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June 18, 2026

BY ELECTRONIC SUBMITTAL

Mayor Cabrera and City Council
City of Moreno Valley

City Hall

14177 Frederick Street

Moreno Valley, CA 92552

Re:  Abppeal of Planning Commission Denial of Conditional Use Permit No. PEN24-
0154

Honorable Mayor Cabrera and City Councilmembers:

On behalf of Public Storage, the applicant for the project proposed under Conditional Use
Permit No. PEN24-0154 (the “Project”), we hereby submit this appeal of the Moreno Valley
Planning Commission’s June 11, 2026 denial of Conditional Use Permit No. PEN24-0154. This
appeal is timely filed within the ten-day appeal period in accordance with Moreno Valley
Municipal Code (“MVMC”) Section 9.02.240(B).

The Project is located on an approximately three-acre vacant parcel located east of Indian
Street, north of Alessandro Boulevard, and south of Bay Avenue. It consists of the development
of a state-of-the-art, climate-controlled 130,764 square-foot, three-story self-storage facility that
is approximately 42°-8" in height. The Project site includes landscape improvements, and the
storage facility building is set back nedrly 200 feet from the adjacent residential uses to the east.

Moreno Valley has experienced significant population growth, and the area continues to
expand with the development of mixed-use residential and single-family residential
developments and subdivisions. Within a 3-mile trade area radius there is a population of almost
160,000. This new facility is intended to meet the local demand.

By denying the conditional use permit (“CUP”) without making findings and not based
on any evidence in the record, the Planning Commission abused its discretion and acted
arbitrarily and capriciously. In addition, as confirmed by City staff, the Project can make all of
the required findings for approval of the CUP. In addition, extensive community outreach has
occurred, all legally required notices have been provided, and no opposition comments from
surrounding community members have been submitted. In fact, the only comments from
surrounding community members have been in support of this Project. Accordingly, we
respectfully request the City Council grant the appeal and adopt City staff’s recommended
actions to approve the Project.
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I. Planning Commission’s Denial Was Made in Error and Was an Abuse of

Discretion

The Planning Commission’s denial of the Project was made in error and was an abuse of
discretion. At the June 11, 2026 Planning Commission hearing (“Planning Commission
Hearing”), Commission Chair DeJohnette moved to approve the Project consistent with staft’s
recommendations, and Commissioner Baker seconded the motion. The motion failed by a vote of
2-3, with Commissioners DeJohnette and Baker voting in favor, and Commissioners Stephan,
Taylor, and Zeitz voting against. No alternative motion was made, and no findings for denial
were adopted. State law requires that a land use decision be supported by findings grounded in
evidence in the record (see Cal. Civ. Proc. Code § 1094.5(b), stating, “[aJbuse of discretion is
established if the respondent has not proceeded in the manner required by law, the order or
decision is not supported by the findings, or the findings are not supported by the evidence”).
Here, not only is there no evidence in the record to support findings to deny the Project, but the
Planning Commission failed to make any findings at all. Even the Planning Commission Minute
Order dated June 15, 2026, reflects that no findings were made to support denying the Project.
The Minute Order is provided in Exhibit A.

The Planning Commission made several errors of fact during the hearing that further
demonstrate the denial was made in error. First, one Commissioner incorrectly cited potential
privacy concerns for adjacent residential properties to the east because of the location of
windows on the eastern fagade of the Project. In fact, no windows are proposed along the east
facade. The Project proposes purely decorative spandrel glazing and decorative shutters that may
look like windows in appearance from a distance, but do not function as a window, as they are
attached to solid walls . This decorative facade treatment is shown on the floor plans and
elevations provided with the staff report prepared for the Planning Commission Hearing. There is
no support in the record for any privacy concerns, and any comments made by a Commissioner
that adjacent residential privacy would be impacted by the Project were made in error and not
based on any facts in the record.

Speculative statements made by Commissioners Zeitz and Taylor that the Project could
impact solar panels of adjacent residential properties and impede access to sunlight were also in
error and not based on any facts in the record. The proposed three-story self-storage facility is set
back almost 200 feet from the property line of the adjacent residential homes and would not
shade any adjacent residential structures or solar panels. A Sunshade Study demonstrating that
no shadows of the building would fall over the adjacent residential homes is provided in Exhibit
B.

In addition to fundamental misunderstandings of basic Project facts, certain of the
Commissioners made further incorrect statements that are addressed in Exhibit C regarding the
nature of a conditional use permit, self-storage and warehouse uses, public noticing, and public
outreach.
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Therefore, the Planning Commission’s denial of the Project was made in error, and we
respectfully request that the City Council grant this appeal and adopt staff’s recommended
actions to approve the Project.

I1. Required Findings Can Be Made

MVMC Section 9.02.060 requires that four findings be made in approving a CUP. As set
forth in City staff’s recommendation of approval for the Project that was provided to the
Planning Commission, the Project satisfies each of the legally required findings. No evidence to
the contrary was provided at the Planning Commission hearing. Please see Exhibit D for
discussion of the required findings.

111. Conclusion

Public Storage has been and continues to be enthusiastic about bringing a state-of-the-art,
climate-controlled self-storage facility to Moreno Valley. We respectfully request that you grant
this appeal to overturn the Planning Commission’s determination made in error and adopt staff’s
recommended actions to approve the Project at the next possible City Council meeting, which we
understand to be August 18, 2026. Please do not hesitate to contact me with any questions.

Very truly yours,

=

Francis Y. Par
of PARK & VELAYOS LLP

cc: Brian Ulrich, Public Storage
Kristofer Golder, Public Storage
Rose Bacinski, Bacinski & Associates, Inc.
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CITY OF MORENO VALLEY
PLANNING COMMISSION

MINUTE ORDER

STATE OF CALIFORNIA )

COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE ) ss.

CITY OF MORENO VALLEY )

|, Sergio Madera, Planning Manager of the City of Meno Valley, California, do hereby
certify and attest that the following action was taken on the item described below by the
Moreno Valley Planning Commission, during a duly noticed Public Hearing held at a
Regular Meeting of the Moreno Valley Planning Commission on June 11, 2026:

ITEM:

ACTION:

Conditional Use Permit (PEN24-0154) (DISTRICT 3)

A Conditional Use Permit for a 130,764 square-foot public self-storage facility
on an approximately 3-acre vacant parcel. Located east of Indian Street and
north of Alessandro Boulevard (APN: 482-190-022).

Commissioner DeJohnette made a motion to approve Conditional Use Permit
(PEN24-0154) based on Staff's recommendations and findings, which was
seconded by Commissioner Baker. The motion to approve Conditional Use
Permit (PEN24-0154) failed to pass by a vote of 2 — 3, with Commissioners
DeJohnette and Baker voting YES and Commissioners Stephan, Taylor and
Zeitz voting NO.

The applicant was informed that an appeal of the Planning Commission’s
decision may be appealed to the Moreno Valley City Council within ten days.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, | have hereunto set my hand and affixed the official seal
of the City of Moreno Valley, this 15" day of June 2026.

Sergio Madera

Planning Manager
City of Moreno Valley




Exhibit B - Sunshade Study
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