anchise hauTer. 

Other: ! 

H:17;:I.fdOUll or Special Waste · NIA 
_{i.e. contaminated soil. 8S~osl I 
TotAls: 

i 

i 

r01' addjtionnl intD1Tllftt\on, contact the Clly orCovlna Enviroomental9ervlees Divisioo 626-384--5480, 125 I! College Street, Covina CA 9172.3. 

for lIlIaiamncc; locating rcoycling veodOI'll or fRCililies, pl~e reJ'tr to hfln:/{dpwJooountu.QvleodlCD/ol Iltlnchmcnt,,'!WcyciiDe facilitic....Ddf 

FOil CITY USB ONLY: a Plan Approvefl a Phm Need.q R.cvitions (.:onu.c:t 'ijtlYironmcnl.lll Scrviecs) 


J'10J'l ReviCWC(i by BSD Staff (Name Rnd Date) DDte PIAn Rccr;ivQ;l.______ vcr: 3.2 i.l) 




______________________ _ 
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CONSTRUCTiON & DEMOLITION DEBRIS 1 FORM I
DIVERSION FINAL REPORT ES~CDl • 

(post DemolitlonlCobstrnctton) 

Plea3e complete this \'Orm with ac.tual quantities ofmnterials recycled, salvaged, reused and landfillcd and return to 
Environmental Services mor to fwal inspection for the project Permits will not be finaled uotil all required 
dlv~rsjon doctnnentntion is provided. Attach orlglnal or photocopies of Athens Services' Lond Chnmcterization and 
all receipts and weIght tag!! 1:0 this form. 

FAn..URB TO SUBMIT TInS FORM wmtRECEIPTS AND WEl:GlIT TAGS could delay tS!luancc of 
per:mits and result 1n. non-issulttlce of finn! project approval. 

~c Project # 
~~Ad~ __~______________________________________________ 

Project Applioant _____~__________~______________--__ 
~hm~N~e ________________________~----_______----_____ 

Contact l1bOtlC ElMil _---________ 

Type ofProjel!t! 0 New Construction IJ Demolition D Tenant Itnprovemem 
o Residential 0 Commercial 0 City Project 0 OtY1er_________ 

Plasse specify materials that were reused, recyc.led,salv8ied or landfilled by completing the tabJe below. Ust each 
typo 'ofdebris material and provide the name ofeach facility/service provider used. Provide copies ofall weight tags 
and receipts documenting tons of material recycled, salvaged or cHsposed for S'Ubmittal with this report. The 
Applicant ttlUst feGeive approval by Environmental Services DIvision stDff prior to pmnit being fiDaled. 

Material E!tlmated Amount 
(']ro~!I or Cubic YordJ) 

I Vendor or Facutty 
to be Uud 

Recyoled Snlvaacd or Reused ].In)d6Ucd 

Asphalt/Concrete NlA 
• Dirt/Clean Fill NJA 

Buildinsc Materials (doors. etc.l 
Cardboard 

• CametlPadding 
DrYWall Mm3~. ! 

Metal 
tvfoceci caD (wood, rooting, 
wat1 bQElt'd :I.11m. "IQstlc) 
PllInt or 'l:ttc Dcbrill 
.Pla.~jcs (including film) 

! RoofInlt 
• Wood - ul1pa!nte(l or DAlIets 

Wood ­ treatedloalntcd 
Ontba2e NlA N/A CUVina DisDOJoVAthtJ1!s 8ervtc:e8. 

• Other: 
Haza.rdous or Spccla.l Waste NfA 
(1.0. oatitami.neted soil osbestos) 
totaL" 

Material GCRl!l'lItion Sttnunnry 
A. Total tons ofmatedais gentrated for the project: 
B. Total tOOl! of tJlttctials land-filled (not recycled): 
C. Total to!ll! ofmaterialB salvaged, reused, or recycled: 
D. Percentage ofmattrials recycled/reused (divide Cby A): % 

• ,,-~ -~ ."•• "'............ _ .... 1iI ~'.,•• II •••••• ,.............,' ".'I.JI" ••• l ....... ~ ................ " II .'Ii ','I •• , .. j f t ... ~I •• ' a ....................... '&.U••••• 1 •••• ~ •• , ...... , ••4.66 ........... 


FOR CITY USE ONLV: 0 Compliant 0 Good Faith 0 Non-ComplJal,t 0 J::JOaJ %_______ 

Final Approval bx BSD Staff -'D::....:nte-'--~____~---::-=-:-_:_._ 
ver. 3.21.1 t 
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THIS IS TO CP.R.TIPV t~l'It the followiRe ~m1l1()dity 
hn been r,c.o~ited all C&J) recycling. 

r/'IJ,Mens Services 
l104MtIIIIlt. E! 'm? ,~ . .....,"a...,..... ...,....,....,~ ..hb,......l,............... 


Illll PCI'ldlcton 8m.:!, Sun Valley, CA 9(352 
Tel: (818)76B-1<192 1"1IX: (818}168·t795 

Customer Infotmation 


Account Namo: Connie Struction 

Addre&s: 1234 City Street 

Work Order II: 1234 

Transaction Infonnntion 


ORIGIN: Covina 

Weight Ticket #: 1234 

Net Weight: 10 tons 

0.30% 

-310 -4.68% 

250.38% 

6400 90.68% 

Total weight ofmareri?l: 6620 lOO.(JO% 
�----------~------------I

Total recovered: 6199 93.64%L-_________ __________~~ 



CONSTRUCTION & DEMOLITION DEBRIS 


Exclusive Franchise with Athens Services for 


Trash & Recycling Services 


Please be advised thal the City of Covina maintains an exclusive franchise agreement for refuse 
collection and recycling service with Covina Disposal/Athens Services. Covina Disposal/Athens 
Services is the City of Covina's excJusive franchise hauler. Please contact them at 888-336-6100 
and inquire about their service options for temporary bins for construction and demolition 
projects in Covina. 

The ONLY exception is that the demolition or construction project contractor, using his own 
equipment and staff, can take recyclables from a demolition or construction site to a recycling 
facility. Trash from construction, residential, commercial and industrial sites, however, must be 
hauled and disposed ofexclusively by Covina Disposal/Athens Services. 

Please be advised of the following: 
CM.C. Section 8.08.090 states that "No person shal1 engage in the business 
of collection, transportation, processing or disposal of refuse, green waste or 
recyclables in the city from any premises in the city without a written pennit 
therefore issued and approved by the City Manager or his or her designee, 
unless under contract with the city for such business... A copy of each 
pennit issued under this section shaH be attached to the vehides used for 
such purpose and shal1 be subject to inspection at all times." 

The City may remove and impound any unauthorized refuse or recycling bins or containers at the 
expense of the owner, occupant or person in charge of the container. 

We hope that providing you this infonnation at this point assists in planning for your project. If 
you have any questions about these requirements, please call Environmental Services at (626) 
384-5480 or visit us at City Hall at 125 E. College Street. 

REMEMBER! 

• ONLY COVINA DISPOSAL/ATHENS SERVICES TRASH AND RECYCLING BINS ARE 

AUTHORIZED TO SERVICE SITES IN THE CITY OF COVINA, INCLUDING CONSTRUCTION 

AND DEMOLITION PROJECT SITES. 

• THE ONLY EXEMPTION TO THIS IS THAT THE DEMOLITION OR CONSTRUCTION 


PROJECT CONTRACTOR, USING HIS OWN EQUIPMENT AND STAFF, CAN TAKE 


RECYCLABLES FROM A DEMOLITION OR CONSTRUCTION SITE TO A RECYCLING 


FACILITY. 


• UNAUTHORIZED BINS WILL BE IMpOUNDED 

• HAlARDOUS WASTES AND M~TERIALS ARE OUTSIDE OF THE SCOPE OF THE 

EXCLUSIVE FRANC1SE AND MUST BE DISPOSED OF IN ACCORDANCE WITH STATE AND 

FEDERAL LAW. 

s: ICovinG_PlI1i.PublicWorks_PVTlEnvironmemaII1XG. RecycJingI1X.G.14. COltSlr & Demo\Covina C&D FormslC&D 
Exclusive Athens Refuse FrQnchise lnfo.doc ver; 5./9./ / 

I 

http:RecycJingI1X.G.14


I. 

STORM WATER 
PLA.NNINGPROGRAM 

PRIORITY PROJECT CHECKiLIST 

FORM 

PC 



DEFINITIONS: 

PerviQus surfaces are those that allow storm water runoff to percolate through. Typical 
pervious surfaces indude: grass, gravel, concrete pavers, and some specially designed 
asphalts. 

Hillside means property where the slope is 25% or greater and where gradfng contempiates 
cut or fill slopes. 

Redevelopment means land-disturbing activity that result in the creation, addition, or 
replacement of 5,000 ff or more of impervious surface area on an already developed site. 
Redevelopment includes, but is not limited to: 

• 	 The expansion of a buifdlng footprint; 
• 	 Addition or replacement of a structure; 
• 	 Replacement of impervious surface area that is not part of a routine maintenance 

activity; and 
• 	 Land disbJrbing activities related to structural or irnpervious surfaces 

It does not include routine maintenance to maintain original line and grade, hydraulic capadty, 
or original purpose of facility, nor does it include modifications to existing single family 
structures, or emergenc.y construction activities required to immediately protect public health 
and safety. 

Environmentaltv Sensjtive Areas (ESAs) means an area in which plant or animal life or 
their habitats are either rare or especially valuable because of their special nature or role in an 
ecosystem and would be disturbed or degraded by human activities and developments. Also, 
an area designated by the Oty as approved by the Regional Water Quanty Control Board. 

MainWDjnce Agreement and Transfer: All developments subject to SUSMP and site 
specific plan requirements provide verification of maintenance provisions for Structural and 
Treatment Control BMPs, induding but not limited to legal agreements, covenants, CEQA 
mitigation reqUirements, and/or conditional use permits. Verification at a minimum shaH 
indude: 

• 	 The developer'S signed statement accepting responsibilIty for maintenance untfl the 
responsibility is legally transferred; and either 

• 	 A signed statement from the public entity assuming responsibility for Structural or 
Treatment Control BMP maintenance and conduct a maintenance inspection at least 
once a year; or 

• 	 Written conditions in the sales or lease agreement, which requires the recipient to 
assume responsibility for maintenance and conduct a maintenance inspection at least 
once a year; or 

• 	 Written text in project conditions, covenants and restrictions (CCRs) for residentJal 
properties assigning maintenance responsibilit!es to the Home Owners Associatron for 
maintenance of the Structural and Treatment Control BMPs; or 

• 	 Any other legally enforceable agreement that assigns responsibility for the maintenance 
of post-construction Structural or Treatment Control BMPs. 



STORM WATER PLANNING PROGRAM ttOaM 

PRJORITY DEVELOPMENT Be P1
REDEVELOPMENT PROJECTS 

GENERAL PROJECT 
CERTIFICATION 
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PLANNING BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES 

BMP Name BMP Identlficatlon Number and Name ./ if to be used • 

car Wash Facility 5C-21: Vehicle and Equipment CleanIng 

Constructed Wetlands MP-20: wetlands 

Control of Impe-rvious Runoff -N/A­ i 

Efficient Irrigation -N/A-

Energy Dissipaters EC·I0: Velocity Dissipation Devices 

Extended Detention Basins TC-22: Extended Detention Basin 

Infiltration Basins TC~11: Infiltration Basins I 

Infiltration Trenches ~ Infiltration Trenches 

Inlet Trash Racks -N/A­

EC-2: Preservation of Existing Vegetation 

0Landscape Design EC-4: Hydro seed;ng 

• ~ & fC.:l!: Straw & Wood Mulching 

Unings for Urban Runoff Conveyance 
-N/A­ D

Channels 

Materials Management 5C-30: Outdoor loading/Unloading 

Media Filtration TC-40: Media Filter 

Motor Fuel Concrete Dispensing Areas • 5C-20; Vehicle and Equipment Fueling 

Motor Fuel Dispensing Area canopy SC-20: Vehicle and Equipment Fueling 

Water Quality Inlets IC::SQ: Water Quality Inlet 

: Outdoor Storage 
.s.Qll: Outdoor Liquid Container Storage 

I 
0.s.c:.ll: Outdoor Storage of Raw Materials 

Porous Pavement and/or 
~N/A- DAlternative Surfaces 

Protect Slopes and Channels 
EC·ll~ Slope Drains D !
EC-12: Streambank Stabilization 

Self-Con~ined Areas for Vehit:le. or 5C-21: Vehicle and Equipment Cleaning 
Equipment Washing, Steam Cleaning, 

SC-22: Vehicle and Equipment Repair DMaintenance, Repair; or Material 
Processing 5C-32: Outdoor Equipment Operations I 
Storm Drain System 

£C.::31: Wasre Handling and Disposal (Signage Section) DStendling and Signage 

Trash Container Areas 5C-34: Waste Handling and DiSposal 

Vegetated Swales and Strips TC-32: Bioretentlon 

Wet Ponds I.Q:fQ.: Wet Ponds 

• ! 

• 
Other: • D 

I 
• 
• 

Please refer to the california Storm Water Best Management Practice Handbooks for more information. 



'ORMSTORM WATER 
P2TREATMEN'T CERTIFICATION 

Other; ______. *~'~'''~_m''''''''''''''-_~, 

TOTAl 

STRUCTURAL/TREATMENT 8MPs 


""'~l'I~f* 
<11'111. ~,.}tt'_i"k<t 
~ 

EsQm.-tedi 
Flowbte!l 
OV'~* 

ill! 

TYpeof8MP 
{j~I!~1 
rIl.lrnbef if Em",] 

By 'IIltaWpllI, tIB~, IIIdaWJWfldge Uta tIiICh '~'IMP .. ~~ ad....... ~_ or 
~__.utta~m.~~Of'''~~*tyk 
"~"af$_·~~ma.~~ttI iIfd!.~ 

lIfbl Reg.ta. ~ 
I C8'tify. dtat 1 am 1Il~1 ~ or ~ Wetlttt.· stamp' HeNf 
registered mthe State of CMJfomD# and that ·tIMt t~~ a:nd 
a!lpadtIe$ Mrelft ~ wtt:h the ....E~l1JMb~ by ... 
Cattfo.rrH Regiorl. ~ QunUty Contml Icard, u.. ~tIl~. 
and the ~ Water Resouree. Control ..,. 1M $ta~ Urban 
_~H~ ""Nil (SUSMP), 

PrintNume 



Uu~I!tiI~ 
(r{!,,,st (iC1'l"~d 

61\ ;HaM:, 

! 

STRUCTURAL/TREATMENT aMPs 
~~1Ieol!Is • 

E$lim.illied 
Flow IUms 
orV.o11ll1!'le· 

, _______----.____----'1. w 

I 

I 

Atltidp.ated 
PtrtvlttJl i 
Pollllt#n't$ 

Type or OMP 8MII' L«"'Qn 
(i!l(l~ rTH,lool {bril!ft,. 
m,nn/:.tr jf JIrf'o') ('alio:zlI::Iej 



r/~ LOCAL STORM WATER POLLUTION 
If project Is I ilcre or more: 

$' ,~ 

:I~ J) 
PREVENTJON PLAN (LSWPPPJ 

StateWDID# 

: ~"flIP ~~t;-:. This plon is in oddllion 10 slando,d Gly reqvilemenls lor erosion (on"ol pfons attach copy of certified letter 

, -
OWNER NAME TSITE NAME 

OWNER ADDRESS SITE ADDRESS 

PHONE TRACT NUMBER 

CONTRAaOR NAME Indicate Size of Building/Grading or 
Disturbed Area Plan Check Number 

I CONTRAaOR ADDRESS 
Indudlng stockpllu 

I 
Acres 

PHONE Estimated !itart/f'in;s;h dare: mmm.m".N" 

In additlon to the SWPPP required under the Stole GCASP progrom, the MS.4 Permit requires on lSWPf>f> (or 011 conslrudion projeds 
one ocre or grt;l0ter.. The pr~rer sho~ld osse~ site condition.s, iden~j~.conslrudion adivjties with 1he polen/iollo cause storm woler 
pollution, and Idel'lhry the B Ps \1'101 will best SUlI the construction activities. 

