CITY OF ONTARIO
PLANNING COMMISSION/
HISTORIC PRESERVATION

MEETING AGENDA

November 24, 2020

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

6:30 PM

SPECIAL AND URGENT NOTICE ELIMINATING IN-PERSON PUBLIC
PARTICIPATION AT CITY OF ONTARIO PLANNING COMMISSION MEETINGS

In accordance with the Governor’s Declarations of Emergency for the State of California
(Executive Orders N-25-20 and N-29-20) and the Governor’s Stay at Home Order (Executive
Order N-33-20), the Ontario Planning Commission Meetings are being conducted via Zoom
Conference and there will be no members of the public in attendance at the upcoming meeting of
the City of Ontario Planning / Historic Preservation Commission. In place of in-person
attendance, members of the public can observe and offer comment at this meeting remotely in the
following ways:

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

TO VIEW THE MEETING:

e VISIT THE CITY’S WEBSITE AT THE FOLLOWING ADDRESS:
www.ontarioca.gov/Agendas/PlanningCommission

e THE LINK FOR THE ZOOM MEETING WILL BE LISTED AT THE WEBSITE
ADDRESS ABOVE AT LEAST 72 HOURS BEFORE THE MEETING

TO PROVIDE PUBLIC COMMENT:

1. PROVIDE PUBLIC TESTIMONY DURING THE MEETING: Submit your request to
speak no later than 4:00 PM the day of the meeting by either (1) emailing your name,
telephone number, agenda item you are commenting on, and your comment to
planningdirector@eontarioca.gov or (2) by completing the Comment Form on the City’s
website at: www.ontarioca.gov/Agendas/PlanningCommission.

Comments will be limited to 5 minutes. If a large number of individuals wish to speak on an
item, the Planning Commission Chairman may limit the time for individuals wishing to speak
to 3 minutes in order to provide an opportunity for more people to be heard. Speakers will be
alerted when their time is up, and no further comments will be permitted.
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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.

2. COMMENT BY E-MAIL: Submit your comments by email no later than 4:00 PM on the
day of the meeting by emailing your name, agenda item you are commenting on, and your
comment to planningdirector@ontarioca.gov . All comments received by the deadline will
be forwarded to the Planning Commission for consideration before action is taken on the
matter.

3. COMMENT BY TELEPHONE: Submit your comments by telephone no later than 4:00
PM on the day of the meeting by providing your name, agenda item you are commenting
on, and your comment by calling (909) 395-2036. All comments received by the deadline
will be provided to the Planning Commission for consideration before action is taken on
the matter.

4. COMMENT BY MAIL: To submit your comments by mail, provide your name, agenda
item you are commenting on, and your comment by mailing to Planning Department,
Ontario City Hall, 303 East “B” Street, Ontario, CA 91764. Comments by mail must be
actually received by the Planning Department no later than 4:00 PM on the day of the
meeting. Postmarks are not accepted. All comments received by the deadline will be
provided to the Planning Commission for consideration before action is taken on the
matter.

LOCATION WHERE DOCUMENTS MAY BE VIEWED: All documents for public review are on
file in the Planning Department located at 303 E. B Street, Ontario, CA 91764.

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.

ROLL CALL
DeDiemar _  Gage = Gregorek ~ Reyes  Ricci  Willoughby

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE TO THE FLAG

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.
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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 October 27, 2020, approved as
written.

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/Historic Preservation
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, TENTATIVE TRACT MAP, AND
DEVELOPMENT PLAN REVIEW FOR FILE NOS. PMTT20-002 AND PDEV20-
003: A Tentative Tract Map (File No. PMTT20-002/TT 20335) to subdivide 7.32 acres
of land into one lettered lot for condominium purposes in conjunction with a
Development Plan (File No. PDEV20-003) to construct 92 detached single-family
dwellings, located at 2862 South Campus Avenue, within the MDR-18 (Medium Density
Residential - 11.1 to 18 du/ac) zoning district. Staff has prepared an Addendum to The
Ontario Plan (File No. PGPA06-001) EIR (SCH# 2008101140), certified by City Council
on January 27, 2010. This application 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: 1051-531-05 & 1051-531-06) submitted by ML.C Holdings.

1. CEQA Determination

Motion to Approve/Deny an Addendum to a previous EIR
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2. File No. PMTT20-002 (Tentative Tract Map)

Motion to Approve/Deny

3. File No. PDEV20-003 (Development Plan)

Motion to Approve/Deny

MATTERS FROM THE PLANNING/HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION

1) Old Business
e Reports From Subcommittees

- Historic Preservation (Standing): Did not meet this month.

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.

000000004

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 Friday, November 20,
2020, at least 72 hours prior to the meeting per Government Code Section 54954.2 at 303 East
“B” Street, Ontario.

&é@ﬂw{ ,/,2:?’?”4%41_/

Gwen Berendsen, Secretary Pro Tempore

Rudy Zeledon, Planning Director
Planning/Historic Preservation
Commission Secretary
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CITY OF ONTARIO PLANNING COMMISSION/
HISTORIC PRESERVATION REGULAR MEETING

MINUTES

October 27, 2020

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

COMMISSIONERS

Present: Chairman Willoughby, Vice-Chairman DeDiemar, Gregorek,
Reyes, and Ricci

Absent: Gage

OTHERS PRESENT: Planning Director Zeledon, City Attorney Otto, Principal Planner

Mercier, Senior Planner Mejia, Associate Planner Antuna,
Assistant Planner Vaughn, Development Administrative Officer
Womble, Assistant City Engineer Lee, and Planning Secretary
Berendsen

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE TO THE FLAG

The Pledge of Allegiance was led by Commissioner Gregorek.

ANNOUNCEMENTS

Mr. Zeledon stated the Commissioners had in front of them public comments that were received
onltems C,D, E, and I - L.

PUBLIC COMMENTS

No one responded from the audience.

CONSENT CALENDAR ITEMS

A-01. MINUTES APPROVAL

Planning/Historic Preservation Commission Minutes of September 22, 2020, approved as
written.

It was moved by Gregorek, seconded by Reyes, to approve the Planning
Commission Minutes of September 22, 2020, as written. The motion was
carried 5 to 0.

PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS

Item A-01 - 2 of 26



B. MILLS ACT CONTRACT REVIEW FOR FILE NO. PHP20-012: A Mills Act
Contract for a 2,160 square foot Spanish Colonial Revival style single-family residence, a
Contributor within the Euclid Avenue Historic District known as the Dr. G. Ben Henke
House, located at 1458 North Euclid Avenue within the LDR-5 (Low Density
Residential-2.1 to 5.0 du/ac) and EA (Euclid Avenue Overlay) zoning districts. The
Contract is not considered a project pursuant to Section 21065 of the CEQA Guidelines.
(APN: 1047-352-14) submitted by Steven and Sylvia Romero. City Council action is
required.

Associate Planner Antuna, presented the staff report. She stated the criteria that the Dr. Ben
Henke House met to qualify for the Mills Contract. She explained the improvements to be done
and the estimated property tax reduction. She stated that staff is recommending the Planning
Commission recommend approval of File No. PHP20-012, pursuant to the facts and reasons
contained in the staff report and attached resolution, and subject to the conditions of approval.

No one responded.

PUBLIC TESTIMONY

No one responded.

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

Mr. Gregorek stated he was glad another contract was being added and that this is an excellent
way to preserve the history in the city. He stated the city has been doing this for 23 years and the
improvements being completed support this contract.

