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TO: Planning Commission           Agenda: November 14, 2019 

FROM: Mel Pabalinas, Current Planning Manager 

DATE: November 12, 2019 

RE:  Response to Planning Commission Comments 

  Project File Nos.  Z10-0009/P10-0012/PD10-0005/Creekside Plaza 

 

 

Following the continuance of the above referenced project at its originally scheduled Planning 

Commission hearing on October 24, 2019, staff is providing this memorandum in response to the 

Planning Commission’s comments on specific project items. 

 

1. Comment on Biological Resource Analysis in the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) 

 

The EIR for the proposed Creekside Plaza project includes an analysis of biological resources 

impacts of the project. The analysis is based on substantial evidence consistent with the 

requirements of CEQA Guidelines Section 15126 et seq. The following addresses the scope of the 

impact analysis and how the results were documented. 

 

The biological resources impacts of the proposed Creekside Plaza project were originally evaluated 

in 2011 and presented in a biological resources assessment report containing a detailed analysis of 

wetlands, oak woodland, special-status species, and habitat impacts. The results were incorporated 

into the adopted Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) completed by staff in 

February 2012. Subsequently, Resolution 149-2012 adopted by the Board of Supervisors in October 

2012 rescinded project approvals and the MND in response to litigation in May 2012. The 

Resolution acknowledged the applicant’s intent to resubmit the project application and fund the cost 

to prepare an Environmental Impact Report (EIR); however, it did not specify what specific topics 

should be evaluated in the EIR. The Resolution referenced a Settlement Agreement between the 

petitioners and the applicant resulting from the litigation. The Settlement Agreement did not 

mandate that an EIR be prepared, nor did it require that biological resources impacts be further 

evaluated in an EIR if one were to be prepared. 

 

In August 2015, with the applicant’s resubmittal of the project application, County staff approved 

the scope of work for the EIR. Per the EIR scope of work, an Initial Study (IS) would be used to 

focus the analysis in the Draft EIR. The IS, which was completed in January 2017, incorporated the 

MND analysis that was supplemented with a wetland delineation prepared in November 2015  

(verified by the US Army Corps of Engineers in March 2016), incorporated an oak resources 

evaluation (completed in April 2016), and included an updated special-status species information 

detailing the results of site inspections in 2015 and 2016 to determine whether there had been any 

physical site changes  that would result in new biological resources impacts not previously 
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identified. The biological resources impact analysis was presented on pages 29 through 45 in the 

2017 Initial Study with the 2011 biological resources assessment prepared for the MND and 

supplemental information in Appendix A in the Initial Study. The analysis addressed all the 

checklist questions for biological resources contained in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines.  

 

Taken together, the original 2011 biological resources assessment, supplemented with additional 

information in 2015 and 2016, addressed the three specific areas (wetlands/riparian habitat, oak 

resources, and sensitive species) of concern raised by petitioners in the 2012 litigation. The 2017 

Initial Study identified the precise acreage of wetlands and riparian habitat that would be impacted 

by the project as well as the precise amount of oak resources that would be affected. The Initial 

Study included five mitigation measures to reduce impacts to less than significant: MM BIO-1 

(nesting and migratory bird impacts during construction); MM BIO-2 (riparian vegetation); MM 

BIO-3 (wetlands); MM BIO-4 (wetlands/water quality); and MM BIO-5 (oak resources). The 2017 

Initial Study was circulated with the Notice of Preparation (NOP) in January 2017 to agencies 

(including the California Department of Fish and Wildlife [CDFW]) and the public. The County did 

not receive any comments from CDFW on the biological resources analysis in the 2017 Initial 

Study. A few members of the public submitted written comments during the NOP review period, but 

they were of a general nature. 

 

The Draft EIR was published in December 2017 for a 60-day review period, exceeding the 45 days 

required by CEQA. The biological resources analysis was included in subsection 7.2.3 (pages 7-2 

through 7-14) in the Draft EIR, and the 2017 Initial Study containing the biological resources 

analysis was included in Appendix A in the Draft EIR. Supporting technical information was 

provided in Appendix D in the Draft EIR, which included the documents referenced in the 2017 

Initial Study. The content of the biological resources analysis in the 2017 Initial Study meets the 

requirements of CEQA Guidelines for an EIR, specifically Sections 15126 (environmental setting), 

15126.2 (discussion of significant environmental effects), and 15126.4 (mitigation measures). There 

are no requirements in the CEQA Guidelines where a specific environmental resource impact 

analysis should be located in a Draft EIR. 

 

The County did not receive any comments on the Draft EIR from resource agencies such as CDFW; 

however, there were some comments from the public regarding the wetlands/riparian habitat and 

oak resources mitigation. No new impacts requiring analysis were identified or necessitated. The 

above referenced Mitigation Measures MM BIO-2, MM BIO-3, MM BIO-4, and MM BIO-5 

included in the Draft EIR were modified in the August 2019 Revised Final EIR to further clarify 

mitigation requirements for riparian habitat, wetlands, and oak resources in response to public 

comments on the Draft EIR. The revisions to those mitigation measures identify specific 

performance standards, consistent with resource agency regulations and County standards. The 

revisions are shown in Section 3, Errata, in the revised Final EIR, and the final text of the mitigation 

measures is shown in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP). In addition, 

Section 1, Introduction, in the revised Final EIR includes a discussion about oak resources 

mitigation to reflect the Oak Resources Management Plan (ORMP) implemented under Chapter 

130.39 (Oak Resource Conservation) of the Zoning Ordinance, which was not yet in place at the 

time the oak resources assessment was prepared in 2016. 