.. c;O' ':) :,:{;·.• ·t . /:~ 

'I~ ,
: ' 

Project 
Description 

'; Provide. a IIOrroli\le description ollht maiO( fealures oIlhe propoled ptojed (e.g. low datllIly r.ous.ing C'om~(ciol ~velojlmenl 
indLlslriol ~plex, ek.l AHach o!kjiliOl'Ol sheets, ~ necesKJry. 

The oHached lables indicate which Best Management Pradices (BMPs) wilt be used 10 control storm water 
pollution from Ihe projed sile. In addition, a Sile Plan exomple is indvded showing BMP locolions. 

I certify thol this document and all attachments were prepo~d under As the architect/en~inee.r o( record, I hove selec.ted oppropriale 
my direction or supervision in occordance wnh 0 system 6MPs 10 eHeclive y mil'limize the negative impoc1s of this 
designed 10 ossu(e that qualified personnel properly gather and proied's construction odivities on storm waler qualily. The projed 
evaluo/e the information submiHed. Based on my inquiry of the owner and coniraclor ore aware that the selec/ed BMPS 
persoo or persons who manage jhe system or those persons diredly mvst be ins.talled, monitored, ond maintained 10 en sure their 
responsible for gOlhering the informaHon, 10 fhe best of my knowledge effec.tiveness. The aMPs not selected for implementation o(,e
ond belief, the information submilfed is true, accurate, ond complete. redundant Of deemed oot applicoble to the proposed conslrudio,t'\ 
The rOjed con/(odor is; oware thol 1he seleded BMPs mus~ ~ activity.
insta ed, monitored. ond mointoined. As the Project Owner, 1cerlify 
Ihe appropriate BMPs will be. implemented to effeclively minimize 
the negative imradS or this projed's consiruction odivities on storm 
woter qualily. am awore that submilting false and/or inacc.urote 
information, foiling 10 update the Locol SWppp to reflect current 
cot\dilio('ls, or foiling 10 hroperiy and/or odequately implement the 
Locol SWPPP moy resu t in revocotion 01 grading and/or other 
permits or other sandions provided by low. 

Owner or Authothed R.epresenlollve 5igl'1olure 

Owner or Aulhorized ReptlUenlalive Nome (printed) 

Dole 
Pl'Gj~Ara:J:Jrtett or En,gf.,;e.er 0' RecQrd, rtamp and datA: I 

This is, a seporote s\lbn1"Iol Md NOT c subslifo\e for the SWPPP the Stole requires lInder Ihe GCAS? Program. 
V.. ri(ir...lil"lt'l 11-.,.." I'"~ ,WPPP h". h.:."", t'I .... " ... rari "'•••1 h", ••. \... .....;u"'.1 l"l___ , _ f r, 



LOCAL STORM WATER POLLUTioN 
PREVENTION PLAN (LSWPPP) 

Project Name and Address: 
Indicote on the following tables which BMP will 
be used to control stormwater pollution 01 fhe 
project site. 

! 

. y-. y­ -
'Gerrera) Site Management 

Will BMP'1)e used~ If YES, show on pions-or describe on oddi1ionol sheet.8MP Description IfNO, slale reason (ofloch additional sheets if necessary)YES NO 
Sit~ Planning Considerations 
Project ScheduUI'I9 (EC· l) 

Preservotion of ois1ing Vegetolion (EC-2J 

~CO~~r:~,c~()J:\:fijl~tl.~es':· Ti ':;" 1·_'c.'·C" m -, ;. 

SeditM.nl Control Procedures 

Dewotering Operations (NS-2) 

Paving Operations (NS.3) 

Wind Erosion Control (WE· 1 ) ,\;... g.,M~icl~~~:~lJwpmentManagem~t 
. _.-. -'. 

I' ;. . 
Vehicle cnd Equipment Cleaning (NS·8) 

I Vehicle and Equipment Cleaning INS.9) 
Vehicle and cquipmenl Cleo ning INS-l0) 

I'f~tkfhg'Coairor' . . -, .., ". - }, .. . Ii';i'.';';':;i'l':':' y .. , ..­ .. 
...... ,,/ 

Slabili-zea Construdion Entrance (TR-l) 

Self-Inspedions t/ StIf jl\$~Cilol'ls will ba made bdore. oller and dVli,,; 0 0.15 inch (oin/oll event. 

.....' ...."- .. , . . . .. 
.COnstr~on Marerials and Wqste Management, 

Will aMI' be used1 If Y'I:S h '. 10" d· 'b .d'd'j- I h t8MP Description ......."., .......••. • :\.'" S ow on p ns E",esql. e on a I~ona s ee . 
. ' . YSS NOt If NO/stale reason (o1fOQl odditionohheefslf necessary) 

Material Management .. ....•... ..... .... %. 

MOlerial Delivery ond Siorage rNM. 1) 

Molerial Use (WM·2) 

Spill Prevention and Conlrol (WM-4) 

" I 

SOlid Wo!.te Monogemenl (WM-S) 

Ho-zordous Wasle Monogemen1 /WM·61 

i Conlomll'loled SOil Monogemenl (WM-7) 

Concrele Woste Manogemenl (WM-8) i -------------------------------------4Soni1oty Septic Monogel'\\enl twM-9) 

BMP locations must be shown on pions 
'A:hJPc- .......4'~. "1"\1'\r"t'n, t" fh4 l"l.o.1f"1 .arli'il'\l\',J d... n r ...... ht.......,,;JII( (.s.r.. ......... W,..ILl' A.o.C't AAA"_ ..... ..!t._ .......... 1 0"'_ ............. W..... _ •.H.. __ L.... 




EVENT'ON PLAN 
STORM WATER 

on the 

prOIf.Kt site 
u~ed to control stormwaieF 

http:prOIf.Kt


LOCAL STORM WATER POLLUTION 
PREVENTION PLAN (LSWPPP) 

Sample Project 
Site Diagram 

[Earliple! 

STREET NAME 
Show location of catch basin receiving runoff .. 

VEGETATIVE 
AREA 

Stabilized 
Construction 

Entrance 

tVEGETATtVE AREA 

r···111111I1 
1II1I1II 
"'11"1 

111111 •• 
1111"1. 105 

NORTH 

O STOCKPILES 
~vered with 

-plastic sheeting 

II 
t 1 

BIN FOR WASTE 
CONTAINMENT 

106 

Building 

Submit three sets of plans showing BMPs. 

1().4 

105 

-- Sand Bags 
(During Rainy Season) 

INCLUDE THE FOLLOWING 
Project Name Projecl Location Scale or Dirnensions 

And, 
1) The projecl boundo'Y and limits of grading and soil disluroance. 

2) The footprint of eXIsting facilities and facilities thai win be built during constructIon. 

3) The existing and finol grodes of the site, along with any intermediate grades during cons/Netio,) thol will signilicanttv orled 
site d~oinage patterns. . 

4) The locotion(sl where rufloH from the site may el\ter storm droln(sl, chonnel(s), and/or receiving wcler(s). 

5) Specific 10col1ons wher~ (onsll'\Jc:hon malerial5, vehicles, ond equipment will be stored, handled, used, maintoined, and 
disposed, along with locations of siructural measureslhol will.be IJsed 10 contoin these molerials on sile. 

BMPs must ALSO be shown On groding/construdion pions. 
~ .. ~,I~~~, ~._J.~~/,~_, ••. __ ,, __ _ I~_. __.. L_ ...L",:."._.J ___ ..:.J.J _II __ •.. : •• J:_L.__,, __ :. : __ I. ..LJ 



Storm Water Construction nores 

Minimum BMP Requirements for Construction Activities for Air Development Construction 
Projects 

• 	 Eroded sediments and olher pollulants must be retained on sile and moy nol be Iranspor1ed from Ihe site VIO sheelUow, swoles 
area drains, natural drainoge courses or wind. 

• 	 Stockpiles or earlh and other construc.lion related materials must be proteded from being tronsporled from the sile by the 
force of wind and waler. . 

• 	 Fuels. oils, solvents and oiher toxic materials must be stored in accordance with their lisling and are not to contaminate the 
soil and surface woters. Atl approved storage containers ore to be protected from the weather. Spills must be cleaned up 
immediately and disposed of in a proper manner, Spills may not be washed into the droinage system. 

• 	 Non-storm water runoff from equipment and vehicle woshing and ony olher adivily sholl be contained at the project site. 

• 	 Excess or wos1e conuele may nol be washed inlo Ihe public way or any other drainage system. Provisions sholl be mode 10 
retain concrete wasles on site until they coo. be disposed of os solid was1e. 

• 	 Trash and construction related solid wastes must be deposiled into a covered receptacle to prevent con~amination of rainwater 
and dispersal by wind. 

• 	 Sediments and other materials may not be tracked from the site by vehide traffic, The consfrudio(l enlronce roadways must 
be stabil1-zed so os 10 inhibii sediments from being deposited into the public way. Accidental depositions must be swept up 
immediately ond may nof be washed down by rain or other me(Jns. 

• 	 Any slope with disturbed soils or denuded of vegetation must be stabilized so as 10 inhibil erasion by wind and woter. 

WM-I 	 MATERIAL DELIVERY AND STORAGE 

PrOllide Q material storage area wilh secondary containment and/or 
weather ~rotedion. Nale the mainlenonce practices and schedule 
proposed for this aree. 

WM-2 	 MATERIAl USE 

HazardouS' materials. ler!ifiters, pesliodes, plasters, solvents. paints, 
ond other compounds must be property handled in oroer 10 reduce fhe 
risk of pollution 0( cooIaminalion. Troining ond infonnolion on proax!ures 
lor the proper use of 011 materials must be available '0 fhe employees
thot opply such malerials. 

WM·4 	 SPILL PREVENTION AND CONTROl 

Identify spill prevenfion and control measures Ihol will be loken for oil 
proposed malerials. Identify the methods, by which occidenlol spills wiil 
be cleaned ond properly disposed 01. 

WM·5 	 SOUD WASTE MANAGEMENT 

Provide designoled waste colleclion Qreos and co,.doinen:. Armnge lor 
rogulor disposal. Provide covered storoge with secondory conlainment. 
Conlainers. ore required to proted waste from roin to pre'llent wafer 
pollution ond prevent wind dispersol. 

WM-6 	 HAZARDOUS WASTE MANAGEMENT 

HOlOrdouS molerials mus! be disposed of in O(COfdonc.e will1 Siale and 
Federol regulations. Identify Ihe proposed methods al disposal and any 
special handling controcls thal may be opplkable_ 

WtJ..7 	 CONTAMINATE[) SOil MANAGEMENT 

Prevent or reduce 'I>e discharge 01 pollutants to dormwaler from 
contaminated soil and highlV acielic or alkaline soils by conducling pro­
canslTlJdlon liUrvevs, inspeding eJ(C(Ivolions regl..'latlv. and remediQhng 
contaminated soil promphlv. . 

WM-8 	 CONCRETE WASTE MANAGEMENT 

Siore dry and we+ materOal. under cover, Avoid on·site washoul 
except in deSignated areos away from drains, ditches, streets, ond 
streams. Concreto waste deposited on site shell set·up, be broken 
apart, and disposed of properly, Containment and proper disposal 
is required for 011 concrete was/e. 

WM-9 	 SANITARY / SEPTIC WASTE MANAGEMENT 

Untreoted row wastewater is nollo be discharged or buried. Sanitary 
sewer facilities 01'1 site are required 10 be In compliance wi'" local health 
ogenq requirements. Sanilory or septic wostes must be treeled or 
disposed of in occordonce with Stale and local requiremen1s: 

TC-l 	 STABILIZED CONSTRUCTION ENTRANCE 

A stabilized entronce is required lor 011 consllUction siles lo Bnsure thol 
dirt ond.debris ore not tracked onlo the rood or adlCCP'nl property. 
Mointenonce of such a system is required lor the duralion or the prorect 
Su,h st(lbiliwtian may be or rock or po"c.d. 

Eroded sediments muSI be reloined on sile Clnd nolSE·! 	 SilT fENCE 
5[·3 SEDIMENT TRAP permlHed to enler the d''OlnO{Je ~vstem. Moy be 
5[·6 SAND BAGS waived 01 the sole discretion oflhe City Inspedcr 

II alher e'Osion canltol BMPs are deemed suffloenl. 



Self Inspection Forms 

BMPs for construction sites are usually temporary measures that require frequent maintenance to maintain 
fheir effectiveness and may require relocation and reinstallation, particularly as the project progresses. 

Regular inspections ~re required, particularly during rainy season. 

In order to enSlJre that BMPs are properly impremenled and function effectively, and to identify necessary 
maintenance and repairs, developers and contractors are required to perform self· inspections. The altached 
Construction Site Inspection Checklists must be completed: 

-Before and after every rainfall with 0.25 inches or more of predicted or actual precipitation 

and 

~At 24·hour intervals during extended rainfall events. 



Construction Site Inspection Checklist 

Inspected By~ 


Proied: ....________~_______________________ 


Contractor: 


Date: 


Circle IIYESIJ or IINOII or liNIN' if not applicable 

YES NO N/A 1. Has there been rain 01 the site Since the lost inspedion? 

YES NO N/A 2. Are all sediment barriers (e.g., sandbags, strow boles, ond silf fences in place in accordance 
with the Plan and are they fundionlng properly? 

YES NO N/A 3. If present, are all exposed slopes proteded from erOSion through the implemenlafion of 
acceptable soil stobilization practices? 

YES NO N/A 4. If present, ore all sediment traps/basins installed and functioning properly? 

YES NO NJA S. Are all material handling and storage areas reasonably dean and free of spills, leoks, or 
other deleterious materials? 

YES NO N/A 6. Are 011 equipment storage and maintenance areas reasonably clean and free of spills, 
leaks, or any 01her deleterious motenals? 

YES NO NJA 7, Are all molerials and equipmenT properly covered? 

YES NO N/A 8. Are alf external discharge points (i.e., outfolls) reasonably free of any noticeable pollutant 
discharges? 

YES NO N/A 9. Are all intemal discharge points (i.e. storm drain inlets) provided wiih inlei protection? 

YES NO N/A 10. Are alf external discharge points reasonably free of any significant erosion or sedimenf 
transport? 


YES NO N/A 11. Are 011 BMPs identified on Ihe Pion installed in Ihe proper locations and according to 

lhe specifications for the Plan? 


YES NO N/A 12, Are all structural control practices in good repair and maintained in fundional order? 


YES NO N/A 13. 	 Are all on-site traffic routes, parking, and doroge of equipmenf and supplies restricted 
to areas designated in fhe Plan for those uses? 

YES NO N/A 14. 	Are alliocalions ot temporary so;1 stockpiles or construdion materials in approved arees 
and properly ccn1ained? 

YES 	 NO N/A 15. 	.Are all seeded or landscaped areos properly maintained? 

P""f"ie 	 '/",J 0 



YES NO N/A 16. 	 Are sediment conlrols in place at discharge points from the site? 

YES NO N/A 17. 	Are slopes free of significant erosion? 

YES NO N/A 18. 	 Are a II points of ingress and egress from the sile provided with stabilized 
construction entrances? 

YES NO l\l/A 19. 	 Is lhe sediment, debris, or mud being cleaned from public roods 01 inlersections with 
site access roods? 

YES NO N/A 20. Does the Pion reflect current site conditions? 

If you answered "no" 10 any of the above questions (except Number 1 Ldescribe any corrective adion(s) 
that must be taken to remedy the problem and when the corrective adion is 10 be completed: . 

Checklist Item Corredive Actian(s) Needed Date to be Completed 



. 
Inspection Log 

This site shall be inspected before and after stann evenls with 0.25 inches or treater predided or octuol precipitation, ond documented 
on 1he Conslruction Site Inspedion Checklist form. Incidents of noncomp iance musl be repor1ed 10 the Engineer. A log of all 
inspections, as shown below, sholl be kepi curren!. 

Date Inspector 
Type of Inspection Observations 

Routine Pre-Storm Post-Storm (II post-storm inlpection, l'Iote $He 
01 SIOlm il'l inches) 

I 

, 
i 

I , 

I 

i . 

" " ", 



RECORDlNG REQUESTED BY: 
City ofCOvloa 

WHEN RECORDED MAIL TO; 
City Clerk 
City of Covina 
]25 E College Street 
Covina. CA 91723 

ST ANDARD URBAN STORMW A TER MITIGATION 

PLAN, BMP MAINTENANCE AND 

RIGHT OF ENTRY AGREEMENT 


TIDS STANDARD URBAN STORMWATER MITIGATION PLAN, 
STORMWATER BMP MAINTENANCE AND RIGHT OF ENTRY 
AGREEMENT ("AgreementH

) is made and entered into in the City of Covina, 
California, this day of 20 by and 
between hereinafter referred 
to as "Owner" and the City of Covina ("City"), a municipaJ corporation. This Agreement 
applies to property located at , 
APN No. in the County of Los Angeles, State of California. 
The Agreement is subject to the following recitals: 

RECITALS 

WHEREAS, the Owner owns real property ("Property") in the City of Covina, 
County of Los Angeles, State of California, more specifically described in Exhibit "A", 
which exhibit is attached hereto and incorporated herein by this reference; 

WHEREAS, at the time of the City's initial approvaJ of the development project 
known as located within the 
Property, the City required the project to employ Best Management Practices, hereinafter 
referred to as "BMPs," to minimize pollutants in urban runoff; 

WHEREAS, the Owner has chosen to install and/or implement BMPs as 
described in the Standard Urban Stonnwater Mitigation P[ao, on file with the City, 
hereinafter referred to as "SUSMP", to minimize pollutants in urban runoff and to 
minimize other adverse impacts of urban runoff; 

WHEREAS, the SUSMP has been certified by the Owner and reviewed and 
approved by the City; 

WHEREAS, the BMPs, with installation and/or implementation on private 
property and draining only private property, are part of a private facility with all 
maintenance or replacement, therefore, the sole responsibility of the Owner in accordance 
with the terms of this Agreement; and 

Rev I 2/25/10 



WHEREAS, the Owner is aware that periodic and continuous maintenance) 
including, but not necessarily limited to, filter material replacement and sediment 
removal, is required to assure peak performance of all BMPs in the SUSMP and that, 
furthermore, such maintenance activity will require compliance with all local, State, or 
Federal laws and regulations, including those pertaining to confined space and waste 
disposal methods, in effect at the time such maintenance occurs. 

NOW, THEREFORE, it is mutually stipulated and agreed as follows: 

1. 	 Responsibility for Operation and Maintenance of BMPs: Owner shall maintain in 
accordance with the Operations and Maintenance Plan (Exhibit B) all on-site 
structural stonnwater pollution removal devices including, but not limited to: 
Detention/Sedimentation System, Filtration Systems, Infiltration Systems, Oil and 
Water Separators, Water Quality Inlets and Dry Wells. 

Owner shall diligently maintain all BMPs in a manner assuring peak perfonnance 
at all times. Owner shall conduct a maintenance inspection of all Structural and 
Treatment Control BMP's on the Property at least once per year and retain 
documentation of such inspection. Said maintenance inspection must verify the 
legibility of all required stencils and signs and Owner shall repaint and label as 
necessary. All reasonable precautions shall be exercised by Owner and Owner's 
representative or contractor in the removal and extraction of any material(s) from 
the B'MPs and the ultimate disposal of the material(s) in a manner consistent with 
all relevant laws and regulations in effect at the time. As may be requested from 
time to time by the City, tbe Owner shall provide the City with documentation 
pertaining to any and all BMP inspections andlor identifying the material(s) 
removed, the quantity, and disposal destination. 

The specific structural BMPs are listed as follows (noting quantity, size, and 
model number, if applicable): 

2. 	 Right of Access: Owner hereby provides the City or City's designee complete 
access, of any duration, to the BMPs and their immediate vicinity at any time, 
upon reasonable notice, or in the event of emergency, as determined by City's 
Director of Public Works ("Director"), upon no advance Dotice, for the purpose of 
inspection, sampling, testing of the BMPs, and in case of emergency, to undertake, 
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in the City's sole discretion, necessary repairs or other preventative measures at 
Owner's expense as provided in paragraph 3 below. City shall make every effort 
at aU times to minimize or avoid interference with Owner's use of the Property. 

J. 	 City Maintenance at Owner's EXQense: In the event Owner, or its successors or 
assigns, fails to accomplish the necessary maintenance contemplated by this 
Agreement, within five (5) calendar days after bejng given written notice by the 
City, the City is hereby authorized to cause any maintenance necessary to be done 
and charge the entire cost and expense to the Owner or Owner's successors or 
assigns, including administrative costs, attorneys fees and interest thereon at the 
maximum rate authorized by the Civil Code from the date of the Dotice of expense 
until paid in full. The City, at its sole election, may make these costs to be a lien 
upon the property that may be collected at the same time and in the same manner 
as ordinary municipal taxes as provided in Government Code section 38773.5. 
Nothing in this section or this Agreement creates an obligation by the City to 
maintain or repair any BMP, nor does this section prohibit the City from pursuing 
other legal recourse against Owner. 

4. 	 Recording: This Agreement shall be recorded in the Office of the Recorder of Los 
Angeles County, California, at the expense of the Owner and shall constitute 
notice to all successors and assigns of the title to said Property of the obligation 
herein set forth, and also a lien in such amount as will fully reimburse the City, 
including interest as herein above set forth, subject to foreclosure in event of 
default in payment. 

5. 	 Attorney's Fees: In event of legal action occasioned by any default or action of 
either Party to this Agreement, or its successors or assigns, the defaulting Party 
and its successors or assigns agree(s) to pay all costs incurred by the oon­
defaulting Party in enforcing the terms of this Agreement, including reasonable 
attorney's fees and costs, and that the same shall become a part of the lien against 
said Property. 

6. 	 Covenant: It is the intent of the parties hereto that burdens and benefits herein 
undertaken shall constitute covenants that run with said Property and constitute a 
lien there against. 

7. 	 Binding on Successors: The obligations herein undertaken shall be binding upon 
the heirs, successors, executors, administrators and assigns of the parties hereto. 
The term "Owner" shall include not only the present Owner, but also its heirs, 
successors, executors, administrators, and assigns. Owner shall notify any 
successor to title, tenant or occupant in possession of all or part of the Property 
about the existence of this Agreement. Owner shall provide such notice prior to 
such successor, tenant or occupant obtaining an interest in all or part of the 
Property. Owner shall provide a copy of such notice to the City at the same time 
such notice is provided to the successor, tenant or occupant in possession. Owner 
shall a]so provide printed educational materials with any sale of the property that 
provide information 00 what stonnwater management facilities are present, the 
type(s) and 10cation(s) of maintenance that are required, and how the necessary 
maintenance is to be performed. 

-3­



-----------------------
-----------------------

8. 	 Indemnitv and Insurance: The Owner, its heirs, successors, executors, 
administrators and assigns agree to defend, indemnify and holds hannless the 
City, its officials, employees and its authorized agents from any and all damages, 
accidents, casualties, occurrences or claims which might arise or be asserted 
against the City and which are tn any way connected with the construction, 
operation, presence, existence or maintenance of the BMP by the Owner, or from 
any personal injury or property damage that may result from the City or other 
public entities entering the Property under Sections 2 or 3 of this Agreement 
except those damages, accidents, casualties, occurrences or claims or failure to act 
resulting from the City's neg1igence or willful misconduct. The Owner shall 
maintain liability insurance specifically covering the BMP and City. The City 
shall specity amount of coverage and require proof of insurance to be provided to 
City on a regular basis as determined by the City. 

9. 	 Time of the Essence: Time is of the essence m the performance of this 
Agreement. 

10. 	 Notice: Any notice to a party required or ca]Jed for in this Agreement shall be 
served in person, or by deposit in the U.S. Mail, first class postage prepaid or 
when sent by facsimile, to the address set forth below. Notice(s) shall be deemed 
effective, when sent by facsimile or by U.S. maH, upon receipt, or seventy-two 
(72) hours after deposit in the U.S. Mail, whichever is earlier. A party may change 
a notice address only by providing written notice thereof to the other party. 

IF TO CITY: 

Cir:y of Covina 
125 E. College Street 
Covina, CA 91723 

IF TO OWNER: 


Attn: 

Telephone: ___________ 

Fax: 


With a copy to: 

Attn: 
~---------------------Telephone: __________ 

Fu: ____~___________ 

-4­



------------------

IN WITNESS THEREOF, the parties hereto have afflxed their signatures as of 
the date first written above. 

CITY: OWNER: 

By:___________ By:___________ 

Name 
Title:___________Its: 

ATTEST: OWNER: 

City Clerk Date 

By:____________ 

Name 
Title:___________ 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

City Attorney 

NOTAmES ON FOLLOWING PAGE 
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State of California 	 ) CALIFORNIA ALL-PURPOSE ACKNOWLEDGMENT 
) 88. 

County afLas Angeles) 

On ______________________________________________________________ _ 

(dare),beforeme, __________________________________~(h~e~r~e~ins~ert~n~rum~e~an~d~n~·t~le~o~f~fu~e~o~ffi~l~ce~r~), 

personally apt)ea:re:,a____________~___________________________ 

who proved to me on fue basis of satisfactory evidence to be fue person(s) whose narne(s) is/are subscribed to 
fue within instrwnent and acknowledged to me that he/she/they executed the same in hislher/their authorized 
capacity(ies), and that by hislher/their signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or fue entity upon behalf 
of which the person(s) acted. executed the instrument. 

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under fue laws of the State of California that the foregoing 
paragrapb is true and correct 

W1TNESS my hand and official seal. 

Signature 	 [Seal] 

-6­



EXHIBIT A 

(LEGAL DESCRIPTION) 


Exhibit A 



EXHIBITB 

(MAINTENACE AND OPERA rrON PLAN) 

Exhibit B 



WATER DIVISION REQUIREMENTS FOR APPLICATION SPR 14-003 
ETC. (PROPOSED RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT AT 777 E. EDNA PL. 
& PROPOSED COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT AT 731 N. GRAND A V.­
MUNIS #521) 

1. Need Water Sile Plan for Domestic, Fire, and Irrigation. 

For any questions here, please contact the Water Division staff at 626-384-5220. 



GRAND COVINA, LLC 

RESIDENTIAL AND COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT 

777-847 East Edna Place and 731 North Grand Avenue, Covina, CA 

GPA 14-002 

ZCH 14-001 

PCD 14-002; 
TTM 72721 

SPR 14-003 


EXHIBITG 

DEVELOPMENT PLANS 
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mLODGETI[DAYLOSIs[lNVIRONMENfA.!lLANNING 
PLANNING. ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS • EcoNOMICS. MAPPING 

Date: January 13, 2015 

To: Alan Carter, City ofCovina, 

From: Marc Blodgett 

Subject: Comments and Response to Comments to Grand Covina Mixed Use Project Covina ISjMND 

The relevant standard for challenging a mitigated negative declaration is whether it can be "fairly argued" based 

on "substantial evidence" that the project may have a significant environmental impact, and the burden to 

demonstrate such impact is on the Petitioner. (Citizens Comm. to Save Our Village v. Claremont (1995) 37 

Cal.ApPAth 1157, 1171; Leaguefor Protec. v. Oakland (1997) 52 Cal.APPAth 896, 904.) A reviewing court would 
defer to the local agency on issues of credibility. (Quail Botanical Gardens v. Encinitas (1994) 29 Cal.App4h 

1597, 1603.) The key to any analysis under this standard is whether there is "substantial evidence" meaning 

legally significant, credible, and of solid value that a project may have a significant effect on the environment. 

(Pub. Res. Code § 21080(c)(I); 14 Cal. Code Regs. § 15384(a).) 

With the foregoing principles in mind, the City has provided responses to all of the comments submitted by Cory 

J. Briggs of the Briggs Law Corporation below and on the follo""ing pages. A copy of the original comment letter 

is provided at the end of this memorandum. 

Response to Comment 1.01: 

The commenter asserts that there is a fair argument that the Project ""ill result in significant air-quality impacts 
because the Project site is bordered by residential uses, schools, and a park. The commenter claims that the 
Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration prepared for the Project ("MND") ignores "a number of other 

schools within a one-mile radius of the Project site" and "[t]here is such a high probability that this Project will 

expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations that it cannot move forward "vithout further 
analysis." 

The MND identified all of the sensitive receptors within the Project vicinity, including schools and residential 
uses. (MND, Ex. 3-4.) The SCAQMD requires that CEQA air quality analyses indicate whether a proposed 
project will result in an exceedance of localized emissions thresholds ("LSTs"). Based on the information 
included in the South Coast Air Quality Management District's ("SCAQMD") LST Significance Threshold Table 

provided by the SCAQMD, the Project will not exceed any LSTs. (MND, pp. 50, 53 (Table 3-3); Appendix D) 

SCAQMD's LST Table provides the significant thresholds for project emissions that increase the further a 

sensitive receptor is located from a project site, ""ith distances ranging from between 25 to 500 meters. (MND, 

p. 52, Table 3-3.) The MND analyzed the Project's impacts on sensitive receptors using the LST Table's most 

conservation (highest) significance thresholds by analyzing the Project impacts as if sensitive receptors were 

16388 EAsT COLIMA ROA]), SUITE 206.HACIENDA HEIGHTS, CALIFORNIA 91745 

PHONE 626-336-0033 • CELLUIAR 562-556-4542 • E-Mail blodgett.marc@gmail.com 

EXHIBIT H (38 pages) 

mailto:blodgett.marc@gmail.com


[BLODGEnIDAYLOSIs[iNvIRONMENT~ING 

Response to COIIllllent 1.03= 

The MND's conclusion that the Project's air quality impacts are less than significant is in fact supported by 

substantial evidence. (MND, Section 3.3.1; Appendix D.) The Project's emissions will not exceed any SCAQMD 

significance thresholds during either construction or operation. (MND, pp. 47-49.) 

The commenter takes issue with the MND's observation that there have been new CO emissions controls added 
to vehicles, and that reformulated fuels are now sold in the South Coast Air Basin ("SCAB"), because "there is no 

evidence that these 'new CO emissions controls' are being utilized at the Project site or that such controls will 

mitigate air-quality impacts to a level of insignificance." (See, MND, p. 52.) 

