CITY OF ONTARIO
PLANNING COMMISSION/
HISTORIC PRESERVATION

MEETING AGENDA

September 25, 2018

Ontario City Hall
303 East ""B"" Street, Ontario, California 91764

6:30 PM

WELCOME to a meeting of the Ontario Planning/Historic Preservation
Commission.

All documents for public review are on file in the Planning Department located at 303 E. B
Street, Ontario, CA 91764.

Anyone wishing to speak during public comment or on a particular item should fill out a green
slip and submit it to the Secretary.

Comments will be limited to 5 minutes. Speakers will be alerted when their time is up.
Speakers are then to return to their seats and no further comments will be permitted.

In accordance with State Law, remarks during public comment are to be limited to subjects
within the Commission’s jurisdiction. Remarks on other agenda items will be limited to those
items.

Remarks from those seated or standing in the back of the chambers will not be permitted. All
those wishing to speak including Commissioners and Staff need to be recognized by the Chair
before speaking.

The City of Ontario will gladly accommodate disabled persons wishing to communicate at a
public meeting. Should you need any type of special equipment or assistance in order to
communicate at a public meeting, please inform the Planning Department at (909) 395-2036, a
minimum of 72 hours prior to the scheduled meeting.

Please turn off all communication devices (phones and beepers) or put them on non-audible
mode (vibrate) so as not to cause a disruption in the Commission proceedings.

ROLL CALL

DeDiemar __ Delman__  Downs__  Gage _  Gregorek _ Reyes  Willoughby

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE TO THE FLAG
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CITY OF ONTARIO PLANNING/HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION  Sept. 25, 2018

ANNOUNCEMENTS

1)  Agenda Items
2)  Commissioner Items

PUBLIC COMMENTS

Citizens wishing to address the Planning/Historic Preservation Commission on any matter that is not
on the agenda may do so at this time. Please state your name and address clearly for the record and
limit your remarks to five minutes.

Please note that while the Planning/Historic Preservation Commission values your comments, the

Commission cannot respond nor take action until such time as the matter may appear on the
forthcoming agenda.

CONSENT CALENDAR ITEMS

All matters listed under CONSENT CALENDAR will be enacted by one summary motion in the order
listed below. There will be no separate discussion on these items prior to the time the Commission votes
on them, unless a member of the Commission or public requests a specific item be removed from the
Consent Calendar for a separate vote. In that case, the balance of the items on the Consent Calendar
will be voted on in summary motion and then those items removed for separate vote will be heard.

A-01. MINUTES APPROVAL

Planning/Historic Preservation Commission Minutes of August 28, 2018, approved as
written.

A-02. ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT AND DEVELOPMENT PLAN REVIEW
FOR FILE NO. PDEV18-013: A Development Plan (File No. PDEV18-013) to
construct 79 single-family dwellings on approximately 19.30 gross acres of land located
at the southeast corner of Eucalyptus and Celebration Avenues, within Planning Area 22
of the Subarea 29 Specific Plan. The environmental impacts of this project were reviewed
in conjunction with the Subarea 29 Specific Plan Environmental Impact Report (File No.
PSP03-003, SCH# 200411009), certified by the City Council on October 17, 2006. The
project introduces no new significant environmental impacts. The proposed project is
located within the Airport Influence Area of Ontario International Airport, and was
evaluated and found to be consistent with the policies and criteria of the Ontario
International Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP). The project site is also
located within the Airport Influence area of Chino Airport and is consistent with policies
and criteria set forth within the 2011 California Airport Land Use Planning Handbook
published by the California Department of Transportation, Division of Aeronautics.
(APNs: 0218-014-03 and 0218-014-04) submitted by Richmond American Homes of
Maryland, Inc.

A-03. ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT AND DEVELOPMENT PLAN REVIEW
FOR FILE NO. PDEV18-020: A Development Plan (File No. PDEV18-020) to
construct 48 single-family homes (6-Pack Cluster), 126 multi-family homes (Rowtowns)
and 91 multi-family homes (Townhomes) on 23.66 acres of land located at the northeast
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corner of Archibald Avenue and Ontario Ranch Road, within the Low Medium Density
Residential (LMDR) district of Planning Area 7 of The Avenue Specific Plan. The
environmental impacts of this project were previously analyzed in an addendum to The
Avenue Specific Plan Environmental Impact Report (SCH# 2005071109), certified by
the City Council on June 17, 2014. This project introduces no new significant
environmental impacts. The proposed project is located within the Airport Influence Area
of Ontario International Airport, and was evaluated and found to be consistent with the
policies and criteria of the Ontario International Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan
(ALUCP). The project site is also located within the Airport Influence area of Chino
Airport and is consistent with policies and criteria set forth within the 2011 California
Airport Land Use Planning Handbook published by the California Department of
Transportation, Division of Aeronautics. (APN: 0218-201-18) submitted by Brookfield
Homes Southern California.

A-04.

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT AND DEVELOPMENT PLAN REVIEW
FOR FILE NO. PDEV18-018: A Development Plan (File No. PDEV18-018) to
construct 47 single-family dwellings on 8.9 acres of land located near the southwest
corner of Celebration Avenue and Eucalyptus Avenue, within PA 21 of the Subarea 29
Specific Plan. The environmental impacts of this project were previously reviewed in
conjunction with an Addendum to the Subarea 29 Specific Plan Environmental Impact
Report (File No. PSPA14-002, SCH #2004011009), certified by the City Council on
April 21, 2015. This project introduces no new significant environmental impacts. The
proposed project is located within the Airport Influence Area of Ontario International
Airport, and was evaluated and found to be consistent with the policies and criteria of the
Ontario International Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP). The project site is
also located within the Airport Influence area of Chino Airport and is consistent with
policies and criteria set forth within the 2011 California Airport Land Use Planning
Handbook published by the California Department of Transportation, Division of
Aeronautics. (APN: 0218-014-02) submitted by Pulte Homes.

PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS

For each of the items listed under PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS, the public will be provided an
opportunity to speak. After a staff report is provided, the chairperson will open the public hearing. At
that time the applicant will be allowed five (5) minutes to make a presentation on the case. Members of
the public will then be allowed five (5) minutes each to speak. The Planning Commission may ask the
speakers questions relative to the case and the testimony provided. The question period will not count
against your time limit. After all persons have spoken, the applicant will be allowed three minutes to
summarize or rebut any public testimony. The chairperson will then close the public hearing portion of
the hearing and deliberate the matter.

PLANNING COMMISSION ITEMS

B.

ENVIRONMENTAL  ASSESSMENT __ AND DEVELOPMENT CODE
AMENDMENT REVIEW FOR FILE NO. PDCA18-004: A Development Code
Amendment to increase the allowable building/structure height from 55 feet to 80 feet
within the IH (Heavy Industrial) zoning district. The environmental impacts of this
project were reviewed in conjunction with an Addendum to The Ontario Plan
Environmental Impact Report (File No. PGPA06-001, SCH# 2008101140), certified by
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the City of Ontario City Council on January 27, 2010. This project introduces no new
significant environmental impacts. The proposed project is located within the Airport
Influence Area of Ontario International Airport, and was evaluated and found to be
consistent with the policies and criteria of the Ontario International Airport Land Use
Compatibility Plan (ALUCP). City Initiated. City Council action is required.

