
STAFF REPORT

DATE: December 15, 2015

TO: City Council

FROM: Mike Webb, Assistant City Manager
Heidi Tschudin, Contract MRIC Project Manager

SUBJECT: Mace Ranch Innovation Center (MRIC) Update

Recommendation
1. Receive an update on the MRIC project including environmental review, public outreach,

schedule, and next steps; and

2. Provide direction to staff regarding the next steps and how to treat the Mixed Use Alternative
throughout the remainder of the development review process. Possible options for City
Council consideration include:

a. Direct staff to proceed with development of a project action package for the
project as proposed; OR

b. Direct staff to proceed with the development of dual project action packages (one
for the project as proposed and one for the mixed use alternative); OR

c. Direct staff to return to Council in early January for a more focused discussion of
how to proceed regarding the Mixed Use Alternative.

These three options, and the implications of each, are described in more detail within this
report. These options are being presented by staff in response to the letter submitted by the
MRIC applicant on December 9, 2015 (attachment 1).

Council Goals (2014-16)
This effort supports the following Goals/Objectives/Tasks:

Facilitate business development through entrepreneur and startup support.
o Task: Facilitate dispersed innovation strategy by:

o Completion of EIRs and public hearings for innovation center
applications.

o Support the community decision-making process on Measure R regarding
innovation centers and Nishi Gateway through education regarding
challenges and opportunities.

Engage in location and regional leadership.
o Task: Work proactively with Yolo County and LAFCO on development of tax

sharing agreements and review of Innovation Center proposals and Nishi.
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Fiscal Impact
All application processing time and consultant resources are covered via fees from the applicant.
Economic & Planning Systems (EPS) conducted an extensive fiscal and economic analysis of the
MRIC proposal as part of its review of the combined innovation center projects. The results of
the EPS analysis were presented to the City Council in September. The EPS analysis concluded
that the proposed Innovation Centers have the potential to generate benefits to the City, Yolo
County, and the region. The EPS report also included a sensitivity analysis with alternate
provisions for parks and greenbelt maintenance, and assessment of the alternatives included in
the Draft EIR (DEIR). The Finance and Budget Commission is actively engaged in ongoing
review of the EPS analysis and staff and EPS will be returning to the FBC to address follow-up
questions on the analysis at their December 14th meeting.

Staff has begun preliminary discussions with Yolo County staff on tax share agreements for both
MRIC and Nishi. We anticipate more concerted discussions with Yolo County, along with the
City Council Innovation Center Subcommittee in the months of January and February.

Public Outreach
During the DEIR comment period, discussions of the DEIR have occurred multiple times before
the Planning Commission and the following subject-specific advisory commissions:

• Bicycle, Transportation, Street Safety Commission
• Finance and Budget Commission
• Natural Resources Commission
• Open Space and Habitat Commission
• Recreation and Park Commission

A “virtual” community workshop was launched October 29, 2015 and was active through
November 15, 2015. During that time the workshop website was visited approximately 500
times and the City received 20 comments on the project.

An additional “wave” of outreach is planned in January and early February when the various
commissions listed above will be asked to give specific recommendations, within their area of
responsibility, on aspects of the project that should be changed, added, or removed, should the
City Council move forward with the project. This will include a discussion of design and
possible conditions for approval. This information will be summarized for the Planning
Commission’s consideration and brought forward to the Council.

Environmental Review
The MRIC environmental impact report was released August 13, 2015 for a 47-day comment
period extending through September 28, 2015. On September 1, 2015 the City Council extended
the community comment period an additional 45 days to November 12, 2015. The comment
period for state and federal agencies (August 13, 2015 to September 28, 2015) was not changed.

Both comment periods have now closed. Comments were received from 46 entities. Staff and
the consulting team have begun the process of preparing responses to the comments. The Final

12-15-15 City Council Meeting 07 - 2



EIR, which will include responses to all timely comments, is targeted for release in mid-January
2016.

Schedule
As requested by Council, period updates on the project schedule have been provided by staff and
most recently a “we are here” style poster board of the schedule has been posted at Council
meetings. Key upcoming dates (including key Nishi dates) are as follows:

12/16 Planning Commission Hearing #1 (proposal overview) Nishi
12/16 Release of Nishi FEIR
1/6/16 Planning Commission Hearing #2 (public hearing) Nishi
1/13 Release MRIC FEIR
1/12 City Council Hearing #1 (proposal overview) Nishi
1/14 Bicycle, Transportation, Street Safety Commission (on possibly a special

meeting)
1/19 City Council Hearing #2 (public hearing) Nishi
1/21 Recreation and Park Commission
1/25 Natural Resources Commission
1/27 Planning Commission (design workshop)
2/8 Open Space and Habitat Commission

Finance and Budget Commission
2/10 Planning Commission Hearing #1(proposal overview)
3/9 Planning Commission Hearing #2 (public hearing)
4/5 City Council Hearing #1 (proposal overview)
4/26 City Council Hearing #2 (public hearing)
6/7 County election; Measure R vote on Nishi
7/5 Last day for Council to request November Measure R vote
7/26 Estimated last day for County to set November election
11/8 County election; Measure R vote

Next Steps and the Mixed Use Alternative
On December 9th the applicant submitted a letter to the City requesting that consideration be
given to focusing staff time and energies on the Mixed Use alternative that was analyzed in the
Draft EIR, rather than on the project proposal. The Mixed Use alternative was evaluated in the
Draft EIR at the suggestion of staff and direction of Council to ensure a robust and defensible
EIR by evaluating a full range of alternatives. As the applicant notes in their letter, they have
since had the opportunity to more fully explore the concept of Mixed Use and are interested in
the possibility of pursuing this concept further. In fact, the letter from the applicant suggests that
Council give consideration to requesting that staff effectively “cease” reviewing the application
at hand to focus solely on a Mixed Use concept. Furthermore, a letter from SACOG has been
submitted to the City and concludes:

“Overall the proposed plan meets the spirit of the Blueprint growth principles.
However, the Mixed Use Alternative illustrates that the city could further maximize
the Blueprint benefits of this unique project by planning for additional housing
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capacity within the city to accommodate the increased housing demand that will
accompany the economic activity generated by the project.”

Notwithstanding the request by the applicant noted above, as the project proceeds throughout the
remainder of the development review process, staff would be developing a package of materials
for consideration and action by the Planning Commission and City Council. This “project action
package” need be only as detailed as is necessary to meet regulatory requirements and allow for
informed decision-making (by both the City and community) regarding the project. Given the
magnitude of the project, staff envisions a package that allows for Council action on the basic
components of the project, with direction to return with additional pertinent details prior to the
November vote. This will avoid unnecessary expenditures on details until the Council’s position
on the project and key features is known. Staff envisions bringing forward the following basic
information as part of the project action package:

• Staff report and staff recommendation regarding the project and the EIR
• Proposed conditions of approval
• Recommendations regarding proposed site plan, design guidelines, and sustainability

plan
• Recommendations regarding key development agreement commitments
• Direction to prepare necessary resolutions and ordinances
• Direction to prepare the development agreement
• Direction to prepare CEQA findings of fact
• Direction to prepare findings of fact for final action on the project
• Directions to negotiate a draft tax sharing agreement
• Direction to identify baseline project features for ballot

Absent direction otherwise, staffs intent has been to prepare this package only for the project as
proposed, and not, for example, for any of the CEQA alternatives such as the Mixed Use
Alternative. There are several reasons for this:

1) There is no application before the City for any project except the MRIC as proposed.
2) The City’s Request for Expressions of Interest (RFEI) expressly discouraged residential uses.

Were the City Council to ultimately decide to reject the proposed project in favor of the Mixed
Use Alternative, the Council would direct staff at that time to return with a modified project
action package. As an option, however, the Council could also direct staff to prepare two project
action packages for consideration: one for the project as proposed and one for the Mixed Use
Alternative (which was analyzed at an equal level of detail in the project EIR). With either
direction the Council would be under no obligation to take any particular action on the project or
any alterative until the hearings in April 2016. There is also a third option available to Council
which is to direct staff to bring the item back in January for a more focused discussion of how
best to proceed regarding the Mixed Use Alternative. Based on the description of the project
action package provided above, key considerations for each option are as follows:

OPTION A: Direct staff to proceed with development of a project action package for the
project as proposed. This allows the project to proceed without delay. After an action and
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direction by the Council in April, the staff will finalize any necessary action documentation.
It does not affect the schedule or budget prior to the hearings but could add some additional
cost post-hearing (to finalize various documents as described above). If the Council denies
the project there would be no significant additional work to do. If the Council approves the
proposed project, staff will work with the applicant to finalize the approval package for the
project. If, instead, the Council decides to approve the Mixed Use Alternative (supporting
the MU alternative and not the project proposal in certifying the EIR), staff would work with
the applicant to develop and finalize an approval package for the Mixed Use Alternative (as
only the entitlement package for the project proposal would otherwise have been prepared).
The schedule currently provides approximately two months between the scheduled April 26,
2016 decision point and the July 5, 2016 final date for Council to take any final remaining
actions on the project, define the project baseline features for the ballot, and request the
County set a November Measure R vote. This should be sufficient time to respond to the
direction of the Council.

OPTION B: Direct staff to proceed with the development of dual project action packages
(one for the project as proposed and one for the mixed use alternative). This allows the
project to proceed without delay. It would allow for dual consideration of the project and the
Mixed Use Alternative throughout the remainder of the process, including upcoming
commission workshops in January and February, and during project hearings. It is not
expected to significantly affect the schedule prior to hearings but would add cost associated
with bringing two alternative projects through the hearing process. This likely will present a
significant concern to the applicant, particularly if staff were to proceed with a relatively high
level of detail in the entitlement package, as is currently the direction. However, if the level
of detail needed for action by the Council is more conceptual (as described above) this cost
should be reasonable. After action and direction by the Council in April, staff will finalize
any necessary project documentation based on the Council direction. If the Council denies
the project (and Mixed Use Alternative) there would be no significant additional work to do.
If the Council approves the proposed project or the Mixed Use Alternative, staff will work
with the applicant to finalize the appropriate approval package. As noted above the schedule
currently allows approximately two months for this to occur which should be sufficient time.

OPTION C: Direct staff to return to Council in early January for a more focused discussion
of how to proceed regarding the Mixed Use Alternative. This option would allow more time
for Council to consider the issue. It would affect the schedule but would not likely affect the
budget prior to the hearings. By creating uncertainty for staff regarding how to proceed
through the holidays, this option would have the effect of pushing the Planning Commission
and City Council hearings out by three to four weeks depending on the precise date in
January the item was heard. This would have the effect of eliminating three to four weeks of
“float” in the schedule post-approval which would then narrow the window of time available
post-approval to finalize the action package to approximately one month. This is not
expected to leave enough time to accomplish necessary steps, which could adversely affect
the ability to make a November ballot.

The applicant has expressed an interest in pursuing the Mixed Use Alternative based on the
conclusions in the EIR regarding environmental superiority of this alternative and based on other
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factors outlined in their letter dated December 9, 2015. However, because a choice between the
project and any of the alternatives is not properly before the Council until after completion of the
environmental review process, analysis of the merits of the project by staff, and consideration
and recommendation by the Planning Commission, we do not recommend the Council express a
preference for any alternative over the project at this time or direct staff to focus on processing
the Mixed Use Alternative rather than the proposed project as suggested by the applicant.

Staff is concerned that any such action could adversely affect the City’s ability to substantiate
findings of fact in support of rejecting the Mixed Use Alternative were that ultimately to be the
desired direction of the Council. We also seek to preserve the Council’s ability to make any
appropriate decision regarding the project and alternatives, including consideration of the
provision of workforce housing off-site rather than onsite which could attain the same or similar
benefits as the Mixed Use Alternative without the inclusion of housing within the innovation
center. Therefore, staff advises that any direction the Council might chose to provide on this
item should be limited to the options described above.

Attachments
1) December 8, 2015 Letter from Applicant
2) November 17, 2015 Letter from SACOG
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