PLANNING / HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION ACTION

Acting as the Historic Preservation Commission, it was moved by Gregorek,
seconded by DeDiemar, to adopt a resolution recommending approval of the
Mills Act Contract, File No. PHP20-012, subject to conditions of approval. Roll
call vote: AYES, DeDiemar, Gregorek, Reyes, Ricci and Willoughby; NOES,
none; RECUSE, none; ABSENT, Gage. The motion was carried 5 to 0.

C. ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT, GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT, AND
SPECIFIC PLAN AMENDMENT FOR FILE NOS. PGPA19-008 AND PSPA19-
011: A General Plan Amendment (File No. PGPA19-008) to modify the Policy Plan
(General Plan) Land Use Plan (Exhibit LU-01) component of The Ontario Plan, changing
the land use designation on 10.49 acres of land, from School to Low-Medium Density
Residential, in conjunction with modification of the Future Buildout Table (Exhibit LU-
03) to be consistent with the proposed land use designation change, and an Amendment
to The Avenue Specific Plan (File No. PSPA19-011), changing the land use designation
on the project site, from School to Low-Medium Density Residential, generally located at
the northeast corner of La Avenida Drive and Manitoba Place. Staff has prepared an
Addendum to The Ontario Plan (File No. PGPA06-001) Environmental Impact Report
(SCH# 2008101140), certified by the City Council on January 27, 2010. This application
introduces no new significant environmental impacts. The proposed project is located
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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: 0218-652-27) submitted by Ontario
Schaefer Holdings, LL.C. City Council action is required. This item was continued
from the September 22, 2020 Planning Commission meeting.

D. ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT AND TENTATIVE TRACT MAP REVIEW
FOR FILE NO. PMTT19-015 (TM 20298): A Tentative Tract Map to subdivide 10.49
acres of land into 106 numbered lots and 19 lettered lots, located at the northeast corner
of La Avenida Drive and Manitoba Place, within the proposed Low-Medium Density
land use district of The Avenue Specific Plan. Staff has prepared an Addendum to The
Ontario Plan (File No. PGPA06-001) EIR (SCH# 2008101140) certified by City Council
on January 27, 2010. This application introduces no new significant environmental
impacts, and all previously-adopted mitigation measures are a condition of project
approval. 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: 0218-652-27) submitted by Ontario Schaefer Holdings, LL.C.

E. ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT AND DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT
REVIEW FOR FILE NO. PDA20-001: A Development Agreement (File No. PDA20-
001) between the City of Ontario and Ontario Schaefer Holdings, LLC, to establish the
terms and conditions for the development of Tentative Tract Map 20298 (File No.
PMTT19-015), a 10.49 acre property located at the northeast corner of La Avenida Drive
and Manitoba Place, within the proposed Low-Medium Density Residential land use
district of The Avenue Specific Plan. Staff has prepared an Addendum to The Ontario
Plan (File No. PGPA06-001) EIR (SCH# 2008101140) certified by City Council on
January 27, 2010. This application introduces no new significant environmental impacts,
and all previously adopted mitigation measures are a condition of project approval. 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: 0218-652-
27). Submitted by Ontario Schaefer Holdings, LL.C. City Council action is required.

Assistant Planner Vaughn, presented the staff report. She described the location and the
surrounding area and explained that the Mountain View School District sent a letter to the
property owner stating they no longer wanted this land for a middle school. She described the
proposed the land use change and the changes within the Specific Plan and the buildout table.
She explained the decision of the district was based on the enrollment projections. She described
the conceptual site plan and plotting and the conceptual park and landscape plan as required by
the specific plan. She described the Development Agreement key points and the initial terms.
She explained the public comments received and addressed the issues. She stated that staff is
recommending the Planning Commission recommend for approval File Nos. PGPA19-008,
PSPA19-011, and PDA20-001, and approve File No. PMTT19-015, pursuant to the facts and
reasons contained in the staff report and attached resolutions, and subject to the conditions of
approval.

Mr. Reyes wanted to clarify that the school district was not the owner of the land, but a private
developer.
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Mr. Zeledon stated that is correct.

Mr. Reyes wanted to know if a new EIR and traffic study were revised and updated to reflect the
housing instead of school.

Mr. Zeledon stated the TOP EIR was looked at and an Addendum was done and there was a trip
generation study done based on the 106 homes and determined the traffic impacts would be less
than significant, which means the existing streets in the area could accommodate the change.

Mr. Reyes wanted to know if the city talked to the district to see if we needed future middle
school for the south Ontario area and wanted to confirm that this change knocks out a middle
school, not an elementary school and if we have comments from the school district that they
have other sites for a middle school in the area.

Mr. Zeledon stated that when we got the letter from the school district stating that they no longer
wanted to pursue the site, the city manager’s office met with the district, because we wanted to
make sure the schools were there and ready to go when the homes were built. He stated there
was a lot of discussion and the district did a study and based on the 2035 build out, the study
determined they would only need 2 more elementary and 1 middle school. He stated that when
the city entered into an agreement with NMC Builders, who developed most of the infrastructure
on the east side of Ontario Ranch, we were told that we would get 5 elementary and 2 middle
schools, and with the removal of this site, there is still another future middle school site at the
SW corner of Haven and Eucalyptus.

Mr. Reyes wanted to clarify if that site was existing or future.

Mr. Zeledon stated it was future and the property is owned by Lewis, and they are working with
the district on that.

Ms. DeDiemar wanted the know the distance to the existing middle school from the current track
of homeowners and if it was within walking distance.

Mr. Zeledon stated is about a %4 mile away.

Ms. DeDiemar wanted to know the enrollment of that current middle school versus the capacity.
Mr. Zeledon stated he didn’t have that information.

Ms. DeDiemar wanted to know the distance from the future middle school to the current homes.
Mr. Zeledon stated that the existing school is located more on the south side so it would
accommodate more of the north, east and west of the Ontario Ranch area. He stated that Grace
Oakley would service that whole area and that they had restructured to 6, 7 and 8™ grades, to
accommodate more students, which is another reason they won’t need this future middle school.

Ms. DeDiemar wanted to clarify that Grace Oakley is not at capacity.

Mr. Zeledon stated that is correct.
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Ms. DeDiemar wanted to know if mello-rues are funding the school district and how they impact
the city.

Mr. Zeledon stated that the city’s mello-rues are called CFD which go towards fire, police, and
infrastructure, which includes neighborhood edges, streets and streetlights, but don’t fund school

districts, however property taxes include bond measures to cover schools and several districts.

Ms. DeDiemar wanted to know if any bonds have been proposed or passed that the current
homeowners are now paying.

Mr. Zeledon stated none that he is aware of.

Mr. Willoughby wanted to clarify there are 3 elementary schools currently.

Ms. Vaughn stated that is correct.

Mr. Willoughby wanted to clarify there is one middle school currently.

Mr. Zeledon stated that is correct.

Mr. Willoughby wanted to clarify we have one elementary under construction currently.
Mr. Zeledon stated that is correct.

Mr. Willoughby wanted to clarify we don’t have a middle school under construction at this time.
Mr. Zeledon stated that is correct.

Mr. Willoughby two potential sites for middle schools but only need one more.

Mr. Zeledon stated that is correct.

Mr. Willoughby wanted to clarify that the future site for the middle school is at Haven and
Eucalyptus.

Mr. Zeledon stated that is correct it is just south of the new Stater Bros. shopping center.

Mr. Willoughby wanted to know where does the Mountain View School District end and
Ontario-Montclair School District start.

Mr. Zeledon stated that from Hamner to Vineyard and from the Airport to Bellgrave, is the
Mountain View School District and north is Ontario-Montclair and south is Chino Unified

School District.

Mr. Willoughby wanted to clarify that Chino Unified School District takes in part of Ontario
Ranch.

Mr. Zeledon stated that is correct.

ltem A-01 - 6 of 26



PUBLIC TESTIMONY

Jason Lee with Ontario Schaefer Holdings, appeared and thanked staff for a thorough
presentation of the project and clarified that they are the owner of the property and it was never
deeded to the district. Mr. Lee gave a little history on the site and how it was part of the
mitigation agreement and the development for the area and how they reserved the site for the
school district, had grated it for the school and when it came up for them to purchase, per the
number of units that had been built, they approached the district to take acquisition of the
property. He stated that the district ran studies and two years went by and the district decided

they weren’t going to take it, as they reassessed their numbers and no longer felt they would need

the additional middle school. Mr. Lee stated this mitigation agreement was made in the early
2000 and anticipated the numbers before most of Ontario Ranch was built and over time, they
adjusted those to what they were seeing and no longer needed the site. He stated a traffic study
was done for this site, analyzed it with 110 homes and the elementary school site and it generated
less traffic than the middle school was proposing. He stated that the middle school they do want
to pursue is in Subarea 29 and part of that mitigation agreement. He explained that the mitigation
agreement makes the developer set the property aside in their planning and then the school
district can acquire the site property when they need it. He stated the school district did change

their enrollment to 6 — 8 grades and with the existing capacity they are currently under enrolled

and don’t project they will need another site any time soon. Mr. Lee explained that with the

proposed project they were trying to make it fit within the existing communities, by making it
different but consistent with what is out there. He stated these will be for sale single family lots,
with most of them having full driveways, with the ally private lanes and no parking within the
alley ways.

Mr. Reyes wanted to know how long ago the district stated they didn’t need the land.

Mr. Lee stated they let them know unofficially in an email in 2017 and that is when they
approached staff and then in 2019 they requested a formal letter from the school district and then
council met with the district and a couple years went by to get it to this point.

Mr. Ricci received comments from the residents stating they pay mello-rues for the school, and
were led to believe that a school would be there.

Mr. Lee stated that the CFD bonds are for the fire, police and infrastructure and that there are tax
rolls which are additional taxes that go to MVSD and that is for all property owners, which goes
to constructing the schools and they sell those bonds in pieces. He stated there is a tie to future
schools through the bond sales and developer fees, but it goes to the school district.

Mr. Ricci wanted to try to clarify if there is a promise that was made to these residents that is not
being kept, specifically to have a school and now it’s not going there. He wanted to know if the

school site was this a selling point to these residents, with the idea to have their family raised
next to the school.

Mr. Lee stated that we weren’'t part of those home sales or development, and that it was
designated to be a middle school, so he would imagine the homeowners were most likely told
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there would be a school there. He stated he wished it still would be a school, as it has cost them a
lot of money to change things, once the district made it clear they were not going to be purchase
the land.

Mr. Willoughby wanted to know the number of units that would trigger the building of the
school site.

Mr. Lee stated that it was 1500 permits within the specific plan.

Mr. Willoughby wanted to clarify that when that number was met was when they reached out to
the school district to start the process for the school site.

Mr. Lee stated that is correct, they did everything within their mitigation agreement and asked
the school district to start the process, which includes studies, appraisal of the land, and
acquisitions from the State and then waited two years before the school district got back to them

and declined the site, stating they didn’t see a need for it.

Mr. Willoughby wanted to clarify the school sites are done from a state level not the city or
county level.

Mr. Lee stated that is correct they have to meet certain State requirements, do studies and show
there is a need for the schools.

Mr. Willoughby wanted to clarify that all the new homes in the Ontario Ranch area that fall into
that district, that all of those taxes are going to the MVSD to fund not a particular site, but any of
the school sites needed for that district.

Mr. Lee stated that is correct, that they don’t start to draw on those bond taxes until they need

those funds and they do it in phases as they need have the need for the schools. He stated if the
homeowners look at their tax report it will show what bond number they are drawing for and the
district has to show justification for those funds.

Mr. Willoughby stated that when he has looked at new homes the developer shows proposed
schools on a map.

Mr. Lee stated no, that we negotiated the mitigation agreement with the district before Ontario
Ranch was developed and worked with city staff and the district to figure out how many sites
were needed and where each site would go, then as each developer approved their specific plan,
they knew the school was part of the specific plan and would hold and grate the reserved site
designated for the school, with the idea that the district would purchase it when they were ready
to move forward with the site.

Mr. Willoughby wanted to clarify that when you start or are building and they are showing
proposed sites, this is not coming from the developer, but from direction from the city and school
district.

Mr. Lee stated the school district gave their guidance and the city manages this, and it is
important for the developer to know ahead of time where the sites will be. He stated the district
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has very specific requirements based on infrastructure, how far they can be from power lines and
natural gas lines, and what roads they want to be on and they use all that with the city’s master
plan, to decide where the site will be.

Mr. Reyes wanted to know if they have had any update with the district since they received the
letter in 2017.

Mr. Lee stated that it was 2017 when they received an informal email and then in 2019 when we
got the formal letter from the district, and during that time they had tried to give the district
different options to not trigger the process to purchase and give them more time if they thought
they would need the site. He stated it was in 2019 after the formal letter was received, when staff
and the city manager stepped in and that has brought us to this point.

Ms. Cathy Gregorek who worked for Mountain View School District for 30 years and recently
retired, stated she wanted to clarify that Grace Oakley is now a Jr. High School. She stated the
Park Place community wanted the proposed elementary to be built, and Park Place was the first
elementary slated to be built, but you have to have the kids before you build, but all 3 elementary
schools were not at capacity, so they moved the 6 grade from the middle school sites to the
elementary site, and changed their concept to a Jr. High concept with just 7% and 8™ grades. She
stated this change filled the elementary sites and triggered Park Place elementary to be built,
which eliminates the need for an additional middle school as Grace Oakley has tons of room now
as they have moved 1/3 of their school enrollment to the elementary site.

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

Mr. Reyes stated he had some general comments, and wanted someone from the district to be
here, stated his concerns with getting rid of a school site, is there ever the chance to recoup it. He
stated it would have been good to hear from district to know how that will impact schools in the
future, and the comments received were from younger families who moved to the area with the
idea that a school would go here. He stated we needed to look at the positives with the product
and it’s a great product and nice lots and affordable housing to attract young families. He stated
this is a tough decision.

Mr. Ricci agrees with Mr. Reyes that this is a tough decision and thanked Cathy for clarifying
and wished a district representative would have been here. He stated typically we would like to
look at the demographics of the area, so we could consider this, but are we at the mercy of the
school because they don’t want to build and we need to put something there and this is a great
product, a good trade and a good fit.

Ms. DeDiemar stated she feels like the district is the villain in this and is not present and the
Commission is having to make the decision. She stated the developer has given a lot of thought
into the proposed product from the design to the parking and unfortunately the commission will
have to take the fall for the school district.

Mr. Willoughby stated that recently he purchased a new homes and had looked at new tracts and
developments and realizes that the potential buyer sees on a plot map new schools, but these are
planned 10 — 15 years in advance and things can change, as we have certainly experienced this
past year. He stated that hearing from Mr. Lee and the letter received and the clarity Ms.
Gregorek gave, and that they are still reserving a piece for an elementary site for the future, and

9.
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when you consider the developer has gone above and beyond, and the Mountain View School
District may be the villain, but we need to look at the big picture and make a decision with what
we have in front of us.

PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION

It was moved by Reyes, seconded by DeDiemar, to recommend adoption of
resolution approving the Addendum, the General Plan Amendment, File No.
PGPAI19-008, the Specific Plan Amendment, File No. PSPA19-011, and the
Development Agreement, File No. PDA20-001. Roll call vote: AYES,
DeDiemar, Reyes, Ricci and Willoughby; NOES, none; RECUSE, Gregorek;
ABSENT, Gage. The motion was carried 4 to 0.

It was moved by Ricci, seconded by Reyes, to adopt a resolution to approve the
Tentative Tract Map, File No., PMTTI19-015 (TM 20298), subject to conditions
of approval. Roll call vote: AYES, DeDiemar, Reyes, Ricci and Willoughby;
NOES, none; RECUSE, Gregorek; ABSENT, Gage. The motion was carried 4
to 0.

F. ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT AND DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT
REVIEW FOR FILE NO. PDA19-001: A Development Agreement (File No. PDA19-
001) between the City of Ontario and Euclid Land Venture, LLC, to establish the terms
and conditions for the development of Tentative Parcel Map 20016 (File No. PMTT18-
011), a 85.6 acre property located at the northeast corner of Merrill Avenue and Euclid
Avenue, within the Industrial and Business Park land use districts of the Ontario Ranch
Business Park Specific Plan. The environmental impacts of this project were previously
reviewed in conjunction with the Ontario Ranch Business Park Specific Plan, for which
an Environmental Impact Report (SCH# 2019050018) was certified by the City Council
on September 15, 2020. This application 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: 1054-011-01, 1054-011-02, 1054-011-04; 1054-021-01, 1054-
021-02; 1054-271-01, 1054-271-02, 1054-271-03, 1054-281-01, 1054-281-02, and 1054-
281-03) submitted by Euclid Land Venture, LLC. City Council action is required.

G. ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT, TENTATIVE PARCEL MAP, AND
DEVELOPMENT PLAN REVIEW FOR FILE NOS. PMTT18-011 (TPM 20016)
AND PDEV18-036: A Parcel Map (File No. PMTT18-011, TPM20016) to subdivide
85.6 acres of land into eight parcels to facilitate a Development Plan (File No. PDEV 18-
036) to construct three Industrial buildings totaling 1,447,123 square feet and five
Business Park buildings totaling 105,624 square feet, located at the northeast corner of
Merrill and Euclid Avenues, within the Industrial and Business Park land use districts of
the Ontario Ranch Business Park Specific Plan. The environmental impacts of this
project were previously reviewed in conjunction with the Ontario Ranch Business Park
Specific Plan, for which an Environmental Impact Report (SCH# 2019050018) was
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certified by the City Council on September 15, 2020. This application 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: 1054-011-01, 1054-011-02, 1054-
011-04; 1054-021-01, 1054-021-02; 1054-271-01, 1054-271-02, 1054-271-03, 1054-281-
01, 1054-281-02, and 1054-281-03) submitted by Euclid Land Venture, LLC.

Assistant Planner Vaughn, presented the staff report. She described the location and the
surrounding area and the proposed tentative parcel map. She explained the business park
buildings and the industrial building and the size and total business park square footage will be
updated. She described the ingress and egress and the land uses parking requirements, the typical
elevations and design theme, landscape plan, and signage. She described the Development
Agreement key points and terms. She addressed the public comment received. She stated that
staff is recommending the Planning Commission recommend approval of File No. PDA19-001
and approve File Nos. PMTTI18-011 and PDEV18-036, pursuant to the facts and reasons
contained in the staff report and attached resolutions, and subject to the conditions of approval.

Mr. Reyes wanted to clarify that as part of this development they will have to build the median
along Euclid.

Mr. Zeledon stated yes, they will have to build a portion of it along the street frontage.

Mr. Reyes wanted to know if the entry monuments are those city logo or business signs.

Mr. Zeledon stated these will be City of Ontario signs.

Mr. Reyes wanted to know if there will be one in the median as well as on the corner.

Mr. Zeledon stated that the one at Merrill and Euclid will be a secondary sign and the one in the
median at Edison will be a primary gateway monumentation sign, like the one on Archibald,

with the river rock, glass Craftsman looking sign.

Mr. Reyes wanted to clarify that the large buildings south along Euclid, we have a flight path
that goes over Merrill and the site that regulates the development.

Mr. Zeledon stated that is correct.

Mr. Reyes wanted to clarify that we couldn’t do smaller buildings.

Mr. Zeledon stated yes that smaller buildings brings a higher concentration of people and with
this backing on Merrill and to the south with the airport and the industrial from Chino we were
ok with the size, because of the proximity to the airport, and he noted the tremendous job on

architectural style and if you look at the project on Hellman it is the same design.

Mr. Reyes wanted to clarify that the median landscape preserves the historical landscape with the
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tree palette or planting scheme or something to remind us what is up ahead and how does this
lead up to the historical portion, as we don’t want to take away from the historical but
compliment with the same roses or trees.

Mr. Zeledon stated that Euclid Ave. north of the 60 freeway to Foothill is on the Historic
National Registry and we don’t want to replicate it, but compliment what is there, so when we
did do the streetscape master plan we still have some of the same trees and also more drought
tolerant grasses, but has the same design and layout.

Ms. Richardson, senior landscape planner, stated this is the approved streetscape masterplan and
it will have peppers in the median, with the grevilleas in the parkways to be consistent with what
is north of the 60 freeway, but we want to be sensitive to the historical portion, so this portion
may not have the same grasses or roses. She stated this will be going to council again as this is
currently in draft form, but this would be approved as shown.

Mr. Reyes stated that this is the first section being developed and this will set the tone for
everything north of this to riverside and we need work with developer to set the right tone and he
understands we have to minimize lawns, to be drought tolerant.

Mr. Zeledon stated we also have to work with the City of Chino on their portion of the median
and they have been on board with our streetscape masterplan and we don’t see any issues. He
agreed that we do want there to be a sense of arrival here as people enter the city. He stated
Euclid is one of the most beautiful streets around.

Mr. Willoughby stated he was concerned about Chino, as half the median will be theirs and is
glad to hear there have been in talks and that they are on board with the streetscape.

Mr. Gregorek wanted to know if this development will trigger the median being done in front of
the project.

Mr. Zeledon stated yes.

Mr. Gregorek wanted to know if Chino is waiting for us to start development and if they been
collecting money for their portion.

Mr. Lee, Assistant City Engineer, stated they have been in constant communication with the City
of Chino and they have been collecting development impact fees for the median and
infrastructure.

Mr. Gregorek wanted to know if they have been waiting on our development to get started.

Mr. Lee stated no, they haven’t generated enough money to build the infrastructure as that the
cost is substantial and they will have to wait for substantial development to come.

Mr. Gregorek wanted to clarify that as the development comes sections of the median will be
done.

Mr. Lee stated this project will pave the way for future development along Euclid and Merrill, as
it will bring major infrastructure including water, sewer, and storm drain.
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Mr. Reyes wanted to clarify that the City of Chino is building the parkway on the other side, not
half the median.

Mr. Zeledon stated half of the median is the City of Chino.
Mr. Reyes wanted to clarify that they will follow our plan.
Mr. Zeledon stated yes.

PUBLIC TESTIMONY

Mr. Bill Goltermann, the applicant, thanked staff and stated this is the key for infrastructure for
the Ontario Ranch area and that they support staff recommendations.

Mr. Reyes wanted to clarify that the landscaping and monument sign will be developed as part of
the project.

Mr. Goltermann stated that is correct.

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

Mr. Gregorek stated he is glad we are starting to get the development in this area and once we
get this going things can get developed start moving stuff to the east, which would bring more
tax revenue to the city and he is in support of this project.

PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION

It was moved by Gregorek, seconded by Ricci, to recommend adoption of a
resolution to approve the Development Agreement, File No., PDA19-001,
subject to conditions of approval. Roll call vote: AYES, DeDiemar, Gregorek,
Reyes, Ricci and Willoughby; NOES, none; RECUSE, none; ABSENT, Gage.
The motion was carried 5 to 0.

It was moved by DeDiemar, seconded by Reyes, to adopt a resolution to approve
the Tentative Parcel Map, File No., PMTTIS8-011 (TPM 20016), and the
Development Plan, File No. PDEV18-036, subject to conditions of approval.
Roll call vote: AYES, DeDiemar, Gregorek, Reyes, Ricci and Willoughby;
NOES, none; RECUSE, none; ABSENT, Gage. The motion was carried 5 to 0.

H. ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT, TENTATIVE PARCEL. MAP AND
DEVELOPMENT PLAN REVIEW FOR FILE NO(S). PMTT20-001 AND
PDEV20-001: A Tentative Parcel Map (File No. PMTT20-001/TPM 20187) to
subdivide 15.74 acres of land into 4 numbered parcels in conjunction with a
Development Plan (File No. PDEV20-001) to construct 4 industrial buildings
totaling 355,254 square feet located on the southeast corner of Grove Avenue and
Francis Street within the Business Park land use designation of the Grove Avenue
Specific Plan. The environmental impacts of this project were previously
analyzed with The Ontario Plan (File No. PGPA06-001) Environmental Impact
Report (SCH# 2008101140) that was certified by the City Council on January 27,
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2010. This application introduces no new significant environmental impacts, and
all previously adopted mitigation measures are a condition of project approval.
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: 113-451-14 & 113-451-27) submitted by EBS Realty
Partners, LLC.

Senior Planner Mejia, presented the staff report. She described the location and surrounding area,
the proposed parcel map and the industrial buildings proposed. She described the phasing
proposed for the project, to allow for the existing tenant to complete their lease. She described
the parking, landscape, access points and elevations with the architectural design. She stated that
staff is recommending the Planning Commission approve File Nos. PMTT20-001 and PDEV20-
001, pursuant to the facts and reasons contained in the staff report and attached resolutions, and
subject to the conditions of approval.

Mr. Reyes wanted to clarify that Francis Street is a designated truck route and Grove is as well.

Mr. Zeledon stated from Grove to 60 Freeway is a designated truck route and Francis is not a
designated truck route but allows for truck traffic to the warehouses there.

Mr. Reyes wanted to know if the existing trees were taken into consideration in the tree plan.

Ms. Mejia stated a COA in the landscape portion states they either have to replace the lost trees
or pay mitigation fees.

PUBLIC TESTIMONY

Michael McKenna, with EBS Realty Partners, stated he was glad to be here and this is his second
project and thanked the staff and stated Ontario is a great city to work with. He stated yes that
Grove north in front of the site, is a truck route and for 350 feet in front of the project the
concrete will be PCC, poured in place concrete, according to the COAs, but not along the
frontage on Francis. He addressed the trees and stated an arborist report was done and they went
over it with Jamie Richardson and everything has been addressed. He stated they are providing
the type of project and the type of elevations with the architectural features that the commission
likes to see in the city.

Mr. Willoughby wanted to clarify that buildings 1, 2, and 3 would be in the first phase.

Mr. Mckenna stated yes.

Mr. Willoughby wanted to know if there is a time frame for phase two.

Mr. Mckenna stated no time has been set, that when the lease is up at the end of 2021, it will
depend on the tenants desires, as the tenant is a long time company within the city, but the

applicant will be ready to start with Phase 1 within 3 to 4 months,

As there was no one else wishing to speak, Chairman Willoughby closed the public testimony
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Mr. Reyes stated Grove is always a street that is a route to the Ontario International airport and
anything we do on Grove, like the Starbucks we just did that turned out very nice, we need to
keep in mind whatever product we build along Grove needs to have a good and high quality
architecture and high quality landscape architecture and want to make sure it provides screening
and shade for the parking lot and some sort of landscaping theme. He wanted to encourage the
applicant to work with staff to get the right trees along there.

Mr. Zeledon wanted to clarify the PCC pavement along Francis within the COAs is correct as
that was brought up by the applicant.

Mr. Lee, Assistant City Engineer, stated there was an oversight on the Engineering COAs, that
normally they require PCC pavement on the arrival frontage because of the stopping and going,
which is Grove, so the PCC concrete shouldn’t be required on Francis, as this is the departing

side but should be on Grove. He stated it should be removed from the COAs for the Francis
frontage (Page 42 of 94).

Mr. Willoughby wanted to clarify that the PCC pavement would be on the frontage on Grove,
but not on Francis.

Mr. Zeledon stated that is correct.
Mr. Reyes wanted to clarify Francis is a truck route.

Mr. Lee stated yes, it is a truck route but the reason we don’t require it on Francis is because they
are departing so there isn’t any stopping.

PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION

It was moved by Ricci, seconded by Reyes, to adopt a resolution to approve the
Tentative Parcel Map (TPM 20187), File No., PMTT20-001, and the
Development Plan, File No. PDEV20-001, subject to conditions of approval,
including the Engineering revisions. Roll call vote: AYES, DeDiemar,
Gregorek, Reyes, Ricci and Willoughby; NOES, none; RECUSE, none;
ABSENT, Gage. The motion was carried 5 to 0.

L. ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT, GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT,
SPECIFIC PLAN AMENDMENT AND ZONE CHANGE REVIEW FOR FILE
NOS. PGPA19-007, PSPA19-010 AND PZC19-002 : A request for the following
entitlements: 1) A General Plan Amendment (File No. PGPA19-007) to modify the
Policy Plan (General Plan) Land Use Plan (Exhibit LU-01) component of The Ontario
Plan, changing the land use designation of approximately 41 acres of land from Mixed-
Use (Hamner/SR-60 Area 12) to 7.6 acres of General Commercial and 33.75 acres of
Industrial; 3) Modify the Future Buildout Table (Exhibit LU-03) to be consistent with the
land use designation changes; and 3) Repeal of the Tuscana Village Specific Plan (File
No. PSPA19-010); and 4) A zone change (File No. PZC19-002) from LDR-5 (Low
Density Residential), Community Commercial and Specific Plan to 33.75 acres of Light
Industrial and 7.6 acres of Community Commercial. The project site is located on the
northwest corner of Riverside Drive and Milliken Avenue. Staff has prepared an
Addendum to The Ontario Plan (File No. PGPA06-001) EIR (SCH# 2008101140)
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certified by City Council on January 27, 2010. This application introduces no new
significant environmental impacts, and all previously-adopted mitigation measures are a
condition of project approval. 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: 1083-361-01, 1083-361-04 & 1083-361-07)
submitted by Toscana Square, LLC c/o0 Orbis Real Estate Partners. City Council
action is required.

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT., TENATIVE PARCEL _MAP AND
DEVELOPMENT PLAN REVIEW FOR FILE NOS. PMTT19-018 AND PDEV19-
059: A Tentative Parcel Map (File No. PMTT19-018/TPM 20177) to subdivide
approximately 20 acres of land into 7 numbered parcels in conjunction with a
Development Plan (File No. PDEV19-059) to construct 3 industrial buildings totaling
295,991 square feet located on the northwest corner of Riverside Drive and Milliken
Avenue within the proposed Community Commercial and Light Industrial zoning
districts. Staff has prepared an Addendum to The Ontario Plan (File No. PGPA06-001)
EIR (SCH# 2008101140) certified by City Council on January 27, 2010. This application
introduces no new significant environmental impacts, and all previously adopted
mitigation measures are a condition of project approval. 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: 1083-361-01) submitted by Toscana
Square, LL.C ¢/o Orbis Real Estate Partners.

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT, DEVELOPMENT PLAN REVIEW AND
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT FOR FILE NOS. PDEV20-012 AND PCUP20-009:
A Development Plan (File No. PDEV20-012) to construct a 3,062 square foot
convenience store (7-Eleven), an ancillary drive-thru car wash and fueling station in
conjunction with a Conditional Use Permit (File No. PCUP20-009) to establish alcoholic
beverage sales for a Type 20 ABC license (Off-Sale Beer and Wine) on 1.25 acres of
land, located on the northwest corner of Riverside Drive and Milliken Avenue within the
proposed Community Commercial zoning district. Staff has prepared an Addendum to
The Ontario Plan (File No. PGPA06-001) EIR (SCH# 2008101140) certified by City
Council on January 27, 2010. This application introduces no new significant
environmental impacts, and all previously-adopted mitigation measures are a condition of
project approval. 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: 1083-361-01) submitted by Toscana Square, LLC c¢/0 Orbis Real
Estate Partners.

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT AND DEVELOPMENT PLAN REVIEW
FOR FILE NO. PDEV20-013: A Development Plan (File No. PDEV20-013) to
construct a 2,490 square foot commercial building for a fast food restaurant (Starbucks)
with a drive-thru facility on 1.21 acres of land, located on the northwest corner of
Riverside Drive and Milliken Avenue within the proposed Community Commercial
zoning district. Staff has prepared an Addendum to The Ontario Plan (File No. PGPA06-
001) EIR (SCH# 2008101140) certified by City Council on January 27, 2010. This
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application introduces no new significant environmental impacts, and all previously-
adopted mitigation measures are a condition of project approval. 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: 1083-361-01)
submitted by submitted by Toscana Square, LLC c/o0 Orbis Real Estate Partners.

Senior planner Mejia presented the staff report. She described the location and the surrounding
area. She explained the General Plan Amendment and what was being changed, the Specific Plan
that was being rescinded and the proposed zone change, to accommodate for the proposed parcel
map and development plans. She described the community meeting and addressed the concerns
raised. She described the proposed street improvements as part of the projects and the elevations
including entrances, circulation, architectural designs, landscaping, and pedestrian connectivity.
She stated that staff is recommending the Planning Commission recommend for approval the
Addendum to the TOP EIR and File Nos. PGPA19-007, PSPA19-010, and PZC19-002, and
approve File Nos. PMTT19-018, PDEV19-059, PDEV20-012, PDEV20-013, and PCUP20-009,
pursuant to the facts and reasons contained in the staff report and attached resolutions, and
subject to the conditions of approval.

Mr. Reyes wanted to clarify that the site was originally three zones.
Ms. Mejia stated that is correct.

Mr. Reyes wanted to clarify that this would be changing it to light industrial and some
community retail along Milliken and wanted to know if there had been any discussion to wrap
the commercial along Riverside Ave. to “A” Street.

Mr. Zeledon stated yes there was discussion and an economic feasibility study was completed
and looking at the winery property to the north and the corner property for a couple reasons
average daily trips a lot is pass-through traffic, which drive-thrus and sit down uses the value is
higher for those uses, and if you look at the development in Eastvale across the street the retail in
the rear corner is still vacant, because the heavily travelled area which is Milliken did wrap it
about 200 feet back and the connectivity from the residential through the improvement of the
parkways and up to the winery and to the west of the development.

Mr. Reyes wanted to clarify that truck traffic is not allowed to go west on Riverside Drive.
Ms. Mejia stated that is correct.

Mr. Reyes wanted to know if “A” Street is exiting onto Riverside Dr., how will we control trucks
from going west bound on Riverside Dr. and how do we regulate that. He stated when the project
to the south was approved, we had asked Ontario PD to look at the area and he wanted to know if
that was looked at it and if a study was done.

Mr. Zeledon stated yes, PD has been out and at first did courtesy warnings and then began
ticketing, but one of the issues right now is with the 60 freeway improvements from Euclid to the
15 Freeway and trucks looking for alternate route through the city and Haven Ave. is closed
south of Riverside they are running through. He stated that trucks will probably go west from the
site, even though it’s not allowed, but most likely they will go down Hamner to the 15 because it
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is easier to get to the 15 Freeway than going all the way over to Haven. He stated PD has been
vigilant but he wanted to make clear intersection at Riverside and “A” street will allow them to
come in and out but not go west bound, and PD will continue to be vigilant about this.

Mr. Reyes wanted to know the distance from the proposed 7-11 to the high school and required
distance from a school site to be able to sell beer and wine, and electronic cigarettes, as this was
addressed in one of the public comment letters.

Mr. Zeledon stated yes, we did look at that and the state requires 600 feet and in our new code
we require 1,000 feet and PD did review it and store staff will have to take the safety class and
make these items not easily accessible. He stated the school site is approximately 2,600 feet
away.

Mr. Reyes wanted to know with the setbacks from “A” Street and Riverside to this allow for
entry monumentation or will this be more signage for the industrial park and will there be any
theme and has the applicant agreed to this and will they work with staff.

Ms. Mejia stated yes, we have talked with them regarding a winery theme throughout the project
and that is included in the conditions of approval, and the monument sign program will have
variation but be tied to the winery theme, to pay homage to the winery to the north of the project
site and the applicant did agree.

Mr. Reyes wanted to know what will come first, the commercial or the industrial, or both
together?

Ms. Mejia deferred this question to the applicant.
Mr. Reyes wanted to know if this is guaranteed to be a Starbucks.

Ms. Mejia stated it was to be a Starbucks and deferred to applicant for possible tenants for the
site to the north of 7-11.

Ms. DeDiemar wanted to know if any community meetings were held with, he residents to the
west of the project.

Ms. Megjia stated a Zoom community meeting was held, but no in-person meetings.
Ms. DeDiemar wanted to know the result of the Zoom meeting.

Ms. Mejia stated there were 11 in attendance and 6 spoke and to date 4 letters in opposition to
the project have been received.

Ms. DeDiemar stated that some of the letters from the public stated that Riverside Dr. too
narrow, and she wanted to know if the residents are aware of the improvements that will be done.

Ms. Mejia stated that these were discussed at the community meeting and the street
improvements were regarding the widening of the street was discussed.

Ms. DeDiemar wanted to know if the residents are aware of this.
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Ms. Mejia stated yes, they are aware, but the letters still keep coming regarding this issue.

Ms. DeDiemar stated there were letters that stated there is street flooding at certain times and
wanted to know if this will be mitigated with the proposed street improvements.

Ms. Megjia stated that is correct.
Mr. Willoughby wanted to know who owns the property to the north of the project site.
Mr. Zeledon stated the Riboli and Galliano families.

Mr. Willoughby wanted to know if there would be any screening of the car wash entrance that is
facing Milliken.

Ms. Mejia stated yes, there would be landscaping along Milliken Ave.

Mr. Willoughby wanted to clarify that the street improvements would go all the way across the
SCE easement area on Riverside Dr.

Ms. Mejia stated yes that is correct, the street improvements will continue to the other side of the
SCE easement.

Mr. Willoughby wanted to clarify that the street improvements will connect to what is existing
street at the east end of Creekside.

Ms. Mejia stated that is correct.

Mr. Willoughby wanted to know if there is parking between the large building and the property
line, on the west side of the project.

Ms. Mejia stated no, there is not, that is a drive isle for emergency vehicles access.

Mr. Willoughby wanted to know if we have to have another access point on Riverside Dr.

Ms. Mejia stated yes, per fire requirements they need to be able to service the whole site and she
noted that the Riverside Dr. frontage along that drive isle, there will be a turf block to come
across on “A” Street so they will have access all the way through.

Mr. Willoughby wanted to clarify that the third entrance was requested by fire.

Ms. Mejia stated that is correct.

Mr. Willoughby wanted to know if there was a screen wall between buildings 1 and 2.

Ms. Mejia stated there would be a 14 foot high screen wall along the eastern frontage and turns
back to building 1 and landscape planter to soften those views.

Mr. Willoughby wanted to clarify that from building 1 there is a 22 foot setback, a 5 foot
sidewalk and a 7 foot parkway, before you get to Riverside Dr.

-19-
Iltem A-01 - 19 of 26



Ms. Mejia stated that is correct.

Mr. Willoughby wanted to clarify that from Riverside Dr. curb-line to the building edge it would
be 34 foot.

Ms. Mejia stated that is correct.
Mr. Willoughby wanted to clarify that there was no driveway in front of building 1.
Ms. Mejia stated that is correct, there is only landscaping.

Mr. Willoughby wanted to know if they would be using a theme that is similar to the theme north
on Haven that went with a vineyard theme.

Ms. Mejia stated that is correct, some the elements will be similar to this, however we are
working with our landscape planner to provide a vineyard that is more evergreen so we have
more greenery throughout the year.

PUBLIC TESTIMONY

Grant Ross stated this is the fourth project he is presenting in the City of Ontario, and that he has
members of his team and members of the San Antonio winery, which he has been able to build a
relationship with, that are here to answer questions regarding this project. He stated he wanted to
make this a cohesive project and has named it “The Vine” and some of the elements will be
towards the winery heritage and the signage program will reflect this high end and will touch on
the history. He stated Steve and Santos are here from the San Antonio Winery to give their ideas
on the future plans for the area. He wanted to clarify that there will be Starbucks and they are not
planning on phasing it, but building it all at the same time, as they are eager to meet retail dates
and start construction. He also noted that when they did a three mile radius of the surrounding
rooftops it is constrained by the demographics of the 60 Freeway and the San Bernardino County
line and they are trying to bring in great tenants. He stated this is right on the boarder and a
remnant parcel, but one of the costliest, because of the infrastructure which will cost about 6
million and the industrial helps to make the economics of the investment work. He stated that
during the entitlements doing the environmental studies we had to complete, it showed we are
providing a reduction in those studies compared to the previous proposal for the area.

Mr. Willoughby wanted to clarify that they would be constructing the commercial between the
Starbucks and 7-11 at the same time.

Mr. Ross stated yes, that is correct, but they are still in talks with potential tenants.
Mr. Willoughby wanted to know if there is a maximum size of this building.

Mr. Ross stated no, there could be 2 buildings or there is room for one 8 — 9 thousand feet
building and they are aggressively trying to bring to those parcels what the market needs.

Mr. Willoughby wanted to clarify that there would be no empty lots.
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Mr. Ross stated no, we don’t want that outcome.

Mr. Reyes wanted to know if they had looked at zoning commercial to wrap that over to “A”
Street.

Mr. Ross stated the layout was dictated by the market demand, and are constrained to what those
retailers are looking for, and that the design was market driven and by the tenants and wanted to
bring a solid tenant mix to this challenging location.

Mr. Reyes wanted to know if they did a noise or traffic study to the residential to the west of the
project.

Mr. Ross stated the design of the buildings lends to being a sound barrier and they did do the
required noise studies and environmental studies and there was reduction in all of those and they
focused on the western boundary, and it is the best we can offer and collectively work through.

Steve Riboli and his brother Santo appeared and Steve stated they are the third generation
owners of the San Antonio winery, and that their winery has been in business for 103 years, and
created a tasting room and it’s a wonderful location and want to continue here. He stated they
want to add two buildings behind their store, where they would be able to store their wine
brands, as one of the things they are in shortage of is high quality storage, to house products and
this would be onsite, and our tasting room would be redesigned as it was built in 1974 and use
the outdoors as a great space for education, wine tasting and small events and gatherings. He
stated they will retain ownership of the middle site, as big box retail doesn’t work here and has
moved south of us, and they are completely behind this project and the extensive signage
program, which would give them signage off the 60 freeway. He stated they were named
American winery of the year and they are very proud to be part of Ontario and the fabric of
Ontario and they are behind this project for its great landscaping and signage and it allows our
winery to reinvent itself.

Mr. Willoughby wanted to know if the plans include the relocation of Wanchos.

Mr. Riboli stated yes that would be part of the land from street “B” up to our winery, which is
about 1 acre, and would be used for outdoor food and education.

Mr. Willoughby stated there was something like that in the project presented many years ago and
he is very interested in this.

Mr. Reyes wanted to clarify if it was building 4 and 6 that would be part of the winery storing.
Mr. Riboli stated buildings 6 and 7 which are right behind them.

Ms. DeDiemar wanted to know if there was any way for Creekside residents to walk over to the
winery.

Mr. Riboli stated this something to think about and look at, but most of the people coming to us
are driving.

Mr. Zeledon stated the applicant worked hard with staff to make sure there was connectivity
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along Riverside Drive which will have a sidewalk and go to “A” street, which will have
sidewalks on both side and go to the winery or they can go down to Riverside and up Milliken.
He stated staff worked really hard to allow another sidewalk, by pushing building 2 back, to
provide this connectivity. He stated that connectivity within Ontario Ranch is a big deal and the
neighborhood edges allow for this and the winery is an Ontario business that adds value, that we
want to continue that.

Mr. Riboli stated that is a great idea to bring our neighbors to our wine and food hospitality
center.

Ms. DeDiemar stated they can also walk to the proposed commercial buildings.

Mr. Ross stated they are working with staff to make improvements to the nursery area and
underneath the SCE lines, along Riverside Dr. going west, which will create connectivity from
Creekside all the way up to the winery and Milliken.

Thomas Ruiz, representative for the Labors International Union — Local #783 representing over
1,700 members in San Bernardino County and those in the construction industry, and more
specifically the tilt-up industry, stated they wholeheartedly support the Toscana Square project as
this is an opportunity to keep jobs local in Ontario and keep many construction workers working
as essential workers, in a time when many are losing health insurance. He stated he has been
working with LalL.una and Local#783, so members living in and around the area can obtain well-
paying jobs with health benefits and retirement and would like to ask that the Planning
Commission recommend this project to City Council, not only based on the quality of the project
but for keeping the economic value in Ontario.

D’Andre Lampkin, a Creekside West resident, stated he was very impressed and respects the
tenacity of the staff that have worked on this project to meet the needs of the community and
what they have been promised 35 years ago, when Creekside was first built. He stated he was
surprised this is off script from what we have been talking regarding the project down south, and
stated off topic, that the comments that were made in the chat at that meeting, were not meant to
be mean and he mentions this because we need to acknowledge our mistakes and residents were
made promises of how it was going to shake out and that wasn’t what they were getting. He
stated when Creekside was developed the residents wanted someplace they could eat, work, and
play and he is glad to see things are coming around and to see the changes the developer has
made so the residents will get some of those promises, as things are needing to change and
outside based eatery and local businesses that they can order delivery from and he is glad to see
San Antonio winery is included. He stated this shows that the commitment to give the residents
some of those areas they were promised and shows you are listening to the residents.

Irene Chisholm stated she appreciates the in-person meeting and wanted to thank the Riboli
family and appreciates that Orbis met with them 4 times and what we don’t want and one of the
major things we asked for was no large building and he broke up buildings 1 and 2 and then has
this huge building 3 and right behind that building is where I live. She stated we use to get the
peacocks from the winery, and if this goes through our view is going to be one big wall and you
can’t cover it up with trees. She stated she is objecting to the huge buildings and then the top
portion will be putting more large industrial buildings and now it’s turned into all industrial and a
small sliver of commercial. She stated that she likes the fact that the family wants to bring the
winery process here, as that is the heritage of the area, and that when building we need to
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remember the culture of the land, and the developer involved the Tuscan aspect, but why would
we want the large buildings on the site and the winery buildings backs up to that section of
Creekside East which will be flooded with cement buildings, which in my mind isn’t the smart
way to develop. She stated that in 2015 they had it right idea with the Tuscan theme and with the
connectivity and we need to bring that back as we have forgot the needs of the community. She
has lived in Creekside for 33 years and is a devoted customer to the winery and wishes we would
highlight that, not surround it with large buildings.

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

Mr. Willoughby wanted to confirm that the COA changes with the southern elevation were
agreed to by the applicant. He stated he had read the letters of the residents and as we know
things change and stated that he likes what they hear about the San Antonio winery and the
expansion they want to do.

Mr. Ricci stated that being from an Italian background he has been to many wineries, and he
went to the San Antonio winery in Los Angeles eat at the restaurant, where it is situated right
next to the freeway and the UPS building behind them and it is successful and beautiful, and we
had aspiration for something else here and with the compromises we are making progress to
accommodate both types of uses so we get half and half.

Mr. Gregorek stated the commercial between Starbucks and the 7-11 he would like sit down
restaurants, not just fast food, he thinks Ontario is becoming the drive thru / fast food capital of
the world and the residents want sit down restaurants, and hopefully applicant can push for those
type of uses. He stated its disappointing he has had clients that have looked at this property and it
just didn’t pencil out, but sometimes you can’t wait forever for what you want but this applicant
will be building the commercial aspect at the same time and he likes that staff worked to bring
the architectural design up, and this will put in a lot of street improvements that are needed. He
stated that maybe it’s not the best and they will still have trucks but it will bring a couple more
lanes and with San Antonio winery as part of the picture on this as well, he will support this
project.

Ms. DeDiemar stated that if we try to think ahead 35 years from now and imagine and that we
could guarantee it would come to fruition 30 years later, it wouldn’t happen. She stated she has
sympathy for Creekside residents that have had these dreams for 30 years that haven’t come to,
as there seems to be economic reasons, although it’s not ideal and there will be a wall, Riverside
Dr. will be much better. She stated it’s a shame we can’t have everything, but we can’t have
everything.

Mr. Reyes stated he wants more retail commercial and this is something he isn’t happy about and
what is their Building 1 southern elevation not the best pretty blank something that came to our
understanding upgrading the facade, and not crazy about the carwash would rather have more
retail. He wanted to recap and make sure the applicant and staff understand the signage program
have staff work with applicant on landscape scheme, the historical elements. and the monument
signage work with staff since we are not seeing that tonight bring in the elements that will anchor
these industrial buildings elements of design and theming talking about historical elements that
tie into the project and enhance the building elevations on Building 1 and the intersection at
Street “A” and Riverside entrance is important, and we need to look at the freeway off ramps and
the trucking they have with the facilities we are building. He stated he is grateful to the winery
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and all they are doing but that isn’t what we are looking at tonight.

Mr. Willoughby offered congrats to the Riboli family on being named “American Winery of the
Year.” He stated he echoed some of the comments of the other commissioners but realize there
are some things on the off ramps and Caltrans, but he to likes the improvements coming to
Milliken that will improve the mess when it rains at that intersection and with proposed future
commercial he is look forward to seeing what happens here.

PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION

It was moved by Gregorek, seconded by Ricci, to recommend adoption of
resolutions approving the Addendum, The General Plan Amendment, File No.
PGPAI19-007, the Specific Plan Amendment, File No. PSPA19-010 and the
Zone Change, File No. PZC19-002, subject to the revised conditions. Roll call
vote: AYES, DeDiemar, Gregorek, Reyes, Ricci and Willoughby; NOES, none;
RECUSE, none; ABSENT, Gage. The motion was carried 5 to 0.

It was moved by Reyes, seconded by DeDiemar, to adopt resolutions to approve
the Tentative Parcel Map, File No., PMTT19-018, the Development Plan, File
No. PDEV19-059, The Conditional Use Permit, File No. PCUP20-009, the
Development Plans, File Nos. PDEV20-012 and PDEV20-013, subject to
conditions of approval. Roll call vote: AYES, DeDiemar, Gregorek, Reyes, Ricci
and Willoughby; NOES, none; RECUSE, none; ABSENT, Gage. The motion
was carried 5 to 0.

M. ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT AND DEVELOPMENT CODE
AMENDMENT REVIEW FOR FILE NO. PDCA18-003: A Development Code
Amendment proposing to: [1] revise current provisions regarding the regulation of
Accessory Dwelling Units, replacing an Urgency Ordinance previously approved by the
City Council on January 21, 2020; [2] revise current provisions regarding the MU-1
(Downtown Mixed Use) zoning district, to facilitate the establishment of the Downtown
District Plan; [3] establish new provisions regarding the regulation of small lot infill
subdivisions, which are proposed to be allowed in Mixed Use zoning districts and the
MDR-11 (Low-Medium Density Residential — 5.1 to 11.0 DUs/Acre), MDR-18 (Medium
Density Residential — 11.1 to 18.0 DUs/Acre), MDR-25 (Medium-High Density
Residential — 18.1 to 25.0 DUs/Acre), and HDR-45 (High Density Residential — 25.1 to
45.0 DUs/Acre) zoning districts; [4] revise current provisions regarding Massage
Services and Massage Establishments, establishing that such uses are subject to
Administrative Use Permit issuance and requirements; and [5] modify certain
Development Code provisions to include various clarifications and interpretations,
including Chapter 2.0 (Administration and Procedures), Chapter 4.0 (Permits, Actions
and Decisions), Chapter 5.0 (Zoning and Land Use), Chapter 6.0 (Development and
Subdivision Regulations), Chapter 8.0 (Sign Regulations), and Chapter 9.0 (Definitions
and Glossary). The proposed Development Code Amendment is exempt from the
requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the guidelines
promulgated thereunder, pursuant to Section 15061(b)(3) 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
Ontario International Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP). Furthermore, the
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project site is 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; City Initiated. City Council action is required. This item was continued
from the August 25, 2020, Planning Commission meeting. Continued from the
September 27, 2020, meeting.

Principal Planner Mercier, presented the staff report. He stated new standard for ADUs are in
line with He stated that staff is recommending the Planning Commission recommend approval of
File No. PDCA18-003, pursuant to the facts and reasons contained in the staff report and
attached resolution.

No one responded.

PUBLIC TESTIMONY

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

There was no Planning Commission deliberation.

PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION

It was moved by Gregorek, seconded by DeDiemar, to recommend adoption of a
resolution to approve the Development Code Amendment, File No.,
PDCAI8-003, subject to conditions of approval. Roll call vote: AYES,
DeDiemar, Gregorek, Reyes, Ricci and Willoughby; NOES, none; RECUSE,
none; ABSENT, Gage. The motion was carried 5 to 0.

MATTERS FROM THE PLANNING COMMISSION

Old Business Reports From Subcommittees

Historic Preservation (Standing): This subcommittee met on October 8, 2020.

Mr. Gregorek stated they discussed the Mills Act Contract that was brought forward tonight and
the C block and proposed development.

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

Mr. Reyes stated the Starbucks at Philadelphia and Grove was very nicely done.

Mr. Gregorek stated he liked it too.

Mr. Ricci stated the new Stater Bros market is very nