
              

 

 

 

 

MEETING  

DATE:  June 21, 2021 

 

TO:  Honorable Mayor Pro Tem and Members of the City Council 

 

THROUGH: Frank A. Rush, Jr., City Manager 

   

FROM:  Sue O’Strander, AICP, Director of Community Development 

 

SUBJECT: Appeal of the Planning Commission Decision to Approve Plot Plan Review 

(PPR) 2020-078 for the Grocery Outlet, located at 42175 Big Bear Boulevard 

(APNs 0311-395-01, 0311-395-02, and 0311-405-01) and to Make CEQA 

Determinations Regarding a Mitigated Negative Declaration and Categorical 

Exemption 

 

QUESTION PRESENTED 

 

The Planning Commission approved a Plot Plan for Grocery Outlet’s proposed grocery-store use, 

and the proposed use is allowed by-right. Two appellants argue that the Plot Plan approval was 

improper and have asked the Council to reverse the Commission’s decision.  

 

STANDARD OF REVIEW 

 

The Council must (1) review the Commission’s decision for error in light of the record and other 

evidence that might be presented and (2) either affirm, reverse, or modify the Commission’s 

decision. A tie vote by the Council results in no action taken in response to the appeal, and the 

Commission’s decision therefore stands. 

 

BACKGROUND 

 

On April 21, 2021, the Planning Commission approved a plot plan review (PPR 2020-078) for 

development of a 2.9-acre site with a proposed 18,000 square foot Grocery Outlet. As analyzed, 

the proposal meets or exceeds all development standards. The Commission’s action included a 

modified condition (Condition #35) to prohibit left-turn movements from the northerly driveway. 

With the modified condition, the Planning Commission (on a 4-1 vote) determined that it could 

approve the project based on evidence that supported the required findings. Timely appeals of the 

approval, filed by Big Bear Together c/o Finney Arnold LLP and Patrice Duncan, President of 

Sugarloaf Property Owners Association, were presented to the City Council on June 7, 2021. 

 

Appeal Issues 

Much of the concerns raised by the appellants focus on various aspects of the Mitigated Negative 

Declaration prepared for the development project. A full description of the appeal points, with staff 

responses to each appeal issue, was provided in the June 7, 2021 City Council agenda report. All 

previously provided documents are available on the City Planning webpage at 

https://www.citybigbearlake.com/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=494&Itemi

https://www.citybigbearlake.com/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=494&Itemid=1453


d=1453 (see listed Attachments at the end of this report). 

 

City Council Discussion 

On June 7, 2021, the City Council conducted a public hearing and began its consideration of the 

appeals. Staff provided a background of the project and Commission approval. The proposed 

grocery store is a permitted use within the Commercial General (C-2) zone district. A “permitted 

use” is one that has been identified by the City as one that is intended for a particular zone district, 

and if the use of property and structures are consistent with applicable zoning regulations, the use 

is allowed. As proposed, the Grocery Outlet project complies with all General Plan goals and 

policies, all regulatory development requirements, and no Code deviation is needed or sought. 

 

Other permitted uses that may locate in the C-2 zone include office uses, medical services, 

pharmacies, banks, general retail, restaurants (including walk-up and take-out facilities), and 

hotels. The proposed development stops far short of maximum build-out of the site, which could 

easily accommodate a 35,000–50,000 square foot building with required parking onsite. 

 

A number of issues were discussed at the June 7 Council meeting. Councilmember Mote requested 

clarification regarding public-notice postings for the Planning Commission meeting, height 

calculation, and parking breakdown. Councilmember Mote noted that the Planning Commission 

staff report indicated posting of the public notice at two locations, when the City Code requires 

posting at three locations. Staff stated that public notices are typically posted at City Hall, the 

United States Post Office, and the Public Library, but that at the time of posting for the Planning 

Commission meeting, the Library was still closed due to the pandemic. Since then, and for the 

appeal hearing on June 7, the full three-location posting has resumed. The City Attorney indicated 

that any problem with the notice for the Planning Commission meeting was resolved with the full 

posting for the City Council meeting. 

 

With regard to height, staff clarified that the City Code specifies that building height is the vertical 

distance measured to the highest point of the structure, and the maximum Code-allowed building 

height is 35 feet. The Grocery Outlet building is proposed at a height of 26’8”. In addition, the 

Code allows for up to 25 percent increase in height (or up to 43’9” in this case) for architectural 

features, such as “towers, cupolas, and ornamental roof structures.” The proposed tower feature 

extends to 38’6”, which is well within the height limitations. 

 

To address the councilmember’s inquiry about parking-requirement breakdown, staff provided the 

following information, based on the project site plan. It was indicated that the building calculation 

below does not include bathrooms or utility rooms, as those are specifically excluded from parking 

requirement calculations: 

 
USE DESIGNATION AREA/PARKING RATIO REQUIRED # SPACES 

Grocery Store/Retail Sales Area 12,490 SF/150 SF 83 

Storage/Warehouse Area 4,682 SF/1,000 SF 5 

General Office Space 242 SF/250 SF 1 

TOTAL required parking spaces 89 

 

At Councilmember Mote’s request, the pertinent Development Code sections addressing her 

concerns were provided to Council and are also attached hereto as Attachment 10. 

 

Staff was asked about the request by the appellant for Big Bear Together, for information relating 

to an additional traffic analysis. At the meeting, staff clarified that there was no additional traffic 

analysis conducted by the City or the project proponent. Staff stated their belief that the appellant 

https://www.citybigbearlake.com/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=494&Itemid=1453


was referring to additional appendices referenced in the Traffic Impact Analysis (page 44 of the 

TIA). The appellant, at the meeting, nodded concurrence with staff’s statement. 

 

Other key points in the City Council’s deliberation on the matter revolved around adequacy of the 

environmental documentation. The City Attorney stated that the development project can be 

considered under a categorical infill exemption, as described in detail in the June 7 City Council 

Agenda Report. However, a mitigated negative declaration was prepared with supplemental 

studies, which is “above and beyond” the requirement under the California Environmental Quality 

Act (CEQA). 

 

Discussion also related to traffic-safety concerns, including truck-turning pathways, width of 

driveways, signalization, and left-turn restriction potentially creating more demand for right turns 

onto Fox Farm Road. The applicant’s traffic engineer stated that under the State’s CEQA 

guidelines for evaluating transportation impacts, local-serving retail uses are presumed to have no 

significant impact. In addition, placement of commercial uses within close proximity to other 

commercial and residential uses results in a positive VMT outcome. With regard to improvements 

along Big Bear Boulevard (a state highway), the trip generation forecast did not necessitate a turn 

pocket, and signalization has not been required or requested by Caltrans. 

 

At the conclusion of the June 7 meeting, the public hearing was closed. Not all Councilmembers 

felt they were ready to make a decision, and a motion to continue this item to the June 21, 2021 

Council meeting was supported. The vote was 3-1, with Councilmember Putz voting no. 

 

APPEAL FINDINGS 

 

In accordance with the Development Code §17.03.110.F, “the appeal body shall consider the 

record and such additional evidence as may be offered, and may affirm, reverse or modify, in 

whole or in part, the order, requirements, decision, determination, interpretation or ruling being 

appealed, or may make or substitute such other or additional decision or determination as it may 

find warranted under the provisions of the Development Code, or other applicable adopted city 

code, resolution or standards.” As the appeal body, the City Council must review all the following 

findings for error and affirm or reverse the original PPR approval as appropriate. Staff has prepared 

statements of facts for the pertinent findings that support approval of the PPR, as decided by the 

Commission, below: 

 

1. The proposed use and design of the project are consistent with the goals, policies, and 

objectives of the general plan; 

 

The Grocery Outlet project is consistent with several General Plan goals and policies of 

the Land Use Element, Circulation Element, Environmental Resources Element, and 

Community Design Element among other sections and policies. Below is a list of those 

policies, a brief summary, and consistency analysis specific to the proposed development: 

 

POLICY # SUMMARY OR INTENT CONSISTENCY ANALYSIS 

L 1.3 
Ensure that all new development within the City 
conforms to all applicable provisions of the General 
Plan.  

The project currently contains a legal-
nonconforming residence. Approval of this 
project will restore a conforming status to 
this property.  

L 2.2 
Promote the City’s General Commercial areas as a 
major market center for mountain residents and 
visitors, by providing adequate land for regional 

Approval of this project will provide mountain 
residents with an alternative grocery 
shopping option. Centrally located, this 



POLICY # SUMMARY OR INTENT CONSISTENCY ANALYSIS 

shopping center development and ensuring that such 
development occurs and is maintained in an 
attractive and convenient manner.  

business would serve the mountain valley as 
a whole.   