 

In summary, the analysis in subsection 7.2.3 in the Draft EIR with supporting documentation in 

Appendix D as well as the analysis in the 2017 Initial Study included in Appendix A in the Draft 

EIR fully discloses the biological resources impacts of the project. Mitigation measures that provide 

for avoidance and/or compensatory mitigation for wetlands, riparian habitat, and oak resources 

impacts are included in the EIR to reduce impacts to less than significant. 
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2. Creekside Plaza Sign Program 

 

The Planning Commission inquired further details on the Sign Program for the project, in particular 

the specific modifications subject to the Sign Ordinance standards under Chapter 130.36 of the 

Zoning Ordinance and flexibilities through the Development Plan Permit provisions under Chapter 

130.52040. The applicant submitted the attached updated Sign Program, which shall be part of and 

implemented with the Planned Development permit for the project. The program details the uniform 

criteria regulating the construction, design, and operation of the attached and freestanding 

(monument) signs within the development. The signs are summarized below. 

 

Building-Attached Signs 

 

The proposed building-attached signs consist of both tenant (shop) and office building wall signs. 

For illustration purpose, the Sign Program shows the elevation of the proposed commercial 

buildings and the potential location and scale of these signs along its respective exterior walls. As 

the actual tenants are yet to be determined, the specific sign area of the wall sign shall be based on 

the proposed building complex and its floor area size according the sign ordinance standards below. 

No modification to the standards is proposed. 
 

130.36.070.1b - Community Region Area Signage Standards for Permanent On-Site  

Signs (Community Region- Community Commercial Zone District): 
 

1 or more signs per establishment based on floor area as follows: 

* < 10,000 sf floor area = 50 sf max sign area 

*10,001—25,000 sf floor area = 75 sf max sign area 

* > 25,001 sf floor area = 100 sf max sign area 

 

Monument Signs 

 

As summarized in the table below, the Sign Program for the project includes a total of three 

monument signs advertising the tenants and users in the development.  

 

Proposed Monument Signs for Creekside Plaza 

Monument 

Sign ID 

Commercial 

Parcel/Building 

Complex ID/Street 

Frontage 

Specifications 

(Quantity/Sign 

Area/ Height/ 

Illumination) 

Exceed 

Standards 

(See Note 

below) 

Landscape 

Wall Letter 

“E” 

Parcel 1/Building 

C/Forni Road (Second 

Street Frontage) 

1 sign/66 sf/ 3ft 

tall/Internal 

illumination 

Yes. Given 

that both signs 

are located on 

the proposed 

Parcel 1 and 

fronting along 

Forni Road, 

the project 

exceed the 

standards by 

one sign,  sign 

area by 110 sf 

and maximum 

height by 0.5 

“B” 

Multi-

Tenant Sign 

Parcel 1/Building 

B/Forni Road (Second 

Street Frontage) 

1 sign/84 sf/10.5 

ft. tall/ Internal 

illumination 
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feet 

“A” 

Multi-

Tenant Sign 

Parcel 3/Building 

A/Missouri Flat Road 

(First Street Frontage) 

1 sign/84 sf/10.5 

ft. tall/ Internal 

illumination 

Yes. Sign 

exceeds the 

sign area 

standard by 4 

sf. 
Note: Sign Ordinance 130.36.070.1b - Community Region Area Signage Standards for Permanent On-Site Signs-  

Freestanding Sign (Community Region- Community Commercial Zone District): 1 multi-tenant sign per public street  

frontage as follows: ➢ First street frontage: 80 sf max area, 20 ft max height ➢ Other street frontage(s): 40 sf max area,  

10 ft max height  

 

Despite the exceedance of the sign standards noted above, the Sign Program, as part of the Planned 

Development Permit for the project, would further implement the goals and objective of the General 

Plan and Zoning Ordinance for commercial development. The architectural design of the signs shall 

match the design and scale of the commercial buildings, and will blend with the amenities of the 

commercial center. The proposed monument signs would provide sufficient notification and 

advertisement of the businesses within the center that would attract travelers along the Missouri Flat 

Road and Forni Road, which are major roads through this part of the county. 

 

3. Loading Zone 

 

As discussed in the staff report, the project is proposing a total of two designated loading zone stalls, 

consistent with the parking and loading standards of the Zoning Ordinance. These loading areas are 

readily accessible, in close proximity to the buildings, and would not encroach onto the on-site 

traffic circulation of the entire commercial center. As shown in Exhibit M of the staff report, one 

stall is located in front of Building B (Fast Food Restaurant), which measures 12 feet x 44 feet 

(exceeding the standard loading zone area of 12 feet x 40 feet) for this medium intense use, while 

the second loading area is currently located within the row of parking stalls along the northwestern 

perimeter line. In order to meet the minimum dimension of 12 feet x 25 feet for a low intense 

commercial office, the second loading area would need to be reconfigured which may result in the 

potential removal of at least two of the adjacent parking stalls. The removal of stalls may be 

accommodated given that the development is proposing a total 156 parking stalls in excess of the 

required 139 stalls. As conditioned (Condition of Approval No.5), prior to issuance of building 

permit for the project, the Final Site Plan shall be verified for these modifications and overall 

conformance with the parking and loading zone provisions. 

 

4. Light Poles 

 

Exhibit Q of the staff report details the preliminary Photometric Plan for the various lighting 

standards and poles at specific locations within the development. As discussed in the staff report, the 

proposed 20-foot tall light poles exceed the 15-foot tall height specified in the Missouri Flat Design 

Guidelines. In order to meet the requirements of the guidelines, a condition of approval (Condition 

of Approval No.5) has been added requiring the Final Photometric plan (submitted with the building 

permit) be designed to meet the applicable lighting standards for the project. 

 

Attachment: 

 

Updated Creekside Plaza Sign Program 
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