The MND does not rely on the fact that additional vehicle emissions controls and reformulated fuels have been 
developed since the SCAQMD CEQAAir Quality Handbook was written (1993) to conclude that the Project has a 

less than significant impact. Moreover, even if the MND had relied on the foregoing in making its conclusions, it 

would be justified in doing so because it is an undeniable, indisputable fact that since 1993, (i) more stringent 

mandatory emissions controls have been imposed on all vehicles in California, and (ii) reformulated fuels are 

now sold. The commenter's statement that there "is no evidence these 'new CO emissions controls' are begin 

utilized at the Project site" is simply not true - such emissions controls are mandatory for all vehicles in the state 
of California. 

Response to COIIllllent 1.04: 

The commenter claims that the MND did not adequately analyze impacts on the future tenants/occupants of the 
Project resulting from a "close proximity" to a rail line. The MND is not required to conduct a "reverse-CEQA" 

analysis, and analyze impacts of the environment on the Project, such as potential impacts on future Project 
residents that is caused by the existing environment (e.g., existing air emissions from a currently operating rail 

line). (Ballona Wetlands Land Trust v. City ofLos Angeles (2011) 201 Cal. App. 4th 455, 473-74 ["identifying 
the effects on the project and its users of locating the project in a particular environmental setting is neither 

consistent with CEQA's legislative purpose nor required by the CEQA statutes" ]; see also, Baird v. County of 
Contra Costa (1995) 32 Cal. App. 4th 1464, 1468-69; South Orange County Wastewater Authority v. City of 
Dana Point (2011) 196 Cal. App. 4th 1604, 1614-15; City of Long Beach v. Los Angeles Unified School Dist. 
(2009) 176 Cal.APP4th 889, 905.) 

Moreover, any air quality impacts from the railroad's emissions referred to in the comment would be less than 
significant, as this railroad located 350 feet to the south of the Project site. At this distance, no significant levels 

of train emissions would impact the Project. Additionally, the Project site is located in the midst of other 

sensitive receptors that include the adjacent single-family residential neighborhood, which are presumably 

operating >vithout significant impacts from this railroad. 
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Response to Comment 1.05: 

The commenter argues that "[t]here is no evidence that mere adherence to existing SCAQMD regulations, such 

as wetting demolition and/or construction areas, will mitigate air-quality impacts to a level of insignificance." 
However, the Project's air quality impacts are actually less than significant even before implementation of 

SCAQMD's regulations, as both the Project's construction and operational emissions are below all applicable 

thresholds of significance before mitigation. (MND, p. 48.) 

As made clear by the MND, adherence with the SCAQMD regulations will even further reduce the Project's air 

quality impacts, but the regulations were not required to ensure that such impacts were less than significant. 
(Id., p. 49.) By contrast, the commenter presents no evidence that air quality impacts will be significant, or that 

SCAQMD's regulations are not effective to reduce such impacts. 

Response to Comment 1.06: 

The commenter again argues that there is "no evidence" that compliance with regulatory requirements and 
Mitigation Measure NO.3 (imposed by Section 3.3.B of the MND) will mitigate the Project's construction and 
long term/operational air quality impacts to a less than significant level. In actuality, it is the commenter that 
has provided no evidence that the regulatory requirements and mitigation Measure NO.3 will not ensure that the 

Project's air quality impacts "vill be less than significant. 

The Project's air quality impacts are less than significant even before implementation of SCAQMD's regulations 
or the mitigation imposed by the MND. (MND, p. 49.) Both the Project's construction and long term emissions 

are below all applicable thresholds of significance before mitigation. (MND, p. 48.) (See aLrw, Response to 

Comment 1.05.) 

Response to Comment 1.07: 

The commenter argues that the Project's potential cumulative air quality impacts required the preparation of an 
EIR because "the proposed project will contribute incrementally to the SCAB's current non-attainment status in 
the absence of mitigation. The SCAB is currently non-attainment for ozone, PMlO, and PM2.5" 

The MND, based on substantial evidence, properly concludes that the Project's potential cumulative impacts are 
less than significant. (MND, p. 50.) Both the Project's construction and long term emissions are below all 
applicable thresholds of significance. (Id., p. 48.) Additionally, the Project's 67 units is well "within the housing 
growth projections in the Southern California Association of Governments' adopted Regional Transportation 

Plan ("RTP"). (Id., pp. 47, 50) In other words, the growth caused by the Project and its associated cumulative 

air quality impacts has been anticipated by the adopted RTP, and accordingly, these impacts have been fully 

analyzed. The Project is in conformance with this RTP, specifically including its regional sustainable 

development policies. (Id., p. 47.) 

Moreover, the mere fact that the Pr~iect will contribute incrementally to ozone, PMlO and PM2.5 emissions does 

not mean that the Project will have a significant cumulative impact if that were true, then every Project in the 
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SCAB would have a significant cumulative impact on air quality. Any new development would create new 

emissions related to construction and operations (long-term emissions). The long-term emissions from any 

future development will include stationary emissions and mobile emissions from vehicles. This incremental 

increase in emissions is acknowledged and fully analyzed in the MND, and is not a significant impact because 

the emissions levels are below the SCAQMD-defined thresholds of significance. The SCAQMD provides these 
specific and quantifiable thresholds to assist lead agencies, like the City here, in determining whether or not a 

project will result in a significant adverse impact, including whether or not a project will result in a significant 

cumulative impact. 

Response to Conunent 1.08: 

The commenter claims that the MND fails to discuss diesel particulate as a toxic air pollutant. This claim is 

patently false - the MND discusses and fully analyzes the Project's particulate emissions through its analysis of 

PMlO and PM2.5 emissions, which include diesel particulate. (MND, pp. 45, 47-48.) Specifically, the air quality 

computer model used in connection with the MND includes an analysis of particulate impacts (as well as NOx 

emissions) from diesel equipment. The majority of the diesel equipment use will occur during the Project's 

construction, and the use of this equipment is considered in the air quality impacts related to construction 

activities. The majority of the particulate emissions are related to fugitive dust and diesel particulates, and these 

emission levels are below the SCAQMD daily thresholds. 

Response to Conunent 2.01: 

The commenter argues that the MND is somehow defective because, according to the commenter, no mitigation 
measures aimed at reducing traffic were considered. The commenter also incorrectly asserts that the MND 

imposes only one mitigation measure related to traffic and circulation, when the MND actually imposes four. 
(MND, p. 128.) 

The City is not required to impose a certain type of mitigation measure, but rather required to ensure that 
feasible mitigation measures are imposed to reduce only those impacts that are potentially significant. (See, 
CEQA Guidelines § 15126.4(a).) After implementation of the mitigation measures contained in the MND's traffic 

and circulation section, the Project's impacts on traffic and transportation will be reduced to a less than 

significant impact. (MND, Section 3.16; see also, p. 127) Therefore, the City, as the lead agency, has satisfied all 

of its obligations under CEQA with regard to imposing mitigation measures. 

Moreover, the only potentially significant traffic and circulation impact identified by the MND is not related to 

traffic volume (as implied by the commenter), but instead relates to potential traffic hazards within the Project 

site resulting from the layout of the Project. As a result, the mitigation measures imposed by the MND relate to 

safety - e.g., signing and striping - to ensure such impacts are less than significant. (MND, p. 127.) Mitigation 

measureCs) that reduced traffic volume would not effectively reduce this potentially significant impact to a less 

than significant level. Indeed, the Project's impacts on the circulation system in the general Project area - which 

encompass all impacts that are related to traffic volume! trip generation - are less than significant without 

mitigation. (MND, pp. 98- 125 [Section3.16A].) 
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Response to Comment 2.02: 

The commenter asserts that "[t]here is a fair argument that 67 four-bedroom units with two fast-food 
restaurants with drive-through service windows will have a significant impact on traffic levels, especially 
considering the vacant project site currently produces minimal, if any, traffic." This assertion is wholly 
unsupported by any evidence, and is in fact directly contradicted by the substantial evidence by the MND, which 

concludes that impacts from "traffic levels" are less than significant. (MND, pp. 98-125 [Section 3.16A]; See 

also, Appendix B.) 

Specifically, the MND determined that the Project would result in 1,795 daily trips (including 158 AM peak hour 

trips and 127 PM peak hour trips). (MND, p. 104.) This amount of trip generation will not decrease the level of 

service at any relevant intersection. (Id., pp. 112, 115, 119.) Accordingly, the Project's impacts on traffic and 
circulation, as summarized by Tables 3-16 and 3-17, will be less than significant. (Id., p. 124-25.) 

Response to Comment 2.03: 

The commenter asserts, without any evidence, that the Project's location "in the middle of industrial uses" will 
result in a substantial decrease in safety for prospective residents of the Project and for persons passing through 
the Project site. This comment is ironic considering that just one page earlier, the commenter claims that the 

site is bordered by residential uses, two schools and a park. (See, Comment 1.01) The characterization that the 
Project site is "in the middle of industrial uses" is not accurate, as at least two sides of the Project site are 
bordered by residential uses, and one side by commercial (specifically, retail) uses. (MND, p. 26.) 

In any event, the MND fully evaluated all potential "safety" impacts related to traffic and circulation, including 
any hazards that could result from incompatible uses. (MND, p. 127.) The MND imposes four mitigation 
measures that reduce potential impacts related to traffic hazards. (Id., pp. 127-28.) The MND concluded, based 

on substantial evidence in the record, that such impacts are less than significant after mitigation. (Id.) The 

MND also concluded that any impacts involving hazards or safety, generally, are less than significant. (Id., pp. 
68-71.) 

Moreover, with regard to prospective residents of the Project, the MND is not required to conduct a "reverse­
CEQA" analysis, and analyze impacts of the existing environment on the Project, including its future residents. 

(Ballona Wetlands Land Trust v. City of Los Angeles (2011) 201 Cal. App. 4th 455, 473-74 ["identifying the 
effects on the project and its users of locating the project in a particular environmental setting is neither 
consistent with CEQA's legislative purpose nor required by the CEQA statutes" ]; see also, Baird v. County of 

Contra Costa (1995) 32 Cal. App. 4th 1464, 1468-69; South Orange County Wastewater Authority v. City of 

Dana Point (2011) 196 Cal. App. 4th 1604, 1614-15; City of Long Beach v. Los Angeles Unified School Dist. 

(2009) 176 Cal.APP.4th 889, 905.) 
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Response to Comment 2.04: 

The commenter makes a bare assertion that there "is no substantial evidence to support the conclusion that 
mitigation in the form of re-striping will mitigate traffic and transportation impacts to a level of insignificance." 

This assertion is wholly unsupported by any evidence, and in fact directly contradicted by the substantial 
evidence by the MND. 

After fully analyzing all information and expert analysis, the MND concludes that all traffic and transportation 
impacts would be less than significant. (MND, pp. 98-128; see also, Appendix R) Specifically, the MND 
determined that the Project would result in 1,795 daily trips (including 1fi8 AM peak hour trips and 127 PM peak 

hour trips). (MND, p. 104.) This amount of trip generation will not decrease the level of service at any relevant 

intersection. (ld., pp. 112, 115, 119.) Accordingly, the Project's impacts on traffic and circulation, as summarized 

by Tables 3-16 and 3-17, will be less than significant. (ld., p. 124-25.) 

The only potentially significant traffic impact identified by the MND relates to potential traffic hazards yvithin 

the Project site resulting from the layout of the Project. As a result, the mitigation measures imposed by the 
MND, such as requiring signs and striping, are aimed at mitigating such hazards. The mitigation imposed by the 

MND ensures that such impacts are less than significant. (MND, p. 127.) 

Response to Comment 2.05: 

The commenter argues that Mitigation Measure No. 22 - "[a]s is the case for any roadway design, the City of 

Covina should periodically review traffic operations in the vicinity of the Project once the Project is constructed 
to assure that the traffic operations are satisfactory" - is uncertain and an improper deferral of mitigation. 

Mitigation Measure No. 22 does not defer mitigation, but rather ensures that the Project complies with all of the 
City's standards for roadway design. A mitigation measure that ensures future compliance with certain 
standards is an adequate mitigation measure under CEQA (See, Guidelines section 15126A(a)(1)(B); Oakland 

Heritage Alliance v. City ofOakland (2011) 195 Cal.APPAth 884, 906.) 

Moreover, Mitigation Measure 22 is not required to conclude that traffic and transportation impacts will be less 
than significant. This mitigation measure simply acknowledges that the striping and signage required for the 

project must be identified on the final construction drawings to ensure the contractors are aware of the 
measures. Therefore, even if Mitigation Measure 22 is uncertain or defers mitigation, the MND's conclusion 
that all traffic impacts are less than significant after mitigation would not change. (MND, pp. 127-28.) 

Response to Comment 2.06: 

See Response to Comment 2.03. The City did not "ignore" any traffic safety impacts or safety risk, but instead 

MND fully evaluated all potential "safety" impacts related to traffic and circulation, including any hazards that 

could result from incompatible uses. (MND, p. 127.) The MND imposes four mitigation measures that reduce 

potential impacts related to traffic hazards. (ld., pp. 127-28.) These mitigation measures will ensure that the 

parking spaces and streets are properly equipped for pedestrians, skateboarders, bicyclists and other non­

vehicular traffic. It also bears noting that two sides of the Project site are bordered by residential uses, and one 
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side by retail uses the characterization that the Project site is "in the middle of industrial uses" is not accurate. 
(Id., p. 26.) 

Accordingly, the MND concluded, based on substantial evidence in the record, that the Project's potential traffic 

safety impacts are less than significant after mitigation. (Id., pp. 127-28.) The MND also concluded that any 
impacts involving hazards or safety, generally, are less than significant. (Id., pp. 68-71.) 

Response to Comment 3.01: 

The commenter claims that approval of the Project would somehow run afoul of public hearing rules or 
otherwise curb public participation. This is not true. The City has complied with all applicable laws (including, 
but not limited to, the City's Municipal Code and the Brown Act) in conducting the public hearings that concern 

this Project. Moreover, the Project has not yet been approved, and there will be another public hearing on the 
Project before the Council takes action on the Project. There has been no "final approval." Finally, the City 

Council is never bound by a recommendation from the Planning Commission. 

Response to Comment 4.01: 

The commenter argues that "[ d]espite the fact that the Project includes at least 67 four-bedroom, residential 
units, the MND erroneously concludes the Project will not induce substantial population growth without any 

kind of supporting analysis," and without any evidence, asserts that there is "a fair argument the Project will 
have a significant impact on population and housing." 

The MND's conclusion that the Project will not induce substantial population growth is in fact supported by 
sufficient analysis and substantial evidence. (MND, pp. 92-93.) The Project is an infill development that is 
surrounded by active residential, commercial/retail and industrial uses. (Id., p. 26.) Population and housing 

impacts such as growth inducing impacts are associated with providing urban services to an undeveloped or 
rural area. (Id., p. 92.) In other words, significant impacts occur when a Project draws people to an area where 
they are not already located. Here, the Project a relatively small infill development in an otherwise fully 
developed area, and therefore, the Project ...ill not induce (directly or indirectly) any additional development in 

the Project area because such additional development is not possible. 