L 4.2 

Ensure that commercial development provides an 
attractive environment or business, lodging, 
entertainment, shopping and working, and creates 
long-term value for the community. 

The proposed design meets a “Mountain 
Theme” providing adequate landscaping, 
parking, lighting, setbacks, height 
restrictions and architectural design.  

C 1.5.1 

Evaluate circulation plans and street improvement 
plans for all new development projects to ensure 
compliance with General Plan policies. Require 
traffic studies or traffic impact analyses for new 
development, when appropriate.  

A traffic impact analysis has been reviewed 
and required as a part of the Mitigated 
Negative Declaration. CalTrans approval 
has been included as a condition of 
approval.  

C 3 
Encourage the use of non-vehicular transportation 
throughout the city 

Bike racks have been placed on the project 
plan for an alternative means of 
transportation.  
 

ER 1.1.4 

The City shall inform and encourage developers to 
salvage top soils and trees from their development 
site for incorporation into project landscaping to the 
greatest extent possible. 

Where possible, the use of indigenous trees 
are used in landscaping and existing trees 
are preserved.  

ER 2.1.2 

For new development projects on sites 
recommended for further study based on a high 
probability of resources on the site, a cultural 
resource analysis performed by a qualified 
professional may be required as part of the CEQA 
review process, and mitigation measures will be 
required as deemed appropriate. 

A cultural analysis was required as a part of 
the CEQA Initial Study and further analysis 
has been required as a condition of 
approval. The applicant is conditioned to 
consult with the SMBMI to perform site 
testing and possible mitigation measures. 

ER 3.1.1 

Enforce regulations and guidelines to manage storm 
water flows, which may include requirements for on-
site detention or retention, and which implement the 
NPDES program, enhance groundwater recharge, 
complement regional flood control facilities, and 
address applicable community design policies.  

On-site retention basins have been provided 
on the grading plan and are subject to the 
NPDES program requirements as reviewed 
by the Engineering Department. A Water 
Quality Management Plan (WQMP) is 
required as a condition of approval. 

ER 4.1 

Encourage the use of low water-consuming, drought 
tolerant landscape plantings as a means of reducing 
water demand, and strengthen education/public 
relations programs to inform residents of the full 
range of water-saving techniques. 

The Landscaping Plan submitted meets the 
State required Model Water Efficient 
Landscaping Ordinance (MWELO) for water 
efficient landscaping.  

CD 1.1 
To consider the relationship of each development 
project to its setting.  

The project integrates with natural features 
onsite and the relationship of the building to 
the street is appropriate for a grocery store. 

CD 1.4 
The built environment should be functional and user-
friendly. 

The site design functions well for both 
vehicular traffic and pedestrians. 

 
2. The proposed use and design of the project are consistent with the purpose, intent and 

standards of the Development Code and other applicable ordinances and codes adopted 

by the City of Big Bear Lake; 

 

The City’s land use authority is encompassed within the Development Code. The subject 

site, zoned C-2 or Commercial General, has identified a number of commercial uses – 

including grocery stores – as a principally permitted in this zone district. As proposed and 

designed, the 18,000-square foot grocery store easily accommodates required parking and 

all development standards with no Code deviations. Maximum build-out of the site could 

accommodate a 35,000-square foot grocery store, a 50,000-square foot general retail or 

office complex, or a 40-foot tall hotel with 130 guest rooms, also all within the building 

envelope and no deviations. As a permitted use, this means that grocery stores have been 

identified as one of the uses intended for this location.  



 

3. The site for the proposed project is adequate in size and shape to accommodate all yards, 

open spaces, setbacks, walls and fences, parking areas, fire and building code 

considerations, and other features pertaining to the application except as otherwise 

approved; 

 

This Grocery Outlet project is listed as a permitted use in Table 17.35.030.A. and is 

consistent with Section 17.35.030 Principal Uses Permitted in Commercial and Public 

Zones. Project conformance with applicable development regulations are summarized 

below and include reference to the pertinent Code sections: 

 
 
STANDARD 

 
CODE REQUIREMENT 

 
PROPOSED 

 
COMPLY? 

Setbacks from 
property line 
(17.35.050.A)  

15 feet from Big Bear Boulevard & 10 feet 
from residentially used or designated 
property (applies to all structures, 
buildings, and parking except for 
sidewalks and walkways) 

Building is proposed a 
minimum of 20 feet to any 
property line. Parking is 
proposed a minimum of 15 feet 
to any property line. 

YES 

Floor Area Ratio 
(17.35.050.A) 

Maximum FAR = 0.5 Proposed FAR = 0.14 YES 

Landscaping 
(17.35.050.A) 

Landscaped or natural open space (20% 
minimum) 

39% provided YES 

Building Height 
(17.35.050.A) 

35 ft.  within 100 ft. of residentially zoned 
property; 40 ft. elsewhere 

26’8” average height, accent 
features 38’6” and 34’6”. 

YES 

Accessory Uses 
(17.35.040.A) 

Outdoor display of merchandise Proposed area to meet code YES 

Accessory Uses 
(17.35.040.A) 

Bicycle Racks and Locker Proposed bicycle racks at the 
entrance 

YES 

Parking 
Requirements 
(17.35.070.A) 

Grocery: 1 space for every 150 sf 
Storage: 1 space for every 1,000 sf 
Office: 1 space for every 250 sf 
Total Required = 89 spaces 

Standard = 76 spaces 
Handicap = 3 spaces 
Other = 15 spaces 
Total Provided = 89 

YES 

Design Standards 
for Parking Areas 
(17.35.070.B) 

Minimum drive aisle widths, parking 
dimensions, accessible spaces, grading, 
etc. 

Maximum 5% grade w/n 
parking area, 6.5% grade w/n 
driveways. Minimum 9x19 
parking spaces. Minimum 25’ 
drive aisles. 

YES 

Site Access 
(17.35.080.B) 

Direct Access shall be provided to and 
from a public right-of-way. 

Access is provided from Big 
Bear Blvd. for pedestrian and 
vehicular traffic. 

YES 

Lighting 
(17.35.080.E) 

Maximum permitted illumination for high 
intensity uses is 5.0 footcandles 

Photometric Plan submitted 
with a maximum 5.0 
footcandles 

YES 

Trash Collection 
Areas 
(17.35.080.G) 

Trash collection areas shall be provided 
at appropriate locations 

A trash enclose is proposed 
complaint with State standards 

YES 

Equipment 
Requirements 
(17.35.080.H) 

All rooftop equipment shall be screened 
through architectural means. 

Screening is provided through 
a false mansard style roof.  

YES 

Performance 
Standards 
(17.35.090) 

Property maintenance and Outdoor 
display of merchandise. Maximum 100 sf 
of display items only. 

Added as ongoing and 
operational Conditions of 
Approval. 

YES 

Freestanding 
Single Tenant 
Signs 
(17.12.110.A) 

Freestanding: 14 feet height, 10 feet 
width, 50 sf maximum sign face area. 
Primary Wall Sign: 75 sf Max 
Secondary Wall Sign: 40 sf Max 

Freestanding: 14 feet high, 10 
feet wide, 40 sf total. 
Primary Wall Sign: 73.6 sf 
Secondary Wall Sign: 39.3 sf 

YES 

 

4. The proposed use and design of the project will not have a substantial adverse effect on 

abutting property or the permitted use thereof, and will not generate excessive noise, 

vibration, traffic, or other disturbances, nuisances, or hazards; and 



 

As proposed, the use and design of the Grocery Outlet store fully comply with the intention 

and development regulations for a grocery store use in the C-2 zone district. The subject 

site is located along the Big Bear Boulevard corridor, adjacent to other commercially and 

residentially zone properties. As an infill and locally-serving development project, near 

other commercial uses and residences, the project meets current State objectives to promote 

reductions to Vehicle Miles Traveled, greenhouse gases, and air emissions. 

 

The proposed project is categorically exempt from CEQA. But in an abundance of caution, 

the City prepared an MND. The MND analyzed the proposed Grocery Outlet store, and 

addresses potential short-term construction impacts with the inclusion of dust mitigation 

measures for the duration of the ground-disturbing activities. Noise related to temporary 

construction and ongoing operation are not substantial, and determined to be a “less than 

significant” impact. Traffic was also not identified as a category of concern. The City’s 

General Plan and Land Use Plan anticipates a commercial use at this location. The 

proposed development is not planned for maximum build-out allowed by the General Plan 

and Development Code, and corresponding potential impacts are likewise reduced due to 

the project scope. 

 

5. The site for the proposed project has adequate access, meaning that the site design 

incorporates street and highway limitations. 

 

There are many streets and private driveways along the length of Big Bear Boulevard that 

are unrestricted. Drivers typically utilize the center lane for all such movements, either 

eastbound or westbound on the boulevard, to safely merge into the proper travel lanes. 

 

The Grocery Outlet project will utilize two existing driveways to access the site from Big 

Bear Boulevard. With two driveways, vehicles have alternative means of ingress and egress 

for this location. Caltrans was part of the project evaluation and MND review and has not 

prohibited left-turns from either driveway. But Caltrans did indicate that such restriction 

might become necessary if sufficient line of sight is not provided, and on April 21, 2021, 

the Planning Commission discussed its concern with left-turn movements and modified 

Condition #35 to prohibit them from the northerly driveway. 

 

Alternatively, should the City Council wish to reverse the Commission’s PPR approval, as 

requested by the appellants, Council must identify which of the required findings it cannot make 

and explain why, with reference to supporting facts. Should this be the Council’s desire, staff 

requests that the Council refer to specific evidence in the record. 

 

FISCAL IMPACT 

 

The appeal fee is $115. In this case, two appeals were filed, and $230 were received in fees. Appeal 

fees are heavily subsidized, so there was cost to the taxpayers to publish a notice of the public 

hearing and respond to the appeal issues. 

 

Affirming the Commission’s approval would allow the proposed development project to proceed. 

 

 



ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS 

 

Although an Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration was prepared for the project, the 

project qualifies for a Categorical Exemption from CEQA under the Class 32 Infill Exemption. 

 

According to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15332, a Class 32 Categorical Exemption applies to 

projects characterized as in-fill development meeting the following conditions: 

a) The project is consistent with the applicable general plan designation and all applicable 

general plan policies as well as with applicable zoning designation and regulations. 

b) The proposed development occurs within city limits on a project site of no more than five 

acres substantially surrounded by urban uses. 

c) The project site has no value as habitat for endangered, rare, or threatened species. 

d) Approval of the project would not result in any significant effects relating to traffic, noise, 

air quality, or water quality. 

e) The site can be adequately served by all required utilities and public services. 

As stated in the June 7, 2021 City Council agenda report, the project meets all of these criteria. 

 

Based on the analysis conducted, the proposed project meets all criteria for a Class 32 Categorical 

Exemption pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15332. In addition, none of the exceptions to 

the Categorical Exemption listed in CEQA Guidelines Section 15300.2 applies. 

     

CONCLUSION 

 

The Appellants request the City Council reverse the Planning Commission’s approval of PPR 

2020-78 as stated in the appeal applications. 

 

Based on the discussions in this agenda report, staff recommends that the City Council (1) find 

that there is no merit to the Appellants’ grounds for appeal, (2) affirm the decision of the Planning 

Commission, and (3) separately determine that the project is categorically exempt from CEQA. 

Such action would approve the project with the required findings for approval. 

 

ATTACHMENTS 

 

Attachments 1-9, previously provided to City Council with the June 7, 2021 City Council Agenda 

Report, are available to view or download from the City Planning webpage at 

https://www.citybigbearlake.com/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=494&Itemi

d=1453. 

 
1. City Council Agenda Report, Dated June 7, 2021 

2. Appeal received from Finney Arnold LLP, Dated April 28, 2021 

3. Appeal received from Patrice Duncan of Sugarloaf POA, Dated April 30, 2021 

4. Planning Commission Staff Report, Dated April 21, 2021 

a. Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration 

b. Complete Project Plans 

5. Planning Commission Resolution No. 2021-04, Adopted April 21, 2021 

6. Additional Comments Received – Information only 

7. City Council Resolution No. 2021-XX, REVISED June 7, 2021 

8. Table of Appeal Comments and Responses 

https://www.citybigbearlake.com/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=494&Itemid=1453
https://www.citybigbearlake.com/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=494&Itemid=1453


9. Additional Air Quality Modeling by MIG, Dated June 1, 2021 

In addition to Attachments 1 and 7, above, which are included for convenience, the following 

attachments comprise new information, since June 7, 2021, and are also included: 

 
10. Development Code Excerpts, provided to Council on June 8, 2021 

11. Other communications and correspondence pertaining to this appeal since the June 7, 2021 City 

Council meeting.   

12. Grocery Outlet Plot Plan 

 