1. CEQOA Determination

No action necessary — use of previous Addendum to EIR

2. File No. PDCA18-004 (Development Code Amendment)

Motion to recommend Approval/Denial

MATTERS FROM THE PLANNING/HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION

1) Old Business
e Reports From Subcommittees

- Historic Preservation (Standing): Met on September 13, 2018
2) New Business

3) Nominations for Special Recognition

DIRECTOR’S REPORT

1) Monthly Activity Report

If you wish to appeal any decision of the Planning/Historic Preservation Commission, you must do so
within ten (10) days of the Commission action. Please contact the Planning Department for
information regarding the appeal process.

If you challenge any action of the Planning/Historic Preservation Commission in court, you may be
limited to raising only those issues you or someone else raised at the public hearing described in this
notice, or in written correspondence delivered to the Planning/Historic Preservation Commission at, or
prior to, the public hearing.
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e 00000 00

I, Gwen Berendsen, Administrative Assistant, of the City of Ontario, or my designee, hereby
certify that a true, accurate copy of the foregoing agenda was posted on September 21, 2018, at
least 72 hours prior to the meeting per Government Code Section 54954.2 at 303 East “B” Street,

Ontario.
A%%/// N2

Gwen Berendsen, Secretary Pro Tempore

(]

Cathy {V Istrom, Planning Director
Plannmg/Hlstonc Preservation
Commission Secretary
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CITY OF ONTARIO PLANNING COMMISSION/
HISTORIC PRESERVATION MEETING

MINUTES

August 28, 2018

REGULAR MEETING:  City Hall, 303 East B Street
Called to order by Vice-Chairman Willoughby at 6:30 PM

COMMISSIONERS

Present: Vice-Chairman Willoughby, DeDiemar, Downs, Gage, Gregorek,
and Reyes

Absent: Chairman Delman

OTHERS PRESENT: Planning Director Wahistrom, Assistant Planning Director

Zeledon, City Attorney Duran, Principal Planner Mercier, Senior
Planner Noh, Assistant City Engineer Do, Assistant Building
Official Rico and Planning Secretary Berendsen

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE TO THE FLAG

The Pledge of Allegiance was led by Commissioner DeDiemar.

ANNOUNCEMENTS

Ms. Wahlstrom stated that there are three changes on the agenda. The first change pertains to the
file number for Item C, which should be PWIL18-003. The other changes are pertaining to the
items before them, which are an updated Exhibit C for Item E and an email received for Item F
regarding questions and comments about the project.

PUBLIC COMMENTS

No one responded from the audience.

CONSENT CALENDAR ITEMS

A-01. MINUTES APPROVAL

Planning/Historic Preservation Commission Minutes of July 24, 2018, approved as written.
It was moved by DeDiemar, seconded by Downs, to approve the Planning
Commission Minutes of July 24, 2018, as written. The motion was carried 6 to
0.

PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS
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B. ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT AND TENTATIVE PARCEL MAP REVIEW
FOR _FILE NO. PMTT17-010/TPM_19978: A Tentative Parcel Map (File No.
PMTT17-010/PM 19978) to subdivide 10.06 acres of land into 9 numbered lots, for
property located at the southwest corner of Ontario Ranch Road and Haven Avenue,
within the Retail land use district of Planning Area 10B of The Avenue Specific Plan.
The environmental impacts of this project were previously analyzed in The Avenue
Specific Plan EIR (SCH# 2005071109) certified by the City Council on December 19,
2006. This project introduces no new significant environmental impacts. The proposed
project is located within the Airport Influence Area of Ontario International Airport, and
was evaluated and found to be consistent with the policies and criteria of the Ontario
International Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP). (APN: 0218-412-02)
submitted by Frontier Real Estate Investments.

Senior Planner Noh, presented the staff report. He described the location and the
surrounding area. He explained the history of the New Haven Commercial Center project
that was approved several months ago. He described the parcel sizes and the CC&R’s
that include the reciprocal access, landscape maintenance and the shared parking
agreement and parking management plan. He stated that staff is recommending the
Planning Commission approve File No. PMTT17-010, pursuant to the facts and reasons
contained in the staff report and attached resolution, and subject to the conditions of
approval.

PUBLIC TESTIMONY

Mr. Gavin Reed, Frontier Real Estate Investments, appeared and stated that things are moving
forward on the project with the grading plans in for review and Stater Bros. finally signed the
lease.

Mr. Reyes asked about other tenants in place.

Mr. Reed stated that they have been holding off on signing other leases because they wanted to
get Stater Bros. on board first. He stated some of the clients they have been working with are

Jersey Mikes, Dunkin Donuts, Chase Bank, Carl’s Jr, Great Clips, and Pacific Dental. He stated

they have been holding off on leasing Shop Areas 1 and 2 because they want those to be big
draws once they are built.

Mr. Willoughby wanted clarification if sit-down restaurants are going in within Areas 1 and 2.

Mr. Reed stated yes, on the end caps closest to the landscape portion those are designed for sit-
down restaurants and enclosed patio areas with alcohol services.

Mr. Willoughby wanted to know if they had a start time for construction.
Mr. Reed stated that they are starting with the Stater Bros. building. He stated the grading plans
should be approved in about 6 weeks. He stated the first part of the year they will start

construction concurrently with Stater Bros., so everything comes online at the same time.

As there was no one else wishing to speak, Vice-Chairman Willoughby closed the public
-3-
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testimony

Mr. Gage stated he is looking forward to the project being completed.

PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION

It was moved by Gage, seconded by Gregorek, to adopt a resolution to approve
the Parcel Map File No., PMTT17-010, subject to conditions of approval. Roll
call vote: AYES, DeDiemar, Downs, Gage, Gregorek, Reyes, and Willoughby;
NOES, none; RECUSE, none; ABSENT, Delman. The motion was carried 6 to
0.

C. ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT AND REVIEW FOR TENTATIVE TRACT
MAP_REVIEW FILE NO. PMTT13-016/TT 18929 AND_ TENTATIVE
WILLIAMSON ACT CANCELLATION FOR FILE NO. PWIL 18-003 (#77-515):
A Tentative Tract Map (File No. PMTT13-016/TT 18929) to subdivide 54.81 acres of
land into 207 residential numbered lots and 24 lettered lots for public streets, pocket park
and landscape neighborhood edges, and a petition to cancel Williamson Act Contract 77-
515 (File No. PWIL18-003), for property located at the southwest corner of Archibald
Avenue and Eucalyptus Avenue, within the Conventional Small Lot Residential district
of Planning Area 1 and within the Neighborhood Commercial Center district of Planning
Area 2 of the Subarea 29 Specific Plan. The environmental impacts of this project were
previously reviewed in conjunction with the Subarea 29 Specific Plan EIR (SCH#
2004011009) certified by the City Council on October 17, 2006. The project site is
located within the Airport Influence Area of the Ontario International Airport (ONT), and
has been found to be consistent with the policies and criteria set forth within the ALUCP
for ONT. The project site is also located within the Airport Influence area of Chino
Airport and is consistent with policies and criteria set forth within the 2011 California
Airport Land Use Planning Handbook published by the California Department of
Transportation, Division of Aeronautics. (APNs: 0218-271-11) submitted by Richland
Communities. City Council Action is only required for the Williamson Act Contract
Cancellation.

D. ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT AND TENTATIVE TRACT MAP REVIEW
FOR FILE NO. PMTT13-017/TT 18930: A Tentative Tract Map (File No. PMTT13-
017/TT 18930) to subdivide 49.45 acres of land into 225 residential numbered lots and 26
lettered lots for public streets, pocket parks and landscape neighborhood edges, for
property located at the northwest corner of Archibald Avenue and Merrill Avenue, within
the Conventional Small Lot Residential district of Planning Area 1 of the Subarea 29
Specific Plan. The environmental impacts of this project were previously reviewed in
conjunction with the Subarea 29 Specific Plan EIR (SCH# 2004011009) certified by the
City Council on October 17, 2006. The project site is located within the Airport Influence
Area of the Ontario International Airport (ONT), and has been found to be consistent
with the policies and criteria set forth within the ALUCP for ONT. The project site is also
located within the Airport Influence area of Chino Airport and is consistent with policies
and criteria set forth within the 2011 California Airport Land Use Planning Handbook
published by the California Department of Transportation, Division of Aeronautics.
(APN: 0218-271-19) submitted by Richland Communities.
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E. ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT AND DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT FOR
FILE NO. PDA18-001: A Development Agreement (File No. PDA18-001) between the
City of Ontario and Roseville Investments, LLC, to establish the terms for the
development of Tentative Tract Map 18929 (File No. PMTT13-016) to subdivide 54.81
acres of land into 207 residential numbered lots and 24 lettered lots and Tentative Tract
Map18930 (File No. PMTT13-017) to subdivide 49.45 acres of land into 225 residential
numbered lots and 26 lettered lots. The properties are bounded by Eucalyptus Avenue to
the north, Merrill Avenue to the south, Archibald Avenue to the east and the Cucamonga
Flood Control channel to the west, and located within the Conventional Small Lot
Residential district of Planning Area 1 and within the Neighborhood Commercial Center
district of Planning Area 2 of the Subarea 29 Specific Plan. The environmental impacts of
this project were previously reviewed in conjunction with the Subarea 29 Specific Plan
EIR (SCH# 2004011009) certified by the City Council on October 17, 2006. The project
site is located within the Airport Influence Area of the Ontario International Airport
(ONT), and has been found to be consistent with the policies and criteria set forth within
the ALUCP for ONT. The project site is also located within the Airport Influence area of
Chino Airport and is consistent with policies and criteria set forth within the 2011
California Airport Land Use Planning Handbook published by the California Department
of Transportation, Division of Aeronautics. (APNs: 0218-271-11 and 0218-271-19)
submitted by Richland Communities. City Council action is required.

Senior Planner Noh, presented the staff reports. He described the location and the use history of
the site, and the surrounding area. He explained the lot sizes and product types, the landscape
and pocket park areas they are proposing. He described the Williamson Act Cancellation and the
fees involved. He explained the Development Agreement and the key points that are included: 10
year term, with 5 year option, the infrastructure improvements, public service funding, and the
park, school district and affordable housing requirements. He stated that staff is recommending
the Planning Commission approve File Nos. PMTT13-016 & PMTT13-017, and recommend
approval to City Council for File Nos. PWIL18-003 & PDA18-001, pursuant to the facts and
reasons contained in the staff report and attached resolution, and subject to the conditions of
approval.

Mr. Downs wanted clarification on the park locations.
Mr. Noh explained where they would be.

Mr. Reyes wanted clarification if they will get to look at the parks in more detail with the
development plan.

Mr. Noh stated yes when the development plan comes in they will see more detail and the
amenities being offered.

Mr. Willoughby wanted clarification regarding ground water retention in park areas.

Mr. Noh stated that yes according to the requirements of the WQMP they need to have
percolation areas for water runoff.

Mr. Willoughby wanted clarification if they would be improving or widening the bridges over
the channel.

-5-
ltem A-01 -5 of 16



Mr. Noh stated yes this is part of the Development Agreement improvements.

PUBLIC TESTIMONY

Mr. Mike Buyer, representing Richland Communities, appeared and thanked Mr. Noh for his
presentation and stated that Richland is bringing in a new coastal builder for this project that they
are very excited about.

As there was no one else wishing to speak, Vice-Chairman Willoughby closed the public
testimony

Mr. Gregorek stated he likes the larger lots and layout of the project.

PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION

It was moved by Gregorek, seconded by Downs, to adopt a resolution to approve
the Tentative Tract Map, File No. PMTT13-016. Roll call vote: AYES,
DeDiemar, Downs, Gage, Gregorek, Reyes, and Willoughby; NOES, none;
RECUSE, none; ABSENT, Delman. The motion was carried 6 to 0.

It was moved by Gage, seconded by DeDiemar, to recommend adoption of a
resolution to approve the Williamson Act Cancellation, File No. PWIL18-003,
subject to conditions of approval. Roll call vote: AYES, DeDiemar, Downs,
Gage, Gregorek, Reyes, and Willoughby; NOES, none; RECUSE, none;
ABSENT, Delman. The motion was carried 6 to 0.

It was moved by Gregorek, seconded by Downs, to adopt a resolution to approve
the Tentative Tract Map, File No. PMTT13-017. Roll call vote: AYES,
DeDiemar, Downs, Gage, Gregorek, Reyes, and Willoughby; NOES, none;
RECUSE, none; ABSENT, Delman. The motion was carried 6 to 0.

It was moved by Downs, seconded by Gage, to recommend adoption of a
resolution to approve the Development Agreement, File No. PDA18-001, subject
to conditions of approval. Roll call vote: AYES, DeDiemar, Downs, Gage,
Gregorek, Reyes, and Willoughby; NOES, none; RECUSE, none; ABSENT,
Delman. The motion was carried 6 to 0.

F. ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT, CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT, AND
DEVELOPMENT PLAN REVIEW FOR FILE NOS. PCUP18-008 & PDEV18-008:
A Conditional Use Permit and Development Plan to establish and construct a 6-story,
208-room hotel and 8,000-square foot restaurant pad on 4.95 acres of land, generally
located on the southeast corner of Archibald Avenue and Inland Empire Boulevard,
within the OH (High Intensity Office) zoning district. The proposed project is
categorically exempt from the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act
of 1970 (CEQA), as amended, and the Guidelines promulgated thereunder, pursuant to
Section 15332 (Class 32, In-Fill Development Projects) of the CEQA Guidelines. The
proposed project is located within the Airport Influence Area of Ontario International
Airport, and was evaluated and found to be consistent with the policies and criteria of the
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Ontario International Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP). (APNs: 0210-191-
29, 0210-191-30, 0210-191-31 and 0210-191-32); submitted by Heartland Alliance,
LLC. City Council action is required.

Principal Planner Mercier, presented the staff report. He described the surrounding area and the
location of the project. He explained the proposed hotel site and the proposed amenities offered.
He explained the access points, landscape and the Caltrans right-of-way driveway access
condition. He described the architectural elements and the elevations. He went over the market
feasibility report. He addressed the letter received regarding the project. He stated that staff is
recommending the Planning Commission approve File No. PDEV18-008, and recommending
approval to City Council for File No. PCUP18-008, pursuant to the facts and reasons contained
in the staff report and attached resolution, and subject to the conditions of approval.

Mr. Reyes wanted clarification regarding where Mr. Maury, who submitted the letter is located
and what is his business.

Mr. Mercier stated Mr. Maury is immediately east of the project, located in Transpark
development and he had already talked with him.

Mr. Reyes requested that Engineering address the board regarding the issues within the letter.

Mr. Do, Assistant City Engineer, went through each question. He stated the first question
regarding the additional traffic signal on Inland Empire Blvd, falls within our design guideline
for traffic signal spacing, and is warranted due to the volume of traffic generated by the project
and geometry of the street, that it would be unsafe to provide unprotected left turns out knowing
the speeds of the divided arterial highway.

Mr. Willoughby wanted clarification if the traffic signal would be open for both east and west
bound traffic on Inland Empire Blvd.

Mr. Do stated that it would be a 4 lane intersection that would line up with the driveway to the
north so it would provide movement from all four directions. He stated the west bound left lane
turn pocket is already there, as it was always the intention to have this signal here. He addressed
item 1a regarding the three signals that cars exiting out of Transpark would have to go through to
get to the 10 freeway off Archibald and stated the signals will be interconnected to minimize the
impacts. He stated item B regarding that a U-turn would be allowed here as well as at both
Archibald and Turner.

Mr. Willoughby wanted clarification regarding traffic going west from Haven.

Mr. Do stated that the signal saves them from having to go to Archibald to make a U-turn. He
addressed the next item regarding ingress and egress inlands works against what Mr. Myers is
stating and that median cuts would slow down traffic and allows for unprotected left turns. Mr.
Do stated these concerns were brought up 2 years ago and were denied then for the same reasons.

Mr. Willoughby stated that it would seem less safe and allow more hazards with these cuts.

Mr. Do stated that was correct and then deferred the last question about paint palettes to
planning.
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Mr. Reyes wanted clarification regarding engineering’s knowledge of the Caltrans driveway.

Mr. Do stated the previous applicant had gotten a conceptual approval from Caltrans and he
explained the Caltrans strip for the driveway, would have to be purchased by the applicant from
Caltrans and Caltrans would have to go through a decertification process which is basically a
vacation of their right-of-way.

Mr. Reyes wanted clarification regarding the driveway being right turn-in only.

Mr. Do stated that was correct that it would be turn-in only for the reasons he had previously
stated regarding turns across multiple lanes.

Mr. Willoughby wanted clarification regarding if Caltrans had approved of this project.
Mr. Do stated not at this time.
Mr. Reyes wanted clarification regarding the colors and if the applicant could address that.

PUBLIC TESTIMONY

Mr. Gene Fong, Axis GFA, the architect of the hotel, appeared and spoke. He clarified that the
hotel is only five stories, not six stories, but is proposed with a terrace lounge area on the rooftop
deck to take advantage of the views. He stated that because of the terrace, building and safety
classified it as an A occupancy rather than a B occupancy, so they may need to adjust this item to
comply with code depending on the type of construction needed.

Mr. Willoughby asked if the rooftop terrace is a design element that might change.

Mr. Fong stated that was correct.

Mr. Willoughby addressed staff regarding the height of this project compared to the Hilton
across.

Mr. Mercier stated it was a shorter.
Mr. Reyes wanted clarification regarding the colors.

Mr. Fong stated the concept is create a sense of movement and with different facades and
treatments.

Mr. Reyes stated the landscape plan looks great but wanted clarification on the site amenities that
go with the hotel.

Mr. Fong described the guest experience and the transparency of the design, to see through to see
what amenities are offered as they arrive. The idea is to have an indoor/outdoor effect on the
terrace alongside the ballroom.

Mr. Downs wanted clarification regarding the restaurant pad and for an inside restaurant.

-8-
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Mr. Fong stated that the idea is to have a third party restaurant but also to offer food and
beverage within the hotel.

Mr. Willoughby wanted asked if the hotel will have food and beverage within.
Mr. Fong stated yes it will.

Mr. Downs wanted to know if there was a tenant for the restaurant pad.

Mr. Fong stated not yet.

Mr. Gage wanted to know if the egress off Archibald with Caltrans, was still something the
applicant would pursue.

Mr. Fong stated yes that was the intent, but the right turn-in is ideal.
Mr. Willoughby wanted clarification regarding the main entrance location.
Mr. Fong stated the main entrance faces towards Inland Empire Blvd.

Mr. Reyes stated the terrace is something unique and would like to see this stay good feature to
keep.

Mr. Fong stated they intend to keep it, but it may have be smaller to comply with building and

safety. He stated they wouldn’t be able to have food and beverage service up there, but would use
the terrace for guest to enjoy the views.

Mr. Willoughby stated this is a nice asset that none of the other hotels have and would be an
attraction for meetings.

Mr. Fong stated they recognize that as well.

As there was no one else wishing to speak, Vice-Chairman Willoughby closed the public
testimony

Mr. Gage asked if there was anything the city can do to encourage the rooftop terrace.
Mr. Mercier stated it is a building code issue and a construction type issue.

Mr. Fong stated it is a construction type issue because typically for 5 stories there would be a
concrete construction at the base and four stories of Type 3 wood construction, but because of
the terrace on the roof, which would exceed 750 square feet, that triggers a Type 1 construction
which is either steel or concrete construction. He stated it then becomes a financial issue.

Mr. Gage stated it’s a money thing.

Mr. Reyes stated the terrace is an important item and it’s hard to make a decision on this item
without the guarantee that this terrace will be included.

-9-
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Ms. Wahlstrom clarified that a terrace can be achieved at 750 square feet, which would give
certainty for tonight’s decision.

Mr. Reyes wanted clarification regarding beverages being served on the terrace.
Mr. Fong stated yes they can have beverages and food, it just limits the space.

Mr. Willoughby wanted clarification regarding the maximum number of people allowed in the
750 square feet.

Ms. Wahlstrom stated she would work with the building official regarding this space and other
ways to expand the space

Mr. Reyes stated he was glad the applicant brought their team so they could get more
information and he likes the colors and landscape.

Mr. Willoughby stated the color pallet has a modern look.

Mr. Gregorek stated the terrace amenity is a different amenity that adds to the project and he
likes the whole design.

PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION

It was moved by Gregorek, seconded by Downs, to recommend adoption of a
resolution to approve the Conditional Use Permit, File No. PCUP18-008,
subject to conditions of approval. Roll call vote: AYES, DeDiemar, Downs,
Gage, Gregorek, Reyes, and Willoughby; NOES, none; RECUSE, none;
ABSENT, Delman. The motion was carried 6 to 0.

It was moved by Downs, seconded by DeDiemar, to adopt a resolution to
approve the Development Plan, File No. PDEV18-008. Roll call vote: AYES,
DeDiemar, Downs, Gage, Gregorek, Reyes, and Willoughby; NOES, none;
RECUSE, none; ABSENT, Delman. The motion was carried 6 to 0.

G. ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT AND_ SPECIFIC PLAN AMENDMENT
REVIEW FOR FILE NO. PSPA18-004: An Amendment to the Meredith International
Centre Specific Plan, revising the sign standards/guidelines for freeway identification
signs and for uses over 200,000 square feet in area, within the Urban Commercial land
use district. Staff is recommending the adoption of an Addendum to the Meredith
International Centre Environmental Impact Report (SCH# 2014051020), reviewed in
conjunction with File Nos. PGPA13-005 and File No. PSPA14-003, and certified by the
City Council on April 7, 2015. This project introduces no new significant environmental
impacts. The proposed project is located within the Airport Influence Area of Ontario
International Airport, and was evaluated and found to be consistent with the policies and
criteria of the Ontario International Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP).
(APNs: 0110-311-52, 0110-311-53, 0110-311-54, 0110-311-55, 0110-321-29, 0110-321-
68, 0110-321-72, 0110-321-73, 0110-321-74, 0110-321-75, 0110-321-76, 0110-321-77,
0110-321-78, 0110-321-79); submitted by Real Development Solutions, LLC. City
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Council action is required.
Principal Planner Mercier, presented the staff report. He described the location and the sign
standards for one freeway identification sign for the Meredith International Centre Specific Plan.
He explained the standards for the more than 200,000 square foot occupant. He stated that staff is
recommending the Planning Commission recommend approval to the City Council for the
Addendum to an EIR and File No. PSPA18-004, pursuant to the facts and reasons contained in
the staff report and attached resolution, and subject to the conditions of approval.
Mr. Gage wanted clarification how this project sign compares to other signs in the area.
Mr. Mercier stated the Mark Christopher sign directly across the freeway is 60 feet in height, but
only includes one business. He stated the auto center signs in the City range from 75 feet to 85
feet in height.
Mr. Gage wanted to know the height of the Ontario Center Sign.
Mr. Mercier stated the Ontario Center sign is 60 feet high.
Mr. Willoughby wanted to know the height of the billboard sign at Mountain and I-10.
Mr. Mercier stated that sign was 80 feet high.
Mr. Willoughby wanted to know the digital space square footage of that sign.
Mr. Zeledon stated the digital portion is the size of a billboard.
Mr. Willoughby wanted to know if the sign face was comparable in size.

Mr. Mercier stated it was comparable.

Ms. DeDiemar wanted clarification of why the height is almost double the height of some of the
other signs in the city.

Mr. Mercier stated the reason for the height of the sign is due to the overpasses that block the
views and landscaping aspects of the site.

Ms. DeDiemar wanted to know who proposed this height.

Mr. Mercier stated the applicant did, based on a study they did on various heights on the
property.

Ms. DeDiemar wanted clarification if the sign would introduce all the businesses within the
Meredith Plan.

Mr. Mercier stated that was correct, the 105 foot sign is for all the businesses within Meredith
Specific Plan. He stated that the portion of the sign that adds height is mostly architectural.

Ms. DeDiemar wanted to know if the topper that makes up a large portion of the sign is needed

-11-
Item A-01 - 11 of 16



and how much height does it contribute.
Mr. Mercier deferred to the applicant regarding the need.

Ms. Wahlstrom stated the LED display portion of the sign would be 1344 square feet per sign
face. She stated that the sight line studies that were done took into account bridges, trees and
other obstacles that you don’t really notice. She stated the height for the LED portion was
derived based on these studies and they needed to add an architectural aspect so it didn’t look
like just a billboard sign, which it isn’t a billboard because it would be promoting all the different
retailers within the Meredith Specific Plan.

Mr. Willoughby wanted to know if it would be used as a landmark for the whole Meredith
Center.

Ms. Wahlstrom stated yes that this is a significant center and location within the city and the sign
is meant to add prominence to this location and the design is important. She stated that tonight
they are approving the Specific Plan Amendment to allow this type of sign, not the sign itself.

Mr. Willoughby wanted clarification if this sign would be about 20 feet above the main Auto
Center sign.

Ms. Wahlstrom stated yes but the Auto Center sign is a different type of sign aesthetically and
the LED facing of that sign is actually located higher than where this LED portion would be.

Mr. Reyes wanted clarification regarding the specific location and Planning Commissioners
approval of the sign at a different time.

Mr. Mercier stated that the specifics would be done through staff review only and that if they
wanted to review those aspects that Planning Commission approval could be added to the
Specific Plan Amendment.

Mr. Reyes stated there needs to be a specific sign layout plan to really highlight where the signs
will sit and he wanted clarification if there were locations already.

Mr. Mercier stated the sign that identifies the Meredith Specific Plan, a location has been
identified which would be on the QVC Way cul-de-sac, adjacent to the freeway.

Mr. Reyes wanted clarification on how would we address future retailers and how they have their
signs.

Mr. Mercier stated those signs would be subject to the requirements of the city’s development
code.

Ms. Wahlstrom stated this is a long freeway frontage and 2 signs are currently allowed. This
amendment is allowing for the height essentially.

Mr. Mercier stated the freeway sign for the retailer does not include a LED display.

Mr. Willoughby clarified that the retailer would need to occupy 200,000 square feet or more.
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Mr. Mercier stated that was correct and they would also need 600 feet of frontage along the
freeway.

Ms. Wahlstrom stated it was imperative to have this size of sign to attract future auto dealerships
to this area.

Ms. DeDiemar wanted clarification that if they recommend this amendment to City Council, are
we opening the possibility that staff could approve future signs going up without the Planning
Commission having any input.

Mr. Mercier stated no.

Ms. DeDiemar wanted clarification that this would be the only sign of this size within the
Meredith Specific Plan.

Mr. Mercier stated that is correct.

PUBLIC TESTIMONY

Mr. Perry Banner, of Michael Baker International, representing the applicants Craig
Development Corporation and Real Development Solutions, appeared and spoke. He stated he
would like to provide clarity regarding the two proposed parts to the amendments: one for the
one freeway identification sign which is meant to be a gateway sign, and the second part of the
amendment is to attract the big box retailers to the center to the Meredith Center. He stated that
tonight we are creating the codes for these types of opportunities, not approving the signs. This
Amendment allows for greater flexibility to attract more to the city. He stated the reasons from
the height of the sign in regards to embankments and future tenant buildings that would block it,
and they want to create an iconic sign that is taller and appears the more slender not something
that looks short and dumpy, and also to be a partnership with the city, for free advertising for
events and having their name on the sign.

Mr. Reyes asked for clarification on the location of the sign west of the Audi dealer.

Mr. Banner stated that is correct, it would be about 115 feet off the freeway right-of-way on
QVC Way cul-de-sac.

Mr. Reyes wanted to know the difference in grade elevations from the freeway to the ground of
the sign.

Mr. Banner stated where the freeway right-of-way is there isn’t that much of a grade difference,
but the embankment on the lower right of 1-10 is an issue.

Mr. Willoughby stated the curve of the interstate heading east the development does drop the
view off.

As there was no one else wishing to speak, Vice-Chairman Willoughby closed the public
testimony
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Mr. Reyes commented that tonight we are dealing more with the Specific Plan Amendment but
feels they should take a look at the design as a planning commission.

Mr. Willoughby asked if the Commissioners would like to condition this approval regarding
seeing the proposed design elements in the future.

Mr. Gregorek concurred.

Ms. Wahlstrom wanted clarification that it would be the freeway identification sign that would
come back to the Commission.

Mr. Reyes stated without a location or a site plan, he wants them to be able to look over the
design for consistency.

Mr. Willoughby stated there is a location for the sign.

Mr. Reyes stated yes there is a rough location without the completed site plan and his concern
about the sign is the design more than the location.

Mr. Willoughby clarified that it was the Meredith International Center sign that would be
reviewed only.

Mr. Reyes stated that was correct.

Mr. Banner wanted clarification if a sign review was a normal occurrence for other
developments within the city.

Mr. Willoughby stated yes the Commission has reviewed other signs within the city. He wanted
clarification if this could be brought forward quickly.

Ms. Wahlstrom stated yes we could bring it forward quickly once the design is submitted.

Mr. Willoughby stated that they have been working on the Meredith Center for quite a while and
they want to keep it looking as good as possible.

Vice-Chairman Willoughby reopened the public hearing for ltem G

Mr. Willoughby stated the request that the sign design comes before the Commission
Mr. Reyes stated yes that is correct and not meant to slow down the process.

Mr. Banner wanted clarification if the Commissioners are weighing in or are they making a
motion on the design.

Ms. Wahlstrom stated a sign program would not be required, being that this is a Specific Plan
area, and there are already standards in place. She stated that staff would work with the
applicant, then bring it forward as information at briefing or bring it for review and approval
when the sign permit comes in.
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Mr. Willoughby clarified that the Commissioners would like to see the final design and have
approval of the design.

Mr. Gregorek stated yes.

Ms. DeDiemar stated she would like to see it at briefing and as a consent item.
Ms. Wahlstrom stated they would see it at briefing and put on consent calendar.
Mr. Willoughby stated that is correct.

As there was no one else wishing to speak, Vice-Chairman Willoughby closed the public
testimony

PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION

It was moved by Reyes, seconded by Gregorek, to recommend adoption of the
Addendum to an EIR, the Specific Plan Amendment, File No., PSPA18-004,
with the addition of Planning Commission review of the sign design, subject to
conditions of approval. Roll call vote: AYES, DeDiemar, Downs, Gage,
Gregorek, Reyes, and Willoughby; NOES, none; RECUSE, none; ABSENT,
Delman. The motion was carried 6 to 0.

MATTERS FROM THE PLANNING COMMISSION

Old Business Reports From Subcommittees

Historic Preservation (Standing): This subcommittee met on August 9, 2018.
* 6 properties requested for removal.

Development Code Review (Ad-hoc): This subcommittee did not meet.
Zoning General Plan Consistency (Ad-hoc): This subcommittee did not meet.
New Business

NOMINATIONS FOR SPECIAL RECOGNITION

None at this time.

DIRECTOR’'S REPORT

Ms. Wahlstrom stated the Monthly Activity Reports are in their packets.

ADJOURNMENT

Gage motioned to adjourn, seconded by Reyes. The meeting was adjourned at 8:31 PM.

-15-
ltem A-01 - 15 of 16



Secretary Pro Tempore

Chairman, Planning Commission
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PLANNING COMMISSION

STAFF REPORT
September 25, 2018

SUBJECT: A Development Plan (File No. PDEV18-013) to construct 79 single-family
dwellings on 19.30 gross acres of land located at the southeast corner of Eucalyptus and
Celebration Avenues, within Planning Area 22 of the Subarea 29 Specific Plan. APNs:
0218-014-03 and 0218-014-04; submitted by Richmond American Homes of
Maryland, Inc.

PROPERTY OWNER: Richmond American Homes of Maryland, Inc.

RECOMMENDED ACTION: That the Planning Commission approve File No. PDEV18-
013, pursuant to the facts and reasons contained in the staff report and attached
resolution, and subject to the conditions of approval contained in the attached
departmental reports.

PROJECT SETTING: The project site is comprised of 19.30 gross acres of land located
at the southeast corner of Eucalyptus and Celebration Avenues, within the Planning Area
22 (PA 22 — Conventional Large Lot, 3-6 du/ac) land use designation of the Subarea 29
Specific Plan, and is depicted in Figure 1: Project Location, below. The project site gently
slopes from north to south and is
currently rough graded. The
property to the north of the project
site is currently vacant and is
located within the SP-AG
(Agricultural) zoning designation
with a future use of open
space/parkland per The Ontario
Plan (TOP). The property to the
south of the project site is
currently under construction
(single-family residential), and is
located within the PA 23
(Conventional Small Lot, 5-9
du/ac) land use designation of the
Subarea 29 Specific Plan. The
property to the east is currently
vacant, and is within the PA 30
(Conventional Large Lot, 3-6 du/ac) land use designation of the Subarea 29 Specific Plan.

Figure 1: Project Location

Case Planner: Alexis Vaughn Hearing Body Date Decision Action
Planning Director] / DAB 9/17/18 Approve | Recommend
Approval: \ ZA
Submittal Date]4/23/18 PC 9/25/18 Final
cC
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Planning Commission Staff Report
File No.: PDEV18-013
September 25, 2018

The property to the west is currently rough graded, and is located within the PA 21
(Conventional Medium Lot, 4-6 du/ac) land use designation of the Subarea 29 Specific
Plan.

PROJECT ANALYSIS:

[1] Background — The Subarea 29 Specific Plan (539 acres) and the Environmental
Impact Report (EIR) were approved by the City Council on November 7, 2006. The
Specific Plan established the land use designations, development standards, and design
guidelines for Subarea 29, which includes the potential development of 2,293 single-
family units and 87,000 square feet of commercial space.

On January 23, 2007, the Planning Commission approved Tentative Tract Map 18067
(PMTTO06-009) which subdivided 21.3 acres of Planning Area 22 into 79 residential
numbered lots and two lettered lots (a neighborhood pocket park and an enhanced
landscape buffer) (see Exhibit A — Project Location Map). The lots range in size from
6,300 square feet to 12,863 square feet, with an average residential lot size of 6,884
square feet. On April 23, 2018 the Applicant submitted a Development Plan application
for the construction of the 79 single-family units.

[2] Site Design/Building Layout - The Project proposes the development of 79 single-
family homes within Planning Area 22 of the Subarea 29 Specific Plan (see Exhibit B —
Site Plan). The homes are all oriented toward the street (architecture forward). Three
single-story floor plans are proposed, each with three elevations per plan. The three plans
include the following:

e Plan 1 (“Paige”): 2,494 square feet, 3 bedrooms, 2 bathrooms, flex
space/optional 4™ bedroom with 3@ bathroom, optional 5" bedroom with 4"
bathroom, and a 3-car garage.

e Plan 2 (“Dominic”): 2,495 square feet, 3 bedrooms, 2 bathrooms, a den/optional
dining room, a teen room/optional 4" bedroom, a 2-car garage and a 1-car side-
on garage.

e Plan 3 (“Oxford”): 2,610 square feet, 3 bedrooms, 2.5 bathrooms, a
study/optional 4" bedroom, and a 2-car garage.

All plans incorporate various design features, such as varied entryways, covered porches,
and a mixture of hipped and gabled roofs. A 3-car garage is proposed for Plan 1 and Plan
2, and a 2-car garage is proposed for Plan 3. To create visual interest along the
streetscape, varied rooflines and architectural projections are provided for the front and
enhanced elevations of the homes.
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Planning Commission Staff Report
File No.: PDEV18-013
September 25, 2018

[3] Site Access/Circulation —On August 27, 2013, the Planning Commission approved
Tentative Tract 17821 (*A” Map) to facilitate the construction of the backbone streets
within the Specific Plan, which include the primary access points to the Subarea 29
community from Archibald Avenue. The applicant will construct Eucalyptus Avenue and
the interior tract streets to provide access to the future residents.

[4] Parking — Each unit provides at least 4 on-site parking spaces (a two-car garage
and two-car driveway). In addition, 53 units offer a third parking space (with an option for
conversion to living space) providing a maximum of 369 on-site parking spaces. The
minimum total on-site parking provided is 330 spaces, with a ratio of 4.2 parking spaces
per dwelling unit. Approximately 119 on-street parking spaces will also be available
throughout the neighborhood.

[5] Architecture — The proposed architectural designs of the homes are reflective of
those found within the Park Place community within the Subarea 29 Specific Plan. The
elevations’ scale, massing, and design details are consistent with the design style and
plan mix outlined within the Subarea 29 Specific Plan Residential Design Guidelines. The
architectural styles proposed include Spanish, Andalusian, and Craftsman. The styles
complement one another through the overall scale, massing, proportions, and details.
The proposed home designs are consistent with the design guidelines of the Specific
Plan.

The three architectural styles proposed will include the following (see Exhibit C - Exterior
Elevations for all plans proposed):

e Spanish: Low-pitched “S” tile rooflines, decorative shutters and gable end
elements, arched entryways and windows, tile, and stucco exterior.

e Andalusian: Low-pitched “S” tile rooflines, decorative stone veneer, arched entries
and windows, and pot shelves.

e Craftsman: High-pitched rooflines with concrete tiles, decorative popouts and
shutters, stone veneer, and horizontal wood siding.

[6] Landscaping/Park and Paseos — The related Tentative Tract Map (File No.
PMTTO06-009/ TT 18067) will facilitate the construction of sidewalks, parkways, and open
space areas within the project site. TOP Policy Plan (Policy PR1-1) requires new
developments to provide a minimum of 2 acres of private park per 1,000 residents. The
proposed project is required to provide 0.60 acres of park to meet the minimum Policy
Plan private park requirement. To satisfy the requirement, the applicant is constructing a
1.4-acre neighborhood park that is centrally located within the tract (see Exhibit B — Site
Plan). The park will feature both passive and active areas, including a large earth-themed
and small moon-themed playground and play equipment, picnic tables, and open turf play
area (see Exhibit E — Conceptual Park Plan). In addition, residents of the proposed
community will have access to the 6.8-acre park, amenities, and clubhouse located north
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Planning Commission Staff Report
File No.: PDEV18-013
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of Ontario Ranch Road within the center of the New Haven Community (Planning Area
10). Amenities include a pool and cabana, tennis courts, and playground area.

The Project features sidewalks separated by landscaped parkways, which provides visual
interest and promotes pedestrian mobility. All homes will be provided with front lawn
landscaping (lawn, shrubs, and trees) and an automatic irrigation system to be installed
by the applicant (see Exhibit D—Typical/Conceptual Landscape Plan). The
homeowner will be responsible for front, side, and rear yard landscaping maintenance
and for side and rear landscape improvements, and the homeowner’s association will be
responsible for the maintenance of landscaping and irrigation within the park, common
areas, and parkways.

Decorative 6’ split-face walls with pilasters are proposed for all public-facing front, side,
and rear walls, and the interior property line privacy fencing will be 6° high colored
masonry block material to match.

COMPLIANCE WITH THE ONTARIO PLAN: The proposed project is consistent with the
principles, goals and policies contained within the Vision, Governance, Policy Plan
(General Plan), and City Council Priorities components of The Ontario Plan (TOP). More
specifically, the goals and policies of TOP that are furthered by the proposed project are
as follows:

[1] City Council Goals.

= Invest in the Growth and Evolution of the City’s Economy
= QOperate in a Businesslike Manner
= Focus Resources in Ontario’s Commercial and Residential Neighborhoods
= |nvest in the City’s Infrastructure (Water, Streets, Sewers, Parks, Storm
Drains and Public Facilities)
= Ensure the Development of a Well Planned, Balanced, and Self-
Sustaining Community in Ontario Ranch.

[2] Vision.
Distinctive Development:
= Commercial and Residential Development

> Development quality that is broadly recognized as distinctive and not
exclusively tied to the general suburban character typical of much of Southern California.

[3] Governance.

Decision Making:
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= Goal G1: Sustained decision-making that consistently moves Ontario towards
its Vision by using The Ontario Plan as a framework for assessing choices.

» G1-2 lLong-term Benefit. We require decisions to demonstrate and
document how they add value to the community and support the Ontario Vision

[4] Policy Plan (General Plan)

Land Use Element:

= Goal LUl: A community that has a spectrum of housing types and price ranges
that match the jobs in the City and that make it possible for people to live and work in
Ontario and maintain a quality of life.

» LU1-1 Strategic Growth. We concentrate growth in strategic locations that
help create place and identity, maximize available and planned infrastructure, and foster
the development of transit.

» LU1-6 Complete Community: We incorporate a variety of land uses and
building types in our land use planning efforts that result in a complete community where
residents at all stages of life, employers, workers and visitors have a wide spectrum of
choices of where they can live, work, shop and recreate within Ontario. (Refer to
Complete Community Section of Community Economics Element).

= Goal LU2: Compatibility between a wide range of uses.

» LU2-6: Infrastructure Compatibility: We require infrastructure to be
aesthetically pleasing and in context with the community character.

Housing Element:

= Goal H2: Diversity of types of quality housing that are affordable to a range of
household income levels, accommodate changing demographics, and support and
reinforce the economic sustainability of Ontario.

» H2-4 New Model Colony. We support a premier lifestyle community in the
New Model Colony distinguished by diverse housing, highest design quality, and cohesive
and highly amenitized neighborhoods.

» H2-5 Housing Design. We require architectural excellence through
adherence to City design guidelines, thoughtful site planning, environmentally sustainable
practices and other best practices.
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Goal H5: A full range of housing types and community services that meet
the special housing needs for all individuals and families in Ontario, regardless of income
level, age or other status.

Community Economics Element:

= Goal CE1: A complete community that provides for all incomes and stages of
life.

» CE1-6 Diversity of Housing. We collaborate with residents, housing
providers and the development community to provide housing opportunities for every
stage of life; we plan for a variety of housing types and price points to support our
workforce, attract business and foster a balanced community.

= Goal CE2: A City of distinctive neighborhoods, districts, and corridors, where
people choose to be.

» CE2-1 Development Projects. We require new development and
redevelopment to create unique, high-quality places that add value to the community.

» CEZ2-2 Development Review. We require those proposing new development
and redevelopment to demonstrate how their projects will create appropriately unique,
functional and sustainable places that will compete well with their competition within the
region.

» CEZ2-4 Protection of Investment. We require that new development and
redevelopment protect existing investment by providing architecture and urban design of
equal or greater quality.

» CEZ2-5 Private Maintenance. We require adequate maintenance, upkeep,
and investment in private property because proper maintenance on private property
protects property values.

Safety Element:

= Goal S1: Minimized risk of injury, loss of life, property damage and economic
and social disruption caused by earthquake-induced and other geologic hazards.

» S1-1 Implementation of Regulations and Standards. We require that all new
habitable structures be designed in accordance with the most recent California Building
Code adopted by the City, including provisions regarding lateral forces and grading.

Community Design Element:
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= Goal CD1: A dynamic, progressive city containing distinct neighborhoods and
commercial districts that foster a positive sense of identity and belonging among
residents, visitors, and businesses.

» CD1-1 City ldentity. We take actions that are consistent with the City being
a leading urban center in Southern California while recognizing the diverse character of
our existing viable neighborhoods.

» CD1-2 Growth Areas. We require development in growth areas to be
distinctive and unique places within which there are cohesive design themes.

= Goal CD2: A high level of design quality resulting in public spaces,
streetscapes, and developments that are attractive, safe, functional and distinct.

» CD2-1 Quality Architecture. We encourage all development projects to
convey visual interest and character through:

e Building volume, massing, and height to provide appropriate scale and
proportion;

e A true architectural style which is carried out in plan, section and
elevation through all aspects of the building and site design and appropriate for its setting;
and

e Exterior building materials that are visually interesting, high quality,
durable, and appropriate for the architectural style.

» CD2-2 Neighborhood Design. We create distinct residential neighborhoods
that are functional, have a sense of community, emphasize livability and social interaction,
and are uniquely identifiable places through such elements as:

e A pattern of smaller, walkable blocks that promote access, activity and
safety;

e Variable setbacks and parcel sizes to accommodate a diversity of
housing types;

e Traffic calming measures to slow traffic and promote walkability while
maintaining acceptable fire protection and traffic flows;

e Floor plans that encourage views onto the street and de-emphasize the
visual and physical dominance of garages (introducing the front porch as the “outdoor
living room”), as appropriate; and

e Landscaped parkways, with sidewalks separated from the curb.

» CD2-7 Sustainability. We collaborate with the development community to
design and build neighborhoods, streetscapes, sites, outdoor spaces, landscaping and
buildings to reduce energy demand through solar orientation, maximum use of natural
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daylight, passive solar and natural ventilation, building form, mechanical and structural
systems, building materials and construction techniques.

» CD2-8 Safe Design. We incorporate defensible space design into new and
existing developments to ensure the maximum safe travel and visibility on pathways,
corridors, and open space and at building entrances and parking areas by avoiding
physically and visually isolated spaces, maintenance of visibility and accessibility, and
use of lighting.

» CD2-9 Landscape Design. We encourage durable landscaping materials
and designs that enhance the aesthetics of structures, create and define public and
private spaces, and provide shade and environmental benefits.

» CD2-13 Entitlement Process. We work collaboratively with all stakeholders
to ensure a high degree of certainty in the efficient review and timely processing of all
development plans and permits.

HOUSING ELEMENT COMPLIANCE:

The project is consistent with the Housing Element of the Policy Plan (General Plan)
component of The Ontario Plan. The project site is one of the properties listed in the
Available Land Inventory contained in Table A-3 (Available Land by Planning Area) of the
Housing Element Technical Report Appendix, and the proposed project is consistent with
the number of dwelling units (79) and density (3.7 du/ac) specified in the Subarea 29
Specific Plan. Per the Available Land Inventory, the Subarea 29 Specific Plan is required
to provide 2,291 dwelling units with a maximum overall density of 5 dwelling units per
acre.

AIRPORT LAND USE COMPATIBILITY PLAN (ALUCP) COMPLIANCE: The project
site is located within the Airport Influence Area of the Ontario International Airport, and
has been found to be consistent with the policies and criteria set forth within the Ontario
International Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW: The application is a project pursuant to the California
Environmental Quality Act (Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq.) ("CEQA") and
an initial study has been prepared to determine possible environmental impacts. On the
basis of the initial study, which indicated that all potential environmental impacts from the
Project were less than significant or could be mitigated to a level of insignificance, a
Mitigated Negative Declaration was prepared pursuant to CEQA, the State CEQA
Guidelines and the City of Ontario Local CEQA Guidelines. Furthermore, to ensure that
the mitigation measures are implemented, a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
has been prepared for the Project pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15097, which
specifies responsible agencies/departments, monitoring frequency, timing and method of
verification and possible sanctions for non-compliance with mitigation measures. The
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environmental documentation for this project is available for review at the Planning
Department public counter.

The environmental impacts of this project were previously reviewed in conjunction with
File No. PSP03-003, the Subarea 29 Specific Plan, for which an Environmental Impact
Report (SCH#2004011009) was certified by the City Council on November 7, 2006. This
Application introduces no new significant environmental impacts. All previously adopted
mitigation measures are be a condition of project approval and are incorporated herein
by reference.

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL.: See attached department reports.
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File No.: PDEV18-013
September 25, 2018

TECHNICAL APPENDIX:

Surrounding Zoning and Land Use:

- General Plan . : . Specific Plan
Existing Land Use Designation Zoning Designation Land Use
Site Vacant Low Density (2.1-5 Subarea 29 Specific PA 22 - Conventional
du/ac) Plan Large Lot (3-6 du/ac)
North Vacant Open Space - Parkland AG (Agricultural) N/A
South Single-Family Low Density (2.1-5 Subarea 29 Specific PA 23 - Conventional
Residential du/ac) Plan Small Lot (5-9 du/ac)
East Vacant Low Density (2.1-5 Subarea 29 Specific PA 30 - Conventional
du/ac) Plan Large Lot (3-6 du/ac)
West Vacant Low Density (2.1-5 Subarea 29 Specific PA 21 - Conventional
du/ac) Plan Medium Lot (4-6 du/ac)

General Site & Building Statistics

Item Required Min./Max. Provided (Ranges) MYe/?\Its
Maximum coverage (in %): 55% 25.1% to 51.2% Y
Minimum lot size (in SF): 5,000 SF 6,300 SF — 12,864 SF Y
Minimum lot depth (in FT): 100’ 105’ -181.1 Y
Minimum lot width (in FT): gy oo Standard ot 355 - 121.2 v
. ) 12’ — living space 12’ — living space
Front yard setback (in FT): 10’ - porch 10’ - porch Y
20’ — garage 20’ — garage
10’ — side-on garage 10’ — side-on garage
Side yard setback (in FT): 5 5 Y
Rear yard setback (in FT): 15’ 15’ Y
Maximum height (in FT): 35’ 19' — 24’ Y
Parking — resident: 2-car garage 2-3 car garage Y
Parking — guest: 0 119 on-street Y
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Exhibit A—PROJECT LOCATION MAP
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Exhibit B—SITE PLAN
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Exhibit C—EXTERIOR ELEVATIONS

Paige Front Elevation — Architectural Styles
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