The MND used the higher of two possible projections to determine that, conservatively, 335 people will reside at 
the Project (an alternative projection, based on the average size of households in the City, indicated that only 

209 people will reside that the Project). (Id., p. 92; Table 3-8.) This small amount of people, particularly 

compared with the City's current population of 48,346, will not have any impact on population and housing, 

even if all 335 future residents came from outside the City. (Id.; see a/so, pp. 93-97 [the MND concludes that the 

Project will have a less than significant impaL't resulting from increased demand for public services and 

recreation].) Adding 335 people in an already a developed area is simply not considered "substantial population 

growth." (MND, p. 92.) Moreover, the Project may ultimately serve individuals that are already residents of the 
City. 
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Response to Comment 5.01: 

The commenter states that "[t]here is no explanation for why a Project that will emit 19,947 pounds of C02E per 
day, compared to the zero pounds currently produced on the vacant Project site, will have a less than significant 
[greenhouse gas] impact." However, the MND provides a clear explanation as to why the Project's emissions 

result in a less than significant greenhouse gas ("GHG") impact 

The California Air Pollution Controls Officers Association (CAPCOA) CEQA and Climate Change White Paper 
approves a non-zero significance threshold for analyzing the significance of a future development's GHG 

emissions. (MND, p. 64.) Threshold 2.5 of the White Paper establishes a numerical threshold based on capture 

of approximately 90 percent of emissions from future development. (Id.) The SCAQMD has recommended 
several GHG thresholds of significance. These thresholds include 1,400 metric tons per year of C02E for 
commercial projects, 3,500 tons per year for residential projects, and 3,000 tons per year for mixed-use 

projects. The Project collectively (including both the residential and commercial components) will generate 

approximately 3,300 tons per year of C02E. (Id.) As a result, the impacts are within the recommended 
thresholds. Furthermore, when discounting the previous use of the Project site, the total C02E emissions will be 

reduced ever further from 3,300 tons per year. Therefore, the Project's GHG impacts are less than significant. 

Additionally, it is important to note that the SCAQMD uses these significance thresholds to identify projects that 
warrant SCAQMD review. In other words, if a project exceeds these thresholds, it does not mean that the project 
results in a significant impact per se, but instead, it merely means that the project's CEQA document should be 
forwarded to the SCAQMD for review. 

Response to Comment 5.02: 

The commenter asserts that the MND does not properly follow the CAPCOA CEQA and Climate Change White 

Paper because no mitigation is imposed, contrary to the White Paper's requirements for any GHG emissions that 
are above zero. The commenter also asserts that the MND improperly relied on the SCAQMD's significance 
thresholds (discussed in the Response to Comment 5.01). 

First, the CAPCOA white paper is intended as a resource, not a mandatory requirement. This document is not 

intended, and should not be interpreted, to dictate the manner in which an air district or lead agency - including 
the City here chooses to address GHG emissions in the context of its review of projects under CEQA. 

Second, the City, as the lead agency, is afforded significant deference in determining the applicable threshold of 
significance, and indeed, the lead agency is free to establish its OV.TI threshold of significance. (CEQA Guidelines 

§ 15064.7; Save Cuyama Valley v. County ofSanta Barbara (2013) 213 Cal. App. 4th 1059, 1067-1068.) The 

City, through the MND, has determined that certain thresholds established by agencies with particularized 

expertise in the field (e.g., the SCAQMD) are the applicable and appropriate thresholds. 

Finally, under CEQA, mitigation is only required if there is a potentially significant impact. (CEQA Guidelines § 

15126-49(a)(3).) Here, the Project's GHG impacts are less than significant before mitigation. (MND, pp. 64-65.) 

Therefore, pursuant to CEQA, no mitigation is required, regardless of what a white paper might suggest. (§ 
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15126-49(a)(3).) Indeed, the MND only mentions the CAPCOA White Paper to explain how SCAQMD calculated 
its significance threshold, and that threshold not the White Paper's other requirements is the only threshold 

that matters. The Project's emissions are below that threshold without mitigation. (MND, p. 64.) 

Response to Comment 5.03: 

The commenter suggest that there are "several feasible mitigation measures" relating to GHG emissions that can 

be implemented for the Project. Even if true, the comment is irrelevant because the Project results in less than 
significant GHG impacts before mitigation. (MND, pp. 64-65.) "Mitigation measures are not required for effects 

which are not found to be significant." (CEQA Guidelines § 15126-49(a)(3).) Moreover, the commenter has not 

provided any evidence that the suggested mitigation measures are in fact feasible and can be implemented for 
this Project. 

Response to Comment 5.04: 

The commenter asserts that "[iJn finding that the Project will not conflict v\lith any applicable plan, policy, or 

regulation for reducing GHGs, the MND cherry-picks a few of the Attorney General's recommended measures 
while ignoring a large number of other measures. Most notably, the measures in the section 'Renewable Energy 

and Energy Storage' will not be met as the Project does not include the use of renewable energy." 

The Attorney General's measures are "recommended," not mandatory. The mandatory applicable plan, policy or 
regulation for reducing GHGs is AB 32, which requires the reduction of GHG emissions to 1990 levels. (MND, p. 
67.) Reducing GHG emissions would require a minimum of 28% reduction in "business as usual" GHG 

emissions. (Id.) By following only the purportedly "cherry picked" recommendations listed in Table 3-5, the 

Project would reduce GHG emissions by 36%, which makes the Project in compliance with AB 32. (Id., p. 65, 
67.) Even if the commenter is correct that the MND ignores some of the Attorney General's recommended 

measures, the Project implements a sufficient number of recommended measures to ensure the Project does not 
conflict with the state of California's mandatory means for reducing GHGs - AB 32. Moreover, the Project does 

not conflict with any Attorney General recommendations or any applicable CARB Recommended Actions from 
the state of California's Climate Action Plan, which are listed in Table 3-6. (Id., p. 66-67.) Therefore, the Project 
does not conflict with any applicable plan, policy, or regulation for reducing GHGs. 

Finally, notwithstanding the foregoing, the Project's GHG emissions are well below the applicable significance 
threshold. (MND, p. 64.) Therefore, the Project's GHG impacts are less than significant. 

Response to Comment 5.05: 

The commenter asserts that the MND contains "no analysis" to support its conclusion that the implementation 

of certain Attorney General recommended measures will reduce GHG emissions by 36% from business as usual 

conditions. (See, MND, p. 67.) However, the commenter presents no evidence that the 36% reduction, as 

explained by Table 3-5, is incorrect, nor does the commenter suggest what the "correct" percentages might be. 

Unlike the commenter's unsupported assertion, Table 3-5 is supported by substantial evidence and expert 
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analysis. (MND, p. 65; Appendix D.) Indeed, Table 3-5 indicates precisely how the Project would implement 

the Attorney General's recommendations. (ld., p. 65.) 

The most important element of Table 3-5 is to underscore the proposed Project's compliance with the Attorney 

General's recommended measures designed to reduce GHG emissions. The figures that were used to illustrate 
the effectiveness of the individual measures (e.g., the percentage reductions) were derived using a number of 

methods. The land use and transportation measures assumed a trip generation reduction and a potential 
reduction in vehicle miles traveled (VMT) because the Project is a mixed use development, which reduces 
tripsjVMTs when compared with strictly commercial or residential developments. Additionally, a numerical 
benefit was also derived from the Project's "infill" nature. The measures associated with energy and water use 

compares the consumption rates of the Project with and without energy conservation devices. Accordingly, the 
percentages illustrate the effectiveness of the Project's compliance with the Attorney General's recommended 
measures. 

Finally, notwithstanding the foregoing, the Project's GHG emissions are well below the applicable significance 
threshold. (MND, p. 64.) Therefore, the Project's GHG impacts are less than significant. 

Response to Comment 6.01: 

The commenter asserts that there is a fair argument the Project will significantly impact the delivery of public 
services, including police and fire protection. This assertion is directly contradicted by the analysis and 

conclusions contained in the MND, which are based on substantial evidence. 

The MND fully analyzes the increase in demand on both police and fire protection, and determines that any 

impacts would be less than significant. (MND, pp. 94-95.) The closest fire station is only .7 miles away from the 
Project site, and the closest police station is approximately one mile away. (ld.) This indicated that response 

times for both fire and police service to the Project site will be very fast. 

While the Project will place incremental increase in the service demands of the City' fire department, any 
increase in demand will be offset by the increase property tax and other revenue that will accrue as part of the 
Project's implementation. (Id., p. 94.) Similarly, while the addition of the Project's 67 units and attendant 
potential population increase will lead in a potential increase in the calls for law enforcement services, the 

potential increase will be offset by the increased property tax and other revenue that will accrue as part of the 
Project's implementation. (Id., p. 95.) As a result of these offsets, the Project will not have a significant impact 
on police or fire response times, either to the Project site or to other developments. 

Finally, while not necessary for adequate response times, the MND imposes four mitigation measures related to 

fire and police services to ensure that any impacts are less than significant. (MND, pp. 94-96.) 
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Response to Co:nunent 6.02: 

The commenter claims that "[t]here is no substantial evidence to support the conclusion that the measures 
identified will mitigate public service impacts to a level of insignificance" because "the mitigation measures do 
not address the Project's effect on the delivery of public services that must pass through the Project." 

First, the MND fully analyzes all of the Project's potential impacts on public services, and imposes adequate 
mitigation to ensure that all such impacts are less than significant. (MND, pp. 94-96.) 

Second, mitigation measures are only necessary when the lead agency identifies a potentially significant impact. 
(CEQA Guidelines § 15126-49(a)(3).) The MND did not identify any significant impacts resulting from "the 
Project's effect on the delivery of public services that must pass through the Project," and the commenter has 
presented no evidence that such impacts exist. (MND, pp. 94-96.) Therefore, no mitigation was required. 

Finally, even if the Project caused potentially significant impacts on public services traveling through the Project 
site, such impacts would be mitigated to a less than significant level by the mitigation imposed in the MND's 
traffic section because those mitigation measures are all aimed at mitigating potential traffic hazards within the 
Project site resulting from the layout of the Project. (MND, p. 127.) The MND concludes that with mitigation, 
any impacts resulting from vehicles driving within the Project site - which includes emergency vehicles - would 
be less than significant. (ld.) 

Response to Co:nunent 7.01: 

The commenter, without any supporting evidence, asserts that the Project will significantly impact the use of 
existing parks, and specifically, Kelby Park. The MND indicates that the City operates 8 parks, including two 
near the Project site: Kelby Park and Kahler Russell Park. Based on these facts, the MND concludes that the 
Project - which, at most, will serve 335 residents (some of which may already be residents of the City) - will 
result in a less than significant impact on recreation. (MND, p. 97.) The MND specifically concludes that any 
impacts resulting from increased use of parks will be less than significant. (ld.) Moreover, the MND concludes 
that the City of Covina Park Development Fee - which the applicant will be required to pay - will offset any 
increased use of the City's parks (including Kelby Park). (Id.) Finally, the Project will not physically impact any 
park or recreational facility. CId.) 

Response to Comments 8.01 & 8.02: 

The commenter claims that because of the ongoing draught in California and a purported "Level One Water 
Supply Shortage" in the City, the Project will have a significant impact on hydrology and water quality based on a 

lack of supply of water. The commenter also asserts that the MND's mitigation measures are not sufficient to 

mitigate impacts involving the Project's water supply to a less than significant level. 

Contrary to the commenter's conjecture based solely on macro conditions, the MND concludes that even before 

mitigation, the Project would have no impact on groundwater supplies. (MND, p. 73.) Indeed, even though the 

Project is not big enough to require a water supply assessment, the City of Covina Water Division ("CWD") and 
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the Project engineer have confirmed the availability of water supplies sufficient to accommodate the Project's 

water demand. 

As to the commenter's issue with the MND's hydrology/water quality mitigation measures, mitigation is only 

required when the lead agency identifies a potentially significant impact. (CEQA Guidelines § 15126A9(a)(3).) 

The Project will not have any impact on water supplies. (MND, p. 73.) Therefore, no mitigation is required to 

reduce the Project's impacts on water supplies to a less than significant leveL The MND only imposes mitigation 

measures relating to water quality standards and waste discharge because those were the only potentially 

significant hydrology and water quality impact. (MND, pp. 72-73, 76.) 

Response to Comment 9.01: 

The commenter asserts that the Project will result in significant noise impacts merely based on the fact that the 

Project entails construction of 67 residential units and two fast-food restaurants and demolition/removal of 

existing structures. However, the MND fully analyzes all of the noise impacts that would result from the 

construction of the Project, including the demolition phase, and concluded that all such impacts would be less 

than significant after mitigation. (MND, pp. 83-91; Appendix C.) It bears noting that contrary to the 

commenter's implication, 67 residential units and two fast-food restaurants is a relatively "small" project when 

considering the entire range of development projects in the City and the surrounding area. 

Specifically with regard to construction noise, the MND, based on expert analysis (see, Appendix C), concluded 

that during construction, in a "worst-case scenario," the Project would result in temporary average noise level of 

89 dBA on the (vacant) Project site. (MND, p. 89.) It is possible that under this "worst-case scenario," noise 

levels could exceed 70 dBA at the Project site's property line. The MND imposes mitigation (Mitigation Measure 

No. 14) that requires all construction to occur between the hours of 7:00 AM and 7:00 PM on weekdays and 

8:00 AM to 5:00 PM on Saturdays, with no construction permitted on Sundays or Federal holidays. (Jd.) 

Provided that no construction occurs during these nighttime/weekend hours - which it will not, thanks to 

Mitigation Measure No. 14 - construction noise is permitted to exceed the City's noise standards summarized in 

Table 3-7 of the MND. (City of Covina Municipal Code § 9.4o.110(B).) 

Therefore, after implementation of mitigation, all impacts from construction noise, including the demolition 

phase, will be less than significant. (MND, pp. 89, 91.) 

Response to Comment 9.02: 

The commenter asserts that the MND and the noise study used the incorrect threshold of significance because 

"[t]he noise study, on which the noise mitigation is based, used the highest limit during daytime operations 

(65dBA) instead of a lower one during nighttime operations (55 dBA) even though some of the nearby 

manufacturers operate at night." 

This comment appears to concern the impacts of noise generated by nearby users on the future residents of the 

Project. These type of "reverse-CEQA" analysis is not required. (Ballona Wetlands Land Trust v. City ofLos 

Angeles (2011) 201 Cal. App. 4th 455, 473-74 ["identifying the effects on the project and its users of locating the 
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project in a particular environmental setting is neither consistent with CEQA's legislative purpose nor required 

by the CEQA statutes" ]; see also, Baird v. County ofContra Costa (1995) 32 Cal. App. 4th 1464, 1468-69; South 

Orange County Wastewater Authority v. City of Dana Point (2011) 196 Cal. App. 4th 1604, 1614-15; City of 

Long Beach v. Los Angeles Unified School Dist. (2009) 176 Cal.APP-4th 889, 905.) 

Notwithstanding the foregoing, the commenter has not presented any evidence that any surrounding llses that 
purportedly "operate at night" would result in nighttime noise above 55 dBA at the exterior of the Project, even 

after mitigation (e.g., the required construction of sound walls and the like). (See, MND, pp. 87-88, 91.) 
Moreover, the Applicant has also agreed to the installation of a noise wall along the Project site's west side and 

the installation of sound-proof windows. These additional measures will further reduce the interior noise levels. 

Therefore, even if the noise study used the 55 dBA threshold, there would be no significant impacts after 
mitigation. 

Additionally, the existing homes located to the north of the Project site have successfully coexisted with the 

neighboring manufacturing uses for many years. The recent complaints from the nearby residents focused on 
the Project site itself (e.g., poor property maintenance and transients living on the property) rather than noise 

from the adjacent businesses. 

Finally, it bears noting that the City is afforded significant deference in determining the applicable threshold of 
significance, and indeed, the lead agency is free to establish its own threshold of significance. (CEQA Guidelines 

§ 15064.7; Save Cuyama Valley v. County ofSanta Barbara (2013) 213 Cal. App. 4th 1059,1067-1068.) 

Response to Comment 10.01: 

Without any supporting evidence, the commenter asserts that the Project will result in a significant aesthetic 
impact resulting from a "significant increase in light and glare," apparently based on the mere fact that the 
Project includes 67 units and two fast-food restaurants. The MND comes to the opposition conclusion based on 

actual evidence, indicating that after mitigation, any increase in light and glare caused by the Project will be less 
than significant. (MND, p. 39.) (See also, Response to Comment 10.02) 

Response to Comment 10.02: 

The commenter asserts that Mitigation Measures Nos. 1 & 2 - which require the applicant to submit a lighting 
plan and exterior photometric plan for review and approval by the City - are uncertain and constitute an 

improper deferral of mitigation. However, Mitigation Measures Nos. 1 & 2 do not defer mitigation, but rather 

ensure that the Project complies with all of the City's standards for exterior lighting. A mitigation measure that 

ensures future compliance with certain standards is an adequate mitigation measure under CEQA (See, 

Guidelines section 15126.4(a)(1)(B); Oakland Heritage Alliance v. City ofOakland (2011) 195 Cal.App.4th 884, 

906.) 

As explained in the MND, implementation of these mitigation measures is sufficient to ensure that the Project's 

impacts resulting from increased light and glare are less than significant. (MND, p. 39.) 
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Response to CoIllIl1ents 11.01. 11.02. 11.03 & 11.04: 

The commenter claims that the City has not made the necessary findings to support any of the Project 
entitlements or to comply with Government Code sections 66473.5, 66474, or 65860. Without any specific 
claim regarding the deficiency of any specific finding, the commenter also asserts that to the extent any of these 
findings were made, none of the findings are supported by substantial evidence. 

The Project has not yet been approved. Therefore, none of these findings are necessary at this juncture. In the 

event the City Council approves the Project, it will make all findings required by law. 

Response to CoIllIl1ent 11.05: 

The commenter claims that substantial evidence does not support the finding that the Project will have "no 
cumulative impacts." The MND does not make this purposed "no impact" finding. Instead, the MND actually 

concludes, based on substantial evidence, that after mitigation, the Project will result in less than significant 
cumulative impacts. (MND, p. 135;see also, p. 143.) This conclusion is supported by significant analysis and 
expert studies. 

Response to CoIllIl1ent 12.01: 

'The commenter claims that the Project establishes "conflicting land uses" because "the General Plan and zoning 

rules [""ill be] changed to allow residences in the middle of an industrial/manufacturing zone." The commenter 
asserts that the MND should have analyzed the impacts of such conflicting land uses. 

The commenter's position that the Project establishes "conflicting land uses" is incorrect. The Project is 
surrounded on two sides by residential uses, and on another side by commercial uses. (MND, pp. 26, 79-81 

[Exs. 3-9, 3-10 & 3-11].) Indeed, in the Air Quality section of the very same comment letter, the commenter 
claims "the site is bordered by residential uses, Ben Lamont Elementary School, Covina Elementary School, and 

Kelby Park." (Comme.Qt 1.01) By the commenter's own admission, the Project site is obviously not "right in the 
middle of an industrial/manufacturing zone." Therefore, there can be no impacts resulting from conflicting land 
uses, as such conflicts do not exist. Indeed, the MND fully analyzed the compatibility of the proposed land uses 
with the existing land uses surrounding the Project site, and concluded that there would be no impact. (MND, 

PP·76-82.) 

The commenter also "cherry picks" three General Plan policies, and asserts that the Project is not consistent with 
those policies. The Project does not conflict with any General Plan policies. (MND, pp. 78-80; GPA No. 14­

002.) Moreover, the Project need not comply with the letter of each and every General Plan policy. (San 

Franciscans Upholding the Downtown Plan v. City & County ofSan Francisco (2002) 102 Ca1.ApPAth 656, 678 

[a project does not need to be "in agreement or harmony with the terms of the applicable plan, not in rigid 

conformity with every detail."] [emph. added]; see also, Wollmer v. City of Berkeley (2009) 179 CalAPPAth 

933,941; Sequoyah Hills Homeowners Ass'n v. City ofOakland (1993) 23 CalAPP.4th 704,714.) 
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Response to Comment 12.02: 

The commenter claims that the Project results in spot zoning because it "would result in the placement of 67 

residences right in the middle of an industrial! manufacturing zone ""ith no buffer between the vastly different 

uses." The Project is surrounded on two sides by residential uses, and on another side by commercial (retail) 

uses. (MND, pp. 26, 79-81 [Exs. 3-9, 3-10 & 3-11].) Indeed, in the Air Quality section of the very same comment 

letter, the commenter claims "the site is bordered by residential uses, Ben Lamont Elementary School, Covina 

Elementary School, and Kelby Park." (Comment 1.01) By the commenter's own admission, the Project site is 

obviously not "right in the middle of an industrial/manufacturing zone." 

Therefore, the Project does not involve spot zoning, which as the commenter states, involves "the singling out of 

a small parcel of land for a use classification totally different from that of the surrounding area, for the benefit 

of the owner of such property and to the detriment of other owners." (emp. added) The Project is surrounded 

on at least three sides by substantial similar uses (residential and commercial) to the proposed uses. Clearly, the 

Project does not call for a "totally different" land use classification when compared to the surrounding area. 

Response to Comment 13.01: 

The commenter claims that the Project is not consistent with the General Plan Noise Element's Policy Area 2, 

items D-I and D-2, which purportedly "discourage" the location of noise-sensitive land uses in noisy 

environments. The commenter has not submitted any evidence showing that the Projed site is located in a 

"noisy environment." To the extent that commenter's position that the Project site is "noisy" is based on its 

position that the Project site is near commercial or industrial uses, the Projed is surrounded on at least two 

sides by residential uses. (MND, pp. 26,79-81 [Exs. 3-9, 3-10 &3-11].) Indeed, in the Air Quality section of the 

very same comment letter, the commenter claims "the site is bordered by residential uses, Ben Lamont 

Elementary School, Covina Elementary School, and Kelby Park." (Comment 1.01) 

Moreover, the MND fully analyzes all noise impacts. (MND, Sedion 3.12.) In fad, the MND specifically 

recognizes that the residential component of the Projed is considered to be a noise sensitive use, and 

accordingly, the Project imposes mitigation measures that will ensure all impacts are less than significant, even 
on noise sensitive uses (e.g., requirements to construct sound walls/noise control barriers). (MND, pp. 87-88, 

91.) (See also, Response to Comment 9.02.) 

Finally, the Project does not conflict with any General Plan policies. (MND, pp. 78-80; GPA No. 14-002.) 

Moreover, the Project need not comply with the letter of each and every General Plan policy. (San Franciscans 
Upholding the Downtown plan v. City & County of San Francisco (2002) 102 Cal.APPAth 656, 678 [a project 

does not need to be "in agreement or harmony v.rith the terms of the applicable plan, not in rigid conformity 

with every detail."] [emph. added]; see also, Wollmer v. City of Berkeley (2009) 179 Cal.APPAth 933, 941; 

Sequoyah Hills Homeowners Ass'n v. City ofOakland (1993) 23 Cal.App4h 704,714.) 
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Response to Comment 13.02: 

The commenter claims that "the City is out of compliance with its Housing Element because no update has been 

submitted" and attaches a Housing Element compliance report. However, the attached compliance report does 
not indicate that the City is out of compliance - which would be indicated by "OUT" or even an "OVER DUE" in 
the column labeled "compliance status." Instead, the compliance report indicated that the City's housing 
element is merely "DUE." (See, p. 3) 

While true that the City's Housing Element was certified for the 4th Cycle and the Housing Element for the 5th 
Cycle is now due, the commenter did not acknowledge that an infill development such as that being proposed is 

supported and encouraged by HCD as a means to address the region's housing need. The proposed Project, if 
approved, will count towards the City's current housing need identified in Covina's Regional Housing Needs 
Assessment (RHNA). 

The City will complete its revisions the Housing Element in 2015, and by law, the Project will be required to be 
in full compliance with the revised certified Hosing Element for the 5th Cycle, just as it is in compliance with the 

City's certified Housing Element for the 4th Cycle. 

Response to Comment 13.03: 

See Response to Comment 12.01. 
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BRIGGS LAW CORPORATION 

S,m I.Ditt/D Offill: IIIUM£1fI1in Office: 
614 !Morella (JJfw[, SlIltt 107 .99 £as I we" 5t.11'~t. Suite 111 

5411 <DUgo. U 92111.1 	 'fJpI4rui, Of 91786 

'feftpIic1le: 619-49T-tJCJ21 'kUpM"': 9lJ9-949-71H 
tj'1U'-fimiu: 909-949-7111'l'acsinUll: 619-51J-6410 

7 October 2014 

Mayor and City Council 
City of Covina 
125 East College Street 
Covina, CA 91 723 

Re: 	 A1WndU!£mCfli ofOcto~L7,;{)J4 City Council Meeting (C()osider<).lion of 
Rcs~)lutions and Ordinances as thev relate to three contiguous propertk~_at 777 llnd 
847 ~lst Edna Place and at 731 North Grg!14 A ve1ll!£l 

Dear Mayor and City Council: 

On behaifofmy clients. The Inland Oversight Commiu;:c and Covina Residents lor Responsible 
Development, I am writing to urge you to not adopt the resolutions and ordinances approving the above­
referenced Project In general. appro \,<11 of the Project would violate the California Environmental 
QuaHw Act ("CEQA"). the Planning and Zoning Lav •. the Subdivision Map Act, and [he Covina 
Municipa! Code, among other laws. rhc specilic reasons for denying the project are set forth on 
Attachment I to this lener and supported by evidence in the administrative record for the Project and by 
other evidence provided in the accompanying documents and on the accompanying CDJDVD, {For your 
convenience, the accompanying documents arc described in the aCC(lrnpanying index.) 

!fyou do not make ad<--cision on the Project tonight, plca.'\c provide me with written notice ofthe 
next public hearing or other meeting at which you will consider this Project. Additionally, please provide 
me with written notice of whatever action }'ou do take tonight 

Thank you liJr your prompt attention to this important matter. 

Sincerely, 

BRIGGS LA \\i CORPORAnO~ 

f\ 	 1 Il, 
\,,\ / \" f ~,l 

CQry J. Briggs 
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;\ltachment t; Reasons for Denying PrCljed 
Briggs Law Corporathm 

I. Air Quali~' 

1.01 There IS II fair ar~umentthe Project will result ill sigl'liricartt air-quaHly impacts, As stated 
in the MNI), the site is bordereJ by residential uses, Ben Lamoni Elemt.iltary Sdt04JI. 
Co\'i!l~ Elementary SchooL and Kelby Park, Additionally, the M~D ignores a number 
of other schools within a (me-mile fliJaius of the Project site. See Exs. AQI-AQ2, 
Children afe more vulnerable 10 th<: ulherst effeds of air pollution lhan adults are. Set: 
AQ::t Eighty percem ofalv""oti arc fr.rmed post-natally, ~md changes in the lung comimv.: 
through adolescence. la, During the carty post-neonatal period, the developing lung is 
highly susceplible 10 damage after exposure to environmentill toxins. ]d. There is s!J(;h 
a high probability that this Project will expose scn.<;itive receptors to substantial pollutant 
wnccntratiom. thai it .;:aooot move t(ll'\\'ard without fUl1her analysis. To ignore the 
prufound. and possibly life-long. llCgalive dfects; thisPro,icct could haVe on the 
respiratory health of the commumty's children wOllld be unconscionable:. 

1.02 The MND wroIl{!;fully relies on the South Coast Air Quality Management District's 
Localiz~d Significance Thr~sholdMethodology t"LST") because the LST only applies '"10 

projects lhat :ire less than ar to tlve acres," Se., AQ4. This Project exceeds five 
<leres. The LST mass late kx)k-llr tahle flJl \-,filch [he City relie£ also only applies 10 
projccl~ less lhan five acres in size, Furthermore, tlte Mf'.;O f1.'lics on a recl~pl(lr distance 
or:::5 meters \vithout any explanation as w why 25 meters is appropriate. Altogether, the 
l\tND's conclusion of a "less than signil1t';trn" impact on air quality is not supported by 
substantial evidence. 

1 JI3 In finding th,H the Proje<:l will result in less than sigmfic,U\t air-quality impacts, theYfND 
relics, on the l~lct [IUiI there have been nev. CO emissjous ;.:ontm(s added 1u vd;tclcs and 
that reformulated r~is arc no',v sold in lhe $<}uth Coast Air Basin, "which have resultt.'tl 
in a lowering of both ambient CO cetlccmrations and cmisskms." !J()WCver, there is 110 
""vidence thilt these "new CO emissions controls" are being utilized at the Proiet;t site or 
that such cuntrols wm mitigalc air-quality imjYdcts til a !evel ofinsignifica!l~~. Therefore, 
the M1\lYs com:lllsion ofa "k~s thar: sibrniiic:mt" impad flO air qu:'ilily is not supported 

substantial evi(lence 

I JJ4 The !\·t~D tails to adequately analyze the air-quality impacts to prospective 
tenams'/occup.1ms of the resulting from the Pmjce!'s dose proximity to the rail 
line 370 fc~t south of the project site Therefore, the lI.1ND's conclusion of a "!ess than 
significant" Impact on air quality is not sU[lponed by substantial evide!\«. 

1.05 Then: is no evidence t~at mere adhcrcm::c Eo existing SCAQ\HJ regulations, such as 
\vetting OCln(lJiuon and'Of cons(ru~(ion area.". will mitigate aiNluaJity impacts to a level 
of insignificance. Rclymg ()Il compliance with regulatory re.quiremcl1!s to satisl;, 
mitigati<m requirements Of to ii\iUid havmg l<.1 dis{.;lose and analyze potentially significant 
in1pacts in an em lronmemal report is nol aHow("<i under CEQA. 
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1.06 	 rhl-'re is on! y{me particularized mitigatlt)n measure in tne ~1ND with resp .. >ct 10 air-qua!ily 
impacts: that the Project appli.:ant el'l$urc all pertinent llir~p()JlutiQn c(lntro} ~"'Iuipmcnt he 
ins1~i!ed in the proposed restaurant uses and maintained at all times. Yet the MND fails 
to identify what constitutes the pertinent air.pollutiOil cOl1lwl equipment llllcimerely relies 
on compliunc( with regulatory requirements, furthellTl(}re, there is nO eVidence that [he 
measure wdl mitigate the Project's conitruction and long-term impacts to a level of 
insigniticance. and on compliance with regulatory requirements to satisfy 
mitigation requirements onG avoid having to disdose and analyze potentially significant 
impacts in a."1 em,ironmenml impact rcp"rt i" not allowed under CEQA 

1,07 	 'fhe po(cnna: forcumulat1ve air-quellty impacts requires pre-paraI}(m ofan envlronmcnttll 
impact report ThcMND points out in SectiOn :U,C that "the proposed project will 
contribute incrementall~' \(1 the SCAB's current nOll-attainment status in the absence of 
mitigation, The SCAB IS curr~tly non-attainment for Ol.one, PM10, and PM2.5:' Despite 
thi.s [he !\{KD inexplicably cunciudt"l' that Ii kss than Si~.,'l1ificant impact 
on Ihis ISS\lI:, 

1.08 	 Tne ~1ND fails t,) discuss diesel particulate as a wxic air pollutant, even though it is 
recogni:lcd as $u(;h by the State of Calif')rnia See Exs. AQ5-AQ6. Many items of 
construction equi pmem operate on diesel fuel. which mean;;; (hat the project'!i construction 
pha.'\C wi! I result in the emission of diesel particulate:. See Exs. AQ5-AQ12. mven the 
project site's proximity tn rcsiden~e'l, schools, and parks, the p{)tcnlial lmpact of these 
tnx:c emissions ITI1.1St be studied ftlrther. 

[I. 	 Traffic and Transportation 

2J)] 	 Tile finding that ~mffic imp<~cls will be significant triggered the obligafion to consider all 
feilsible mt:asure~;L identif!abk mitigafion measure c0I1!>idcl'eU is on­
site traffic signing and striping, No mitigation measures aimed at reducinB trame wer;; 
considered, There a.e;;.': f('''ilsiNt'' mitigutiml measure" <1Vililable that reduce traffic levds Fa!' 
example, the CAPCOA report r'Quanlllying Grcenhml5e Gas Mitigation Measures") has 
an entire chapleT dedicated 10 redUCing trame levels:, thaI although aimed at mitigating 
grecnhnus:c ll,as emissions are equaHy applicahle here. Such measures include incrca'\ing 
access to transit, developing the site in it way Ih,1t promotes [he usc or altemmivc 
transpmtation.limlting parking supply, and encouraging car~pooling. Ex. Ii . 

202 	 There is a fair argument that 67 tour~bedro.,)m units with two fnst·fooo restaurants \\1tb 
driv~.lhrough service windows \\till h;i\'c a significant impact on trnffic levels, ~specially 
..:onsidcring Ihe vac~n! project site currently produces minimal. if any. 

2,03 	 Thcr? is" a fair argument that the Project, which will be located right in the middle ()f 

intiuslri41j use~ will res.ult in iii stlb.smmi;ll decrease in t~)r prQSI~cti\e resitil!nts of 
the prllject. and for peh>Ol'ts p~lssing Through the Pt\)jcct site. Presumably. some 01 the 
!>rojecfsrcsidems will be children. who \vill be put directly into hamfs way as a natural 
conscqm.T.ce of Iiving :1CTO"," the streel from industrial uses with no bu1Ter in hetween Ihc 
Tt.'Siden!ial I.'lnd industrialll:ses. 
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2.04 	 There is no substantial evidence In support the conclusion thaI mitigation in the fmm of 
re-slripillg will mitigate tram, and l!iHlsportation impacts to a level of insignificance. 

2.05 	 The mitigation measure that "the City of Covina. sh()uld periodically review {rame 
operations in lhc vicinity of tile Project once loe Project is COfl!ltructcd to as"ure thatlhc 
trattic operations are satisfactory," is ullcertain and 1m improper deicrral of mitigation. 
rl'l this reS~leCl, there is no evidence to suppvrt the conclusion that such a measure will 
mitigate trafl'ic and transportation impacts to li level of im;ignitican{.'c. 

2.06 	 You havenm adeqU:llelyidentifies and anillY2ed !nepo!entiai traffic-safety impac(softhe 
I)rojeet. l:>uHing residences.!m c1nsc to an hldustrialfmanufacturiO€z()ncwhcrc the parking 
spaces and slreets are not equipped lor pedestrians. skateboarders, bicyclists, and other 
I1nn-vehi;;:urnr tram..: creait:s a st:riml!; safety risk The Cil}' is aware of lhe ri:,k but ha<; 
opted 10 ignore the POIl.:t:tial irnp,u:ls. :lSdcknowledged in ....-m~til correspondence between 
members ()f the bu £!ness Commun ity ("mreginc(ms(u:'msn, tomU) and members 0 fthe city 
council on or about September f 2, 2014. 

m. 	 J)ublic Participatirtn 

:H>1 	 Even though the Planning Commisslon recommended denial of !hc f·roJecl, the City 
Council \-VCol agamst that recommendation and infonnally appr(wed the f'rt.~ect on 
Seplember 16,:20 14, wilbout any rt;50lutionslordimmci.!'s. Toon, in an aUcmp! to stifle the 
City-wide ,)pposition that has mounted against the Pro,jeer, the City dosed the public 
hearing despite the fact that the tesoiulionsfordjnant'es required Jor approval wou!dhave 
to hr: hrought hack at the Octnoor 7,2014 eii), Council meeting. The public hearing 
should never have been dosed before tbe Project's tinal approval in order to facilitate full 
public dis.cussl1:m and to afford all members of the public due process and a tair hearing 
with reSpect to the and an tlpp(muni~)' to comment pn the adcquac}' and contents 
of the proposed resolutions/ordinances. 

IV. 	 Pupulation & flt)\.t!>ing 

".01 	 There is a Ellr argument !hc Project will han- a signilic:anl impact on population and 
housing. Despite th~ fact that the Project incllld.l:s ~t least 61 four-bedroom, rc~tdentia[ 
units~ the MNlJ t'ITol1C'ously concludes thc Project will not indul.:c substantial population 
gr()\\1h withoul allY kirul of suPJ'Kming amllysis. Such a c<mclusinn i$ nO! supported 
substantial evidence. 

V. 	 Greenhouse Gas F.minioDS 

5.0 I 	 There is no expian,ulion ti}f why a Pr()jcCt Ihat .."ill emit 19,947 pounds ofCOlE per day, 
compared 10 the zero pounds currently produced on the vacant site, win have a 
less than :;ignifi;;;unt GHO impacL 

5.\l2 	 \Vhen adopting threshold::; of :signiticrmce, a lead agency may consider Ihresholds of 
significance pre\'!ou~dy lldnptcd (IT recommc!1tk-d by ex!Xrts. pro"idea the dec lsi Ull ofihe 
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lead agency to ade-pt such thresholds i:;; supported by substantial evidence The l'lnn-leW 
s!nndard identified here is being applied in such a way that tbere is etlectively no standard 
at all. and there is 110 e\'id(7IiCC to suprxm its U5e_ fUl1ilermore, il appears that the CilY is 
not actually following Approach 2,5 in CAPeOA's CEQA and Climate Change white 
paper_ For instance, Approadl 2 !'C\!uires mitigation for any project that results ina net 
increase in miG emissions, ib this Projeci witl cause (Table 2, Tier 2), but y~JU arc not 
r~l.julring any mitigation for the Pmject's GI IG emissions; arbitrarily using SCAQMD's 
much.higher thr\;~shnld \\ithoul t.:xplan~liml docs nOll\alisl~' the requ:rements ofCEQ A ! 

In filet page 50 suggests lhat mitigation will be necessary even when employing 
Approach 2, while page 5] of the white paper requires miligaiion for any project that 
results in a net in.:rcase in OIIG crnjs~tons, Yet there is no mitigalion j(lf the Project's 
potential GHG emissions, In sht)ri. even though the MNI) relics on the whit~ paper, the 
\'IND is nOl folkl\.\'ing the whit<:: paper':> rC'commcn.!atioIls. 

5.(H 	 Then!' an: sc\\!ral Ica,ible miligatiol1 measur",,, th,;t can be implemented t~Jr the Project, 
such as {)n~siteenefgy generJtiofl (e,g, solarI, See Exs, GUO I·e I 104, 

5.()4 	 In tlnding that the !)mjcct will not conHict \vith any app!icable plan, policy, or regulation 
l'Or rcdudngGIIGs. the MND cherfy·picksa few ofthe AtlomeyGenerars recommended 
mel'l!'ure" while ignoring a !lumber ofother meas;urcs. Most notably, the measures 
ir, the :;e;:{iou ..R~ne\"iablc Energy and Energy SttJrage" w! II not be mel as the PrOjCCl does 
1101 indl.ldc thc use nf.rcnewabk cnerg)', Ex,01lG5, 

:; ,U.s 	 The l'vlND':'H;onduslmltilat !he Project's "ptm:ntial (lUG are comidt:red less than 
signiOcanf' hc~auliC it will "reduce its GHG cmis!liol1s by 36%;' is nol making an allt 
comparison and is nQI SU~lported by substantial evidence, There is no analysis 10 justifY 
lhe percentage rcullcdom; reported in Table ,\·5 (the basis lor the cl'llm of a 36% 
n::'I1uciim1), and in any event there is in the record to indicate that the pcrct'nt.age 
rCtil.lClions<.rrcredlll:timl5 from 1990 h:\'c.lsofGHGcmissians ratherthan reductions from 
what the Projectwou!d gCt1erate in the abSence Of1::DMistency with the AnorneyGeneraj's 
n:{;\Humcndll.tions in Table 3·5. 

VI. 	 f'ublic Senicl~ 

6m There is a fair argument the Pro,iect will Significantly impa<:l the uf pllblk 
police and fire protection . asa natural consequence oflhe increa'lcd ttanie 

Prompt emcI'gency rcspom:e time is <1boolutely critical in 
ufthc City's rCi>idents, In some instances. a delay ofmere 

The SCAQMD source doc:umem is not ci~ed in the ivfNIYs lisl of reference!'. To Ibis author's 
kOO'l.vleiige, the thr(sh{lld has: not becn adupted by SCAQMD, :md there is no substantial evidence 
in the record 10 justil)' the City's rdiance on il. CAPCOA'$ \'ibite paper actuaJly contradicts any 
pt.;!POSCS SCAQMD threshold because the while paperrecogniLcs that residential projects involving 
11l()fl; than 50 units must be subjected to in,dcpth reviev; to o:nSllrc thai their GHG cmissiol1:i1 are 
mitig'l1cd to a le"eI oflnsignificancc. !I,)'.\:cver, the City is not doing any mitlgation fm the Project' $ 

or iG impacts, 

Page 50f9 

Page 22 



[JJLODGErr[J3AYLOSIs[lNvIRONMENT~ING 

s«onds in emergency I'l:Spoos.: time can be the difference between il person living or 
dying. St'€: Ex, PS 1.-PS4. A sin.gJe death resulting from an emergency response deJay 
caused by this Project is ~lill one cicala too many. Considering the breadth of this Project, 
ther.: is a fair argument that il \vil! signilicantly impact [he delivery of public setViccs. 

6/12 There is no substantial ~vjdel1:ce to support the conclusion thal the measures idetttified \\ill 
mitigate public s~'f'\iicc impacts to a level of insignificance. ror example, (h~ mitigation 
measures idcntillcd adcircs;I puhlic service access 10 (he Project site, but does not address 
the Pmject 's effect on the delivery of pllhlli; services lnal must pass t!mlugh the Projecl 
sile. 

\'11. ReereaHolJ 

7m There is a fair argument the Project will significantly impact the u:\c of existing 
neighhorhood and rL,,¥ional parks Of other rccrcatioool facilities, TIK-Project consists of 
67 four-bedroom residential units. wilh Kelby Park abom 2.000 feet away from the 
Proj!:(;t. Assuming tht:: j)ruSpcctiH~ lenants utilize the park. the Project will have a 
signilicsna impact on the n.::crC',:lllOn urea. 

VJJI. Hydrulogy/Water Quality 

8.0! i'herc is a fair argufl11ent the Project will ha.ve a signin'3l1t hydrologyf\vater-qualily 
impact. On1\.1(lY 20, :::m 13, a reduced supply of waler and Qltgoing drought conditions 
resulted in a dedaration ofa Level One WJlIer Supply Shortage in the City. At any rate, 
the shortage ufwlltcr in California is \vdl known l() people thrnughoul the state. Despite 
this declaralion, the MND con;;;udes the Project. ~vhich will serve 67 iour-bedroom units 
and TWO fast tbod rest<llir~ms. will have less than iJ signiticam impact on groundwater 
supplies, wilham flla~ang any mention of the water supply shortage" See WQI. Such an 
analysis is insufficient and the \1'Nl)'s conclusion of --kss than signitlcl.lllf' impact {)Jl 

hydrology/water quality is nOl 5uppt'lrted by ~ubstan!ial evidence, 

8.02 'I here is no substantial evidcncclO~upporllllCColldusion that the mca:suresidentHkd \\illl 
mitigate hydrol(')gy/groundwlltcr impacts to a level or insignificance, cSp".:ciaJiy 
considering the state's wdl know1:l w<lter shortage and the Level One Declaration arc not 
e\'~n mentioned in the \fNIl 

IX. Nou.e 

9.01 There is a fair arg.ument th,t! the Project \Vm result in signilicanl noise impacts. As stated 
in the \1ND. (he PWjec{ includes !\-:veral phases, which willlnclude thl! demolition oftwo 
OOi ldings, the removal ofc;m" trucks, RVs, large pipes, construction equipment, flltlobile 
home, a.."ld shipping containers, 11 lotal of 67 new residenLiaf units , ....m be 
ciluslructcd, along \\ilh two fa:q·lbod reslaur",nts\\ltn drive-through services. and street 
improvements Construction lS one of the greiltest contributors ofnoisc pollution. FiiS 

"J-NS .. Considering. !he va":"ltlt, unused Project site produces minimal. if any, noise. 
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cnnstrueuun or' Iht; PmifiCt and lhe subsequent increase in USt; of the site will assuredl} 
result in :;ignWcant noise impucls, 

tU)2 Tne noise study used the wrong threshold. Page 86 CfIh!: MND stales the noise limits 
impoSl;d by the CO\iina ;"'hmicipal C{l4iC. The nolSt: study, on which Ihe noise mitigation 
is based, used the highc:'!t limit during day1tmc operations (65dBI\) instead ofa loVi'C1' one 
during nighttime operatiOilS {55 dBA) even though some of the nearby manufacturers 
(}peralc:' at In other \A\ltds, there is analysis (If the impacts of noise during the night 
and no miligaiitln aimed at reducing lhe effecls ofnighttimc noi:c;e. It i" entirely possible 
that noise levels acceptable during ihe and for which mitigation has been proposed 
will still be louder (bun {itl.' law allow::; during the nighl and thus not be adt.'qu.atdy 
mitigated. 

X Aesthcties 

l (to! Inere is a faiT argument thai the .PmjfiCt wi!! result in a significant aesthetic impact and 
more specifil:ally. a signilicant increase in light and glare. The Project will include 67 
four·bedroom units, which will rl!sl.llt in greater lrame and headlight glare and g!ru'e from 
the residential units lhtmselves. FurthellllOre, the two fas1 ftlod restaurants wi!! surely 
include that will increase lighting in the area. 

10.02 The mitigalion measures idemiti~d .. LIlLil the applkant must liubmil a righting plan .anti 
extenor photometric plan for review and approval by the City •• are uncertain and an 
improper deferral of mitigation. Tn lois respect, there is no evidence to support the 
conctusion !fu'ti such nwa~ures will milig,lte aesthetk: impncts ton level ofinsignificance. 

XI. Set:essary 'Findings and Sufficiency of the Evidence 

11.0! The City has not made <lJi of the neccssary findings to support the general plan 
amcndmcn l, tell tatin: parcel map, planned commUn ity de ve lopment overlay 
lone, and the ~fND. Alternatively, any such :indings nre not supported by substantial 
evidcn;;e 

I ,('2 You have not complied with Government Code s\!ctkm 66473.5. You have nol made tnt: 
requisite tindillgs, and to the extent that you have made any findings under Section 
6M1.3.5 they are nO! 5UPl>0rted by substantial evidence. 

1Un. You have not complied with Govcrnment Code section 66474. You have not made the 
requisite I1ndings. and 10 the extent that yvu have made .myfindings underSc:ctio.n 66474 
they are not sl,pponcd by sub"t,mlial evidenCe( 

11.04 You have ['lot cCH'ltplied with GO\iemmelU Code section 65860. If the proro:'l.ed gcncml­
plan amendment IS not adopted in accordance ....vitll the Planning and Zoning law, as is the 
case h~re, then the proptlSt."I..i zone viniatc£ the Pkmning and Zoning Luw'" 
<:on~jstelX'y requirement 
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! 1.05 	 You do not have substantial evidence t05uppmta finding that there will be no cumulal[\'c 
impac.[s as a result of the Pmjec.t In fact, the 1VfND appears to bave looked at four related 
pwjccis for (un page II 5 and Exhibit 3·24 albeit without des\:ribing those projects 
in any derail) bul not for any other impacl covered by ihc MND (.?g.. water-related 
impaclf-" greeonoul>1!' g;\s.:s, air pollution, dtmand for p~;blk f~lcililies. eu.:.). This is a fatal 
Ilaw All cumlllatln" environmental imp:.tds 10 light of th~ other proiects must be 
examined under CEQA and also r<;."t!uirc the prcpcarati(ln of an cnvir<)nmCIUal imp"'-c{ 
report, 

XII. 	 Inconsble-nt Land Usn; Spol·Z..oning 

12.01 	 The MND fails 1.0 identify and analyze the protemial ad'verse impacts of eSlablishing 
cont1icting land uses wh~n the General Plan and zoning rules are changed to 31111W for 
residenees in the middle of an indu5trial!manuf;lcluring zone. Just because tftc Project 
ilsetf inv<)lves a change to the Chmer<l.l Pian am.! zoning rules does nol mean that the 
inconsistencies caused by the Project do not have !Q oc examined, Policy C·3·a-6 in the 
Land Use Element of the General Plan (page /\-14) require:> the City to protect residents 
frum "heavy" or industrial.intensive (~rcralion:s ilk\: those laking adjacent to where 
the Project will belocaled. Pnlicy C-3-a- I:: alS{l prohibits the City from taking: actions 
that have Ihe eff~'ct of ex.isting !!lduslrialil'l1anufacturing uses, which your 
approval of the Project w(Ju.d ...to, Policy 0-1 -a-J IS aiS() viohned b>' cnnyertin~ 
manuiac[uring/induslrial uses 10 residence 11.5C. 

11;Jl2 	 This Project \I,ould result In the placement of 67 residences right in the middle of an 
indus!nal.,'manufacturing zXJnI:' with nO butler between dU! \ ast[y different uses, The 
California Planning and Z,lOing l.aw slates tnu: at! I regulations sru.1H he uniform 
fbr eru:h class Qr kind of building or use of land througnrlUt each wne. .," Gov CODE 
§ 658:52. "IdentIfied instances of spot zoning are always presumptively invalid:' 
"Zoning, Taking, and Dealing: Tnt Problems and Promise of Bargaining in land t:se 
Planning." HarWlrd ;\'egmif11ion/,(lw Rei'iew(Spring 20(2) VoL 7:337. p. 354 {.attached 
as Ex. SZI). Since spot zoning itrvolves the ;'singling out [oil <ilsmall parcel orland for 
a lise dassift·cation totally different tr{)m thar of lhe surrounding area. for the hene-il! of 
the owner ofstich properly and to the detriment ofoth;;rowners." it "iii. lhe vcryantitbesb 
ofplanm:d " G,·lsll'ohh ()ll/omer, 925 P .2d H1I5, 1020 (Alaska 1996); st'.: 
(.J/so Pharr t'. Tippen, 616 S, W.:1d 173. 177 (Texas 20f) 1) (,·8]'<..t zoning as f'l'eft'T(!TItial 
treatment which defeats a pre-established comprehensive plan. .. It is piecemeal zoning. 
the antithesis l)f rlanncd lOlling"). 

1j O! The Project i:'l nor C()n~lsknt with the Genera! Plan Noise Element's Polky Area 2, items 
1)-1 and 0·2. They disc(}uragc lru: location of noise-sensitive land uSeS in noisy 
environments ~d del1ne "noise-sensitive uses" to include residential development The 

is not discouraging this Project aad the \fND does no!. identify or analY-.le 
potential adverse impacts of puHing !lOIse-sensitive residential uses in an 
indu.mial/manufacruring zone. 
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13{/2 According to the Depanment of Housing and Community Development, the City is QUl 

of compHunce with its Housing Element because no has been submitted. The 
M'liD does not identify Dr analyze any pt)tentllli impm:ts of the Project's inconsistency 
with (he expired Housing Element or with the (non-existent) current Housing Element. 
FUr1hermore, the City cannot find that theProJ~ct j~ cOIl~isten1 with all eiements Qfthc 
Geol.':r<ll Pian Wbt''fl the H::ment is itsdf 0111 or' compliance with £Itt: law. St'{' 
Housmg Element Compliance: RCPI)rt.al www.hr:.(ir::a.gul.!llfJdlilrcpian:ne.statufJ.p£{/(as 
of <M. 2. 20 4, at 8:58 a.m.) 'lttachcd hereto 

1303 The inconsislency identified in Pamgmph 12.01 above renders the Project illegal. 
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HOUSING ELEMENT COMPLiANCE REPORT 

Please note: To verifY compliance status for the purpo$es of determining eligibility of 
funding, please contact the Division directly at 4916) 263-1421 or (916) 263·7420. 

The Department makes every effort to ersure the following information is complete and 
accurate. For any questions or clanficati011s, please contact the Division of Housing Policy 
Development at (916) 263-2911. 

To determine the official statL>S of each jurisdIction's housmg element refer to the column on 
the right The definitions of terms uscu are: 

IN - local government adopted an element the Department found In compliance with State 
housing element law. 

OUT - either the ioeal government adopted an element the Department found did not comply 
with State housing element la...... or the local government has not yet subm!Ued an adopted 
holJ$ing element pursuant to the statutory schedule 

IN REVIEW - element is under review by the Department as of date of this report. 

OVER DUE - means element is OUT due to not yet being submitted for current planning 
period in which due date has passed 

DUE - means element is OUT for not submitted for current 5th planning period in which 
10115.113 due date has passed. 

Total Jurisdictions;:; 538 
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January 12, 2015 

The Honorable Mary Lou Walzak tUlL~~ fflvv1deri ~ 
City Clerk fq;,e!> -k> eN(~ <­
125 East College 

Covina, CA 91723 ~~ '&J~ ~-

e0H.7d1_~ f/ANd"a:

Dear 	Ms. Walzak: ~7~~ ~J?r ~ 

RE: 	 January 20 Public Hearing Related to the~ 
Development of the Properties at 777 - 8~ 
East Edna Place and 731 North Grand ~ 

I would like to urge the Covina City Council to reject 

the petition calling for the reversal of the Planning Commission 

to deny authorization of the project. 


The developer has made no effort to increase Covina 
water rights which would allow the City to service the new 
residents expected to buy homes in the development. 

The City of Covina does not have adequate water rights 
to serve the existing customers during periods of record 
rainfall. To accommodate existing water users the City is 
compelled to lease water rights from speculators who have 
no personal need for the water to which they hold rights. 

While the speculators make fortunes, Covina water 
users are ordered to cut back on their water consumption. 

In December, I was charged $49.40 for the water I 
used, but the total bill was $90.29. The bill included a 
$33.24 meter charge to pay for the cost of measuring the 
$49.40 worth of water I used. In addition,to these charges, I was 
assessed a $5.11 Utility Users Tax. 

By contrast The Gas Company imposes a monthly $4.93 meter charge 
and the Edison Company has a base charge of only $1.02. 

Apart from imposing a greater stress on the City water 
system, the proposal should be rejected because 
the City appears to be unable to serve the current population. 

The Covina City Council has set as its goal that of 
creating a vibrant atmosphere in the downtown. What that 
means is that it has become Council policy to create an 
environment that would be attractive 1tJ- people from 
throughout the San Gabriel Valley that wish to get smashed. 

EXHIBIT I (4 pages) 



At the December 9 meeting of the Planning Commission, 
the Covina police Department submitted a report describing 
the impact of : the Downtown watering holes on police services. 
According to the report, it is not uncommon for merchants to 

over serve their customers, and then call upon the Police 
Department and its employer, Covina taxpayers, to clean up 
the mess they have created. 

While other city services have been cut to underwrite the 
cost of the Police Department, the City Council has actually 
approved Federally funded grants to assist in the training 
Of saloon workers. 

At a public meeting, the former Mayor boasted that the 
library had an annual circulation of 135,000 bOOKS. That is a 
City ratio of borrowing of 2.81 books per person. How does that 
number compare to that of other area libraries? 

LIBRARY PERFORMANCE - CIRCULATION 

CITY POPULATION NUMBER ITEMS/POP 
RATIO 

Covina 48,038 135,000 2.81 1 
Arcadia 56,546 789,354 13.98 1 

Glendora 50,361 370,341 7.35 1 
San Marino 13,195 259,767 19.71 1 
Sierra Madre 10,963 79,673 7.30: : 1 
South Pasadena 25,725 414,235 16.10 1 

On the grounds of poverty, the Covina Library professional 
staff has been reduced to near zero, the library is closed on 
Sunday and Monday, and only open two nights a week. 

In a June 2 letter to each member of the City Council, 
it was observed that the City owned tree at 786 West Griswold 
was sick and a risk to the public safety. The Council was 
urged to remove and replace the tree as soon as possible. 

In early November a tree crew removed at least six troubled 
trees in the neighborhood, one of which was directly across 
the street from the one at 786 West Griswold. 

Then early in the morning of December 31, the tree 
fell on the house at 786 West Griswold. Out of concern over 
an electrical wire that had been brOken by the tree, the County 
Fire Department was called. Later in the day, a neighbor called 
the Fire Department. She wanted to go to work, but she 
was concerned about the electrical wire. 



The Fire Department found the electrical wire, and yellow 
taged the front of the home at 786 West Griswold. Also responding 
was the Covina pOlice Department, two Edison Company trucks, 
Telemundo, and eventually the contract crew in charge of Covina 
trees. 

The proposed Edna - Grand project should be rejected 
because the City is not in a position to take on the responsibility 
of serving a new population. Library services are minimal, and 
the City has not budgeted money for tree replacement for the 
last three years. 

A city that has money to clean up the messes created by 
profit driven saloonkeepers, but no money for books or trees 
is an ill managed city, and it is in no position to assume 
additional responsibility. 

Respectfull~:f;l 

-~r 

796 West Griswold Road 
Covina, CA 91722 
Phone: 626 966 8076 
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SUNDAY. DECEMBER 14.2014 

COVINA 

Four stabbed 
in brawl 
outside bar 
By BrianDay 
brian.day@langnew8.cMlZ 

@SGVCrimeonTwitter 


COVINA» Police arrested one man and sought 
at least one more after four people were 
stabbed during a brawl outside a Covina bar 
early Saturday, officials said. 

None ofthe wounds was considered to be 
life-threatening. However, one of the four 

. 	stabbing victims was taken to a trauma cen­
ter with significant injuries, Covina police 
Sgt. Ray Marquez said. The victims were 
men in their 20s and 30s. 

The incident began about 1:20 a.m. Satur­
day with an argument between two groups 
of men inside Rude Dog Bar & Grill, 114 N. 
Citrus Avenue, the sergeant said. 

Police said the argument escalated into a 
fight and spilled out into the street. 

"It started inside the bar and worked its 
way outside," Sgt. Gregg Peterson said. 

It was unclear how many people in all 
were involved in the melee. 

One of the combatants pulled a pocket 
knife and stabbed four of the men he was 
fighting with, police said. 

Officers responding to reports of a fight 
encountered a wounded man at the scene, 
Peterson said. Paramedics took the man to 
Los Angeles County-USC Medical Center 
with serious, but non-life-threatening inju­
ries. 

Police received word a short time later 
that two more stabbing victims had shown 
up at a West Covina emergency room, po­
lice said. 

A fourth stabbing victim with minor in­
juries was later found near the scene of the 
stabbing, Peterson said. He declined to be 
taken to a hospitaL 

Police also found Justin Powers, 25, ofAl­
hambra at the scene of the melee, Peterson 
said, He was believed to have been fighting 
with the victims and was arrested on sus­
picion of assault with a deadly weapon. His 
exact role in the stabbing remained under 
investigation. . . 

Investigators continued seeking at least 
one additional suspect, Marquez said. Po­
lice described the suspect as a Latino man 
between 25 and 35 years old. abollt 5 feet 10 
inches tall, of thin build, with a bald head. 
He wore a blue flannel shirt and blue jeans. 

A pocket knife was recovered at the scene. 
police added. 

According to county booking records, 
Powers was released from jail Saturday af­
ternoon pending his initial court appear­
ance after posting $30.000 bail. 
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GRAN COVINA, LLC 

1 773 San Bernardino Road 


Suite B 41 

West Covina, CA 91791 


February 24, 2015 

Dear Nancy Fong, 
The purpose of this letter is to request inclusion of a Condition of Approve, attached, as 

an alternative to the 67 residential units requested in SPR ] 4-003. 

On September 16,2014 City Council, by a vote of3-2, voted to approve GPA 14-002, 
ZCH 14-001, SPR 14-003, PCD 14-002 and TTM 72721 and directed Staff to prepare 
Resolutions of Approval reflecting this decision. 

On the October 7, 2014 the City Council Agenda included a Resolution to Approve OPA 
14-002, ZCH 14-001, SPR 14-003, PCD 14-002 and TTM 72721. GPA 14-002, ZCH 14-001, 
SPR 14-003, PCD 14-002 and TTM 72721 will once again be considered by the City Council on 
March 3, 2015. 

Gran Covina, LLC would like GPA 14-002, ZCH 14-001, SPR 14-003, PCD 14-002 and 
T'I'M 72721 to be approved in accordance with the Resolution of Approval presented to the City 
Council on October 7, 20] 4. However, we realize that there is concern on Council for the impact 
of this approval. We therefore request that if the Council does not wish to approve the Resolution 
of Approval of October 7,2014 it approve OPA 14-002, ZCH 14-001, SPR 14-003, PCD 14-002 
and TTM 72721 with the attached new Condition of Approval. 

The current Resolution of Approval would allow the construction of 35 single family 
homes and 32 townhomes. The proposed Condition of Approval would reduce the residential 
units from 67 to 49, 25 single family homes and 24 townhomes. The proposed Condition of 
Approval would also create a 50,578 square foot lot. Lot 50. that will remain M I upon which 
Industrial Condos will be built. The specifics of Lot 50's construction will be brought to the 
Planning Commission tor its consideration with a separate application. 

Gran Covina, LLC respectfully requests either approval of the Resolution of Approval 
agcndized on October 7,2014 or as an alternative, approval of the Resolution ofApproval of 
October 7, 2014 with the inclusion of the proposed Condition of Approval reducing the 
residential units from 67 to 49 and creating Lot 50 which will be 50,578 square feet of M 1 
Industrial Condos. 

Sincerely, 

ft~ 
EXHI8IT J (3 pages) 



Draft Conditions of Approval re TTM 72721 

1. 	 The Applicant has proposed construction of 35 single family homes and 32 townhomes, 
for a total of 67 residential dwelling units. The City requires the following modifications 
to the Applicant's proposed development, which will authorize the development of only 
25 single family homes and 24 townhomes, for a total of 49 residential dwelling units: 

a. 	 Lots 1 through 8 (single family home lots) and Lots 60 through 67 (townhome 
lots) shall be eliminated, and replaced with a 50,578 square foot lot that will 
remain zoned M 1, which shaH be referred to as Lot 50. 

b. 	 Lots 9 through 12 (single family home lots) shall be eliminated and combined 
with Lot C (common area) to create a 15,034 square foot open space lot 
surrounded by 29 guest parking spaces. 

c. 	 Lot D (common area) shall be eliminated and replaced with two (2) lots for single 
family homes and seven (7) guest parking spaces. 

d. 	 The residential lots shall be renumbered Lots 1 through 25 for the single family 
home lots, and Lots 26 through 49 for the townhome lots. A modified map of 
TIM 72721 that is consistent with these conditions is attached hereto and 
incorporated herein by reference. 
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