AMENDED AGENDA
SPECIAL MEETING
CYPRESS CITY COUNCIL
March 29, 2021
5:00 P.M.
www.cypressca.org

Webinar/Teleconference Only
Various Locations

AGENDA AMENDMENT
Submitted public comments attached to Agenda Item No. 1
**SPECIAL NOTICE REGARDING COVID-19**
THIS IS A CITY COUNCIL MEETING BY WEBINAR/TELECONFERENCE ONLY.
On March 17, 2020, Governor Newsom issued Executive Order N-29-20, which authorizes the City
Council to hold public meetings via teleconference or electronically and suspends certain provisions of
the Ralph M. Brown Act in response to the COVID-19 pandemic.
Members of the public may participate, provide public comment, and view the webinar by registering
at: https://attendee.gotowebinar.com/register/481684363178665486. Following registration, you will
receive an email containing a link to join the webinar, enabling you to provide live comments during Oral
Communications and view live presentations. Advance registration is recommended.
Registration is not required to listen to the meeting in teleconference mode. The teleconference is
available by calling (914) 614-3221 and entering Access Code 918-907-365 when prompted. No Audio
Pin is necessary.
Those persons wishing to make a comment on an agenda item, may do so by registering
at: https://attendee.gotowebinar.com/register/481684363178665486. Advance registration is
recommended.
Alternatively, comments can be submitted via email to cityclerk@cypressca.org or by calling (714)
229-6685 to leave a voicemail message. Comments submitted by 2:00 p.m. on March 29, 2021 will be
added to the agenda as a Consent Calendar item.
CALL TO ORDER
5:00 P.M.
Various Teleconference Locations
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ROLL CALL
Cypress City Council, also acting as the Ex-Officio Governing Board of Directors of the Cypress
Recreation and Park District
Mayor Jon Peat
Mayor Pro Tem Stacy Berry
Council Member Anne Hertz
Council Member Frances Marquez
Council Member Paulo Morales
ORAL COMMUNICATIONS (Three minutes per speaker, unless extended by the City Council)
The public may address the City Council on any matters prior to any action taken on the agenda.
Members of the public who have registered for the meeting webinar and would like to provide live
comments during the meeting should click the 'hand raise' button, unmute your microphone and wait for
the Mayor or City Clerk to call on you.
= Hand Raise
= Unmute

Although Council Members may provide brief responses, the City Council may not discuss or take
action on items that are not on its agenda. Speakers are requested to limit their comments to no more
than three minutes.
Speakers providing comments on Agenda Item No. 2, Housing Element Update 2021-2029 - Strategies
to Meet the City's Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA), are requested to provide those
comments during the Workshop. The City will attempt to respond to comments and questions as part of
the Workshop. Please refer to the Workshop Program for additional detail.
Alternatively, comments may be submitted to cityclerk@cypressca.org or (714) 229-6685 prior to 2:00
p.m. on March 29, 2021. All comments submitted via email or voicemail prior to the deadline will be
added to the agenda as a Consent Calendar item.
CONSENT CALENDAR
1.

Receive and File Public Comments Submitted for the March 29, 2021 Special City Council
Meeting
Prepared by: Alisha Farnell, City Clerk
Recommendation: Receive and file submitted public comments.
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WORKSHOP SESSION
2.

Housing Element Update 2021-2029 - Strategies to Meet the City's Regional Housing
Needs Assessment (RHNA)
Workshop Program
1. Staff presentation
2. City Council comments and questions of staff
3. Community input and public comment on Housing Element Update (limited to three
minutes per speaker)
4. City Council and staff responses to public comments
5. City Council deliberation and direction

ITEMS FROM CITY COUNCIL MEMBERS
3.

Authorize the Mayor to Send a Letter to South Coast Air Quality Management District
Opposing Proposed Rules 2305 and 316
Agendized by: Paulo Morales, Council Member
Recommendation: Authorize the Mayor to send a letter to South Coast Air Quality Management
District opposing Proposed Rules 2305 and 316.

ADJOURNMENT
The next meeting will be an adjourned Regular Meeting, to be held on Monday, April 12, 2021,
beginning at 5:30 p.m. in the Executive Board Room.

I hereby certify under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California, that the foregoing
Agenda was posted on the City Hall bulletin board not less than 24 hours prior to the meeting. Dated this
26th day of March, 2021.
________________________________
Alisha Farnell, City Clerk

In compliance with the Americans With Disabilities Act, if you need special assistance to participate in
this meeting, you should contact the City Clerk at (714) 229-6685 at least 72 hours prior to the meeting
to enable the City to make reasonable arrangements to assure accessibility to this meeting.

CITY OF CYPRESS
CITY COUNCIL REPORT

City Council Special

1.

FROM:

Alisha Farnell, City Clerk

DATE:

03/29/2021

SUBJECT: Receive and File Public Comments Submitted for the March 29, 2021 Special City
Council Meeting

RECOMMENDATION
Receive and file submitted public comments.
BUDGET IMPACT
None.
LEGAL REVIEW
None required.
APPROVED BY:

Peter Grant, City Manager
Attachments

Submitted Public Comments

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Kim Pridmore
City Clerk
Essex Park Removal
Monday, March 22, 2021 2:21:38 PM

Dear Cypress City Council,
My name is Kim Pridmore. I have lived in Cypress for over fifty years. I grew up as a young
kid on Cumberland Drive (adjacent to Essex Park) where I still live today.
I was aghast recently to hear from a neighbor that the City of Cypress Council is planning to
remove Essex Park and replace it with housing. If this is true then I am against it with every
fiber of me. Essex Park is a vital part of our community where we walk, watch the hawks that
live in the trees and take our kids and grandkids to play in a green environment. If it is true
then I strongly urge the city council to reconsider this egregious decision.
Please do not do this.
Sincerely,
Kim Pridmore (resident for over 50 years)
Cypress

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

George Pardon
Alisha Farnell
Housing Element Workshop
Monday, March 22, 2021 7:07:51 PM

Hi Alisha,
I registered for next Monday’s workshop but as with the last workshop, I’m still at the Senior
Center volunteering preparing taxes until about 5:45. The following are my comments. I also
submitted them to the Event News Enterprise for this week’s paper and I will be posting them
on the Citizens for Responsible Development Facebook page. Let me know if I need to
submit my comments somewhere else so they are formally included in the workshop
comments.
Thanks,
George

No Easy Solutions as Cypress seeks to increase housing by 3,936 units

The Cypress City Council has the incredible challenge of addressing a mandate to plan for
3,936 additional residential units over the next eight years. On March 15, the Cypress City
Council held a workshop where three conceptual scenarios were presented. The workshop can
be viewed at the following link: http://cypressca.swagit.com/play/03162021-561/#0  There
will be a second workshop on March 29 at 5 for residents to provide input. There are no easy
solutions.   As I reviewed the different scenarios, I made some observations that could
distribute the units over a larger area within the City.

Council Member Morales made an outstanding observation that Forest Lawn may one day
decide they don’t need all the property they have and may be interested in developing some of
their property along Crescent for residential. I don’t know if anyone has contacted Forest
Lawn but I don’t know that there is a downside to providing for an overlay for housing on
some of their property along Crescent if the City Council is considering a ballot initiative
since it is PS zoned.

Consideration should be given to a higher density overlay on existing residential properties
that have smaller single family homes on them. There are properties in Cypress that have 850
to 1,200 square ft homes. If those properties were upzoned to permit a duplex, many smaller
investors could acquire sites that could be demoed and replaced with duplexes. Investors may
pursue the acquisition of 2, 3, or 4 sites adjacent to each other and replace them with four, six,
or eight unit complexes.

Council Member Marquez has also talked about the need for student housing for Cypress
College. In the past, the college has reported that many of their students are homeless. While
the campus would likely have to build a parking structure to replace land used to construct
housing on campus, they have the ability to sell tax-exempt bonds and pursue additional
funding. The Department of Housing and Community Development has administered billions
over the years to assist with affordable housing. Other funding is available to address the
homeless population. The college could advocate for funds in both areas. It seems that the
college wouldn’t have a problem with placing student housing on the campus and perhaps
even faculty housing on the campus property that could be pursued over the coming years.
Housing 10% of their 6,000 full time equivalent students doesn’t seem like an unrealistic
goal. The student housing most certainly would fall into the affordable category.  

While it was stated at the workshop that higher density sites are more suitable to provide for
affordable units, the city doesn’t require that higher density sites include any affordable units.
San Jose requires that all projects with 20 units or more per acre must include affordable units.
This requirement has held up against legal challenges. Cypress should have a similar
requirement.   https://www.laaconline.org/pub/13689/supreme-court-ruling-a-win-foraffordable-housing-san-jose/

Adding to the density on Lincoln should require developers to follow some sort of consistent
design criteria. Many cities have high density developments on their main transportation
corridors but they seem to have a similar exterior architectural appearance.

As for LARC, the current 1,250 units proposed for the site represents 32% of the units
required for the Housing Element while the 150 acres that are available for development
represents only 3 1/2% of the 4,230 acres in Cypress. As the City knows, the prospect of
finding a developer to build a town center on the remaining 10 acres zoned on the race course
property is minimal. The city encountered difficulty when seeking a developer to build retail
on the city’s 13 acres. The race course’s effort to rezone some or all of the property failed
twice before a rezoning was approved in 2018. One option would be to pursue the rezoning of
the 10.5 acres zoned as town center to allow higher density which currently only allows
another 115 units. The other 15 acres west of the town center area could also be upzoned to
allow for more residential than currently allowed. The town center zoning already allows for
multi-family housing so the amount allowed in the town center would need to be increased
from the original 250 units to 500 units so another 365 units could be built there instead of
only 115. If the other 15 acres is upzoned from 15 units per acre to 25 units per acre, that
would add another 150 units for a total of 400 units. If the city was to require developments of
20 units or more to include affordable housing, the site would end up with even more units.  

Adding 400 more units to the race course property would increase the race course’s share to
42% of the required housing for the Housing Element which is significant. The other options
proposed along with the Lincoln Ave components should address the remaining units needed
to satisfy the requirements of the Housing Element.

You can register for the March 29 workshop as well as submit questions and comments
at www.cypressca.org/cypresshousing Any scenario approved by the City Council will have a
significant impact on all of us. Everyone is encouraged to provide input.  

George Pardon
32 year Cypress Resident

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Elizabeth Hernandez
Jon Peat; Stacy Berry; Anne Hertz; Frances Marquez; Paulo Morales; City Clerk; Alicia Velasco
Public Comment for March 29th Meeting on Housing
Tuesday, March 23, 2021 5:26:59 PM

Good evening,
It has recently come to my attention that the City is considering
sites to meet the City's housing requirements. I live in Fairway
Park, which as you know includes Darrell Essex Park. This
neighborhood includes homes to families like mine who grew up in the
City of Cypress and stayed to raise our own families here. My home
value has increased by 7% in the past year alone and at least $335,000
since I purchased it in 2011. Single-story houses and 2-story homes
are selling in the $900,000’s in this neighborhood. I can say without
question, if low-income or multi-family housing is put where Darrell
Essex Park, Walgreens and Joe Schmoe's Shopping Center, or the empty
insurance lot to the east of Darrell Essex Park is located, I will
move, and there will be a mass exodus of other professional families
such as my own. As sales prices plummet, as they are sure to do, so
will tax revenue to the city, in terms of property tax dollars, as
well as sales tax dollars.
I have always heard that Ball to Orange, Denni to Walker is considered
the "golden rectangle" of Cypress homeownership. It is a guarantee
that low-income and/or multi-family units will not help Cypress
attract or retain businesses or professional families in this area.
Also, this park was named after Mr. Essex after his long tenure with
the City and service. It would be so disrespectful to his memory to
make this low-income housing.
As a person who has worked in municipal government for over a decade,
I understand that the City has housing metrics that are required to be
met. I think, for example, the old Damron Elementary location; the
corner where Mugshots is located and that shopping center; the race
track location; the empty commercial locations on Katella and Valley
View; the Forest Lawn area; and the corner where there is usually
strawberry and Christmas tree stands on Moody and Crescent, are all
far better locations for consideration.
Please do not vote in favor of affordable housing at Darrell Essex
Park, the adjacent insurance company lot to the east, or the Walgreens
and Joe Schmoe's shopping center.
Thank you for your consideration.
Elizabeth Hernandez

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

jaredvos
Alicia Velasco; City Clerk
Keep Joe Schmoes
Tuesday, March 23, 2021 7:42:09 PM

Just saw that there is a proposal to eliminate Joe Schmoes and the surrounding buildings and
park......WHY? Before Joe Schmoes was there it was a new business every 9 months. Now a
successful, beloved, awesome place has been established, which survived covid, is being
ELIMINATED for low income housing???? I honestly don't get how you guys even come up
with this, it's just a slap in the face to the American dream and working spirit. But I'm sure you
guys will make more money of this endeavor huh? Honestly just sad

Sent from my Verizon, Samsung Galaxy smartphone

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Jose Hernandez
Anne Hertz; avelasco@cypressca.gov; City Clerk; Frances Marquez; Jon Peat; Paulo Morales; Stacy Berry
Public Comment for March 29 Meeting
Sunday, March 28, 2021 8:51:48 PM

Good evening,
This email shall serve as public comment for the March 29 city meeting.
As an active voter and resident of Cypress for over a decade, I am very concerned about the
prospect of having multi-family housing developments being placed within Ball Road to
Orange Avenue and Denni Street to Walker Street. This area is predominantly single-family
homes and some of the most expensive homes in the entire city. I, along with many of my
neighbors, paid a great deal of money to live in this specific area in the City whereby multifamily residences will devalue the area. Additionally, this area has many great schools. As
such, it is already congested, particularly along Orange Avenue which feeds to multiple
elementary schools, Lexington Jr High, Oxford and Cypress High, and I would therefore
strongly oppose multi-family housing which would also tax our infrastructure.
As some alternative suggestions, why not consider the northern part of the city (Lincoln
Avenue and north) which already has multi-family housing, and in the southern part of the city
where there are many empty commercial developments.

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Tochihara
Alisha Farnell
Special City Council Meeting Comment
Sunday, March 28, 2021 11:21:04 PM

DEAR CITY OF CYPRESS,
I would like an explanation of your criteria for selecting candidate sites.
What is your precise definition of declining/marginal operations?
What is your precise definition outdated model of business.
What is your precise definition of age and condition of a structure to be considered for
candidate sites.
Please explain what expressed interest of property owners or developers for
redevelopment means.
What is your precise definition of “Public use”?

SINCERELY,

WENDY TOCHIHARA

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Cindy Jaros
City Clerk
Housing
Monday, March 29, 2021 8:25:33 AM

KEEP LOCAL BUSINESSES AND CHURCHES!!!!!!!!!!
Get Outlook for Android

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Lynn Pardon
City Clerk
Housing Element Update Workshop
Monday, March 29, 2021 10:46:44 AM

Dear Cypress City Council,
Please consider other plans for the Housing Element that don’t involve the business property at Cerritos and Denni
where small businesses have been and continue to be successful. My husband and I talked with several owners and
they are proud of their businesses and churches and will remain to be good neighbors for years to come. I’m sure
there are many small businesses and churches that we need to continue to encourage that make Cypress the
wonderful city it is.
Also, consider smaller developments near existing housing that won’t tower over homes. In these cases, please don’t
consider any housing taller than two story townhomes that would be consistent with other two-story single family
units in the area. Plan for housing that would fit in with the neighborhood you live in to get some idea of what
would benefit the existing housing and the new occupants consistent with what the enjoyable city of Cypress has
always been.
Thank you for your time and thoughtfulness as you move forward to answer the State mandate with a good Housing
Element Plan for our city.
Sincerely,
Lynn Pardon
Cypress

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Edgar Murguia
City Clerk
Hermanos Barbershop in opposition to housing units
Monday, March 29, 2021 11:57:50 AM

To our Cypress city council; we have been notified that our strip mall is a potential site for the new housing units
being mandated by the state of California.
I speak for myself, the barbers working in my shop, my small business neighbors, and my residential neighbors, in
opposition of our strip mall being a potential location for new housing.
Our barbershop has been a staple for the Cypress community for the past 7 years. We’ve seen boy’s become men,
and men become fathers, we’ve seen the community grow and maintain a healthy semi suburban city environment
with good values. We hope to continue to see these things within our city, we hope to see the maintenance of the
value of homes in this city, and keep a hard work ethic mentality throughout the community. We hope we can serve
and offer work for those around us for many many years to come.
Please don’t allow our place of business To be destroyed and the community around us to be changed in a possible
negative way. We love Cypress CA and would love for Cypress CA to continue to be Cypress CA.
With all love and due respect to the Cypress city council. God bless!
-Edgar Murguia
(owner of hermanos barbershop)

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Brittney Cook
City Clerk
Public Comments for Housing meeting 3/29 5 PM
Monday, March 29, 2021 12:16:42 PM

Hello,
My name is Brittney Cook and I am a resident of Cypress. I understand that the city has no
choice but to plan for the additional housing as mandated by the state and I want to thank the
city council and staff for putting on these meetings and soliciting public feedback. The process
is not easy, I am sure, but I appreciate the time and effort that has gone into these meetings
and I have learned so much from attending them. I have several questions that I would like to
ask and would like to bring up a few points as well.
1. Is there any way that the city can decide, or make deals with developers that will decide,
what type of housing actually goes in? For example, if we have to put high density housing off
of Katella, could we find a way to make that for military families? With a large military
population in the area of Los Alamitos and little to no on base housing there, this could be a
community need and I think it would make the proposal more palatable to the residents.
Similarly, as suggested by councilwoman Marquez, student housing near the college would
have the same effect.
2. Is there no way to plan for the housing that does not impact existing businesses? Land that
is already for lease/for sale in areas where businesses have closed seems far more palatable
than closing our businesses, churches and parks to build housing. This is a huge issue for
many residents I have spoken to.
3. I understand that the state has mandated the housing but has the city done any research on
the potential locations that they've suggested? Traffic impacts, school districts, etc will all be
affected by these changes and several of the presented scenarios heavily impact 2 areas
(Lincoln Avenue and Katella Avenue). Would it not be more prudent to spread things out a
bit? Evenly distribute the traffic and the students that would now need to attend schools here?
4. Has the city council or city staff approached Forest Lawn about the potential of them not
using all of their land? Has the city looked at any of the vacant properties off of Katella, closer
to valley view? Has the city spoken with the college about the possibility of student housing
and a parking structure to make room for it?
I think it will be near impossible to get the voters to pass anything that requires rezoning at a
higher density or anything that will remove businesses. I understand we need to get this done
but I just feel like there's many unturned stones here and more time needs to be taken to find
the best possible way to get this done.
My last suggestion would be that the city council, city staff and planning director form a
committee that includes residents to review this further and assist in the planning. Simply
soliciting one way feedback is not effective enough. Citizens want to be a part of this planning
and I have heard many great ideas and possible solutions while discussing this with neighbors
and friends. At the bare minimum, residents from the most affected areas (Lincoln Avenue,
LARC area) should be involved but it would be nice to see whole city involvement.

I realize there is not much room and we have few options but I would like to see more creative
proposals and more options. What has been presented is low hanging fruit and frankly, the
easy way out. The two edges of the city map are the only ones being affected by these changes
and that is unacceptable. We need to find a way to make this happen without hurting our
businesses and with the support of the residents all across the city.

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Rodney Gross
City Clerk
property along cerritos
Monday, March 29, 2021 12:27:23 PM

City of Cypress  
I'm against doing building from John's & down Cerritos. As original owners of our home for 54 years we
have lived on Patricia Drive behind the strip mall and have enjoyed the convenience of the stores and
later John's (which replaced the Shell Station). We are now at a stage in our lives (79 & 85) where we
need the convenience & closeness of all of them.
Our privacy will be compromised if any 3 to 4 story apartment buildings are constructed.  
Parking could become a problem if the owners have guests who would come to our streets to park.
Over the years our fields & farming areas have been taken away and now you want to take our privacy
and convenience stores away! PLEASE RECONSIDER!!!!!!
Marion Gross - USN Veteran
Rodney Gross - US Army Veteran

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

George Pardon
Alisha Farnell; City Clerk
Housing Element Workshop Comments
Monday, March 29, 2021 12:47:42 PM

Hi Alisha

I submitted comments previously. The following comments provide an alternative to my
previous comments. If I can only include one set of comments, I would prefer these.

Thanks,

George

I think the Housing Element number could be achieved without a ballot measure and perhaps
even reduce the number of units that are currently zoned on Lincoln if Cypress College would
put units on their property and consideration was given to using underutilized space on the
Katella Business Park corridor.

Cypress College - 750 Student and Faculty/Staff Affordable units
Council Member Marquez has talked about the need for student housing for Cypress College.
In the past, the college has reported that many of their students are homeless. The college have
the ability to sell tax-exempt bonds and pursue additional funding. The Department of
Housing and Community Development has administered billions over the years to assist with
affordable housing. Other funding is available to address the homeless population. The
college could advocate for funds in both areas. It seems that the college wouldn’t have a
problem with placing student housing on the campus and perhaps even faculty/staff housing
on the campus property that could be pursued over the coming years. Housing 10% to 15% of
their 6,000 full time equivalent students doesn’t seem like an unrealistic goal. Adding Faculty
and Staff housing could increase the total. The student housing most certainly would fall into
the affordable category. The College should pursue the old railroad right-of-way on the south
end of their property that is owned by OCTA. This property could be used to replace the
parking displaced by the construction of housing on existing parking lots.

The race course already has 1,250 units zoned on it including 135 units Melia is proposing.

500 to 1,000 plus units - Rezone some of the vacated commercial sites on Katella for
residential including Mary Kay, Vans, and the partially vacated Yamaha site. The Vans site
has been vacated for over 3 years. Some residents have also suggested the Travel Agency (old
Bandai) site on Katella. Why impact existing small businesses in the city if there are large
business properties on Katella that are being vacated.

150 to 200 units - Demo the Mitsubishi building and build workforce housing for Amazon
employees. It would make more sense to put housing here than leave this building vacant and
close other small businesses.

400 to 500 units - Consideration should be given to a higher density overlay on existing
residential properties that have smaller single family homes on them. There are properties in
Cypress that have 850 to 1,200 square ft homes. If those properties were upzoned to permit a
duplex, many smaller investors could acquire sites that could be demoed and replaced with
duplexes. Investors may pursue the acquisition of 2, 3, or 4 sites adjacent to each other and
replace them with four, six, or eight unit complexes.

1,000 units - I don’t know what the exact number is but the Lincoln Specific Plan already has
a lot of units zoned residential that haven’t been built yet including commercial sites, the
trailer park, and the nursery. Adding to the density on Lincoln should require developers to
follow some sort of consistent design criteria. Many cities have high density developments on
their main transportation corridors but they seem to have a similar exterior architectural
appearance.

I would imagine the 250 units on the City’s 13 acres that was sold to Shea should be included.
Why can’t some of these units be in the affordable category?

The school district is proposing about 100 new senior units on the district admin property.

Churches - Since staff has suggested that 2 Korean Churches, 1 Chinese Church, and a church
serving seniors on Cerritos be rezoned, perhaps all churches should be rezoned to residential.
I think that all or none of the churches should be rezoned for residential. Why weren’t other
church sites like St. Irenaeus and the Neighborhood Church selected? Cerritos Ave will
already be significantly impacted by the 1,250 residential units proposed for the race course.

While it was stated at the workshop that higher density sites are more suitable to provide for
affordable units, the city doesn’t require that higher density sites include any affordable units.
San Jose requires that all projects with 20 units or more per acre must include affordable units.

This requirement has held up against legal challenges. Cypress should have a similar
requirement.   https://www.laaconline.org/pub/13689/supreme-court-ruling-a-win-foraffordable-housing-san-jose/

From: KANG KEVIN
Sent: Sunday, March 28, 2021 4:03 PM
To: ADM <adm@cypressca.org>; Alicia Velasco <avelasco@cypressca.org>
Cc: cityckerk@cypressca.org
Subject: Comment on Housing element workshop 2

Hi,
I’m the property owner of

, Cypress, CA 90630.

If the multi-story apartment complexes are newly built according scenario 2, it will have a
direct impact on the view and privacy of my property.
Also, since my house is the right next to the construction site according to scenario 2, I am
concerned that dust and noise will negatively affect my family's health.
For the above reasons, I strongly oppose this housing development plan, and please reconsider
it.
Thanks.
Cypress, CA 90630
Kyung Tae Kang

CITY OF CYPRESS
CITY COUNCIL REPORT

City Council Special
FROM:

Alisha Farnell, City Clerk

DATE:

03/29/2021

3.

SUBJECT: Authorize the Mayor to Send a Letter to South Coast Air Quality Management
District Opposing Proposed Rules 2305 and 316

RECOMMENDATION
Authorize the Mayor to send a letter to South Coast Air Quality Management District
opposing Proposed Rules 2305 and 316.
DISCUSSION
On March 19, the City Council received the attached letter from Warland Investments Company
objecting to two new South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) rules which are set for
hearing on April 2. Warland is one of the largest landowners in the Cypress Business Park and a
crucial component of Cypress' local economy.
SCAQMD is the regulatory agency responsible for improving air quality in Los Angeles, Orange
County, Riverside and San Bernardino counties. It is responsible for controlling emissions primarily
from stationary sources of air pollution. These include anything from large power plants and refineries
to the corner gas station. There are about 28,400 such businesses operating under SCAQMD
permits. Many consumer products are also considered stationary sources; these include house paint,
furniture varnish, and thousands of products containing solvents that evaporate into the air. About
25% of the area's ozone-forming air pollution comes from stationary sources, both businesses and
residences. The other 75% comes from mobile sources - mainly cars, trucks and buses, but also
construction equipment, ships, trains and airplanes. Emission standards for mobile sources are
established by state or federal agencies, such as the California Air Resources Board and the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, rather than by local agencies such as SCAQMD.
SCAQMD develops and adopts an Air Quality Management Plan, which serves as the blueprint to
bring the area into compliance with clean air standards. Rules are adopted to reduce emissions from
various sources, including specific types of equipment, industrial processes, paints and solvents, even
consumer products. Permits are issued to many businesses and industries to ensure compliance with
air quality rules. SCAQMD conducts periodic inspections to ensure compliance with these
requirements.
Proposed Rules 2305 and 316
Proposed Rule 2305 requires warehouses greater than 100,000 square feet to directly reduce
nitrogen oxides and diesel particulate matter, or to facilitate emission and exposure reductions of
these pollutants. The Proposed Rule establishes the Warehouse Actions and Investments to Reduce

Emissions (WAIRE) Program which consists of a menu-based points system that will require
warehouse operators to annually earn a specified number of points by completing actions from a
menu. Menu items include things such as acquiring or using Near Zero Emissions (NZE) and/or Zero
Emissions (ZE) on-road trucks, ZE equipment, ZE charging/fueling infrastructure, etc. Alternatively,
warehouse operators unable to earn the specified number of points by completing menu items could
prepare and implement a custom plan specific to their site, or pay an annual mitigation fee.
Warehouse operators and owners would also have reporting and recordkeeping requirements.
Proposed Rule 316 establishes administrative fees that warehouse operators and owners must pay to
allow SCAQMD to recover administrative costs associated with ensuring compliance with PR 2305.
These fees include annual WAIRE fees, a Custom WAIRE Plan application evaluation fee, and a
Mitigation Program administration fee. The fees established by PR 316 would be in addition to any
mitigation fees paid by warehouse operators and owners under PR 2305.
Warland objects to the proposed SCAQMD rules for several reasons. The objection of most concern
to the city is, "The Proposed Rules unduly burdens warehouse owners and operators in that they
would have to either assume substantial costs of upgrading their facilities and or purchasing
near-zero emission trucks, or assume an average annual compliance cost of approximately
$0.90/square foot as soon as the year 2025. Although improving air quality is important to South
Coast businesses and residents, the Proposed Rules will substantially increase the costs to operate
by warehouse owners and operators, which will in tum increase the costs of goods and services for
those same businesses and residents. Even more critically, the Proposed Rules will almost certainly
drive warehouse owners and operators, as well as jobs, out of the South Coast area. The potential
negative economic impact of the Proposed Rules cannot be overstated and demands further
evaluation."
BUDGET IMPACT
None.
LEGAL REVIEW
None required.
APPROVED BY:
Attachments
Warland Investments Company comment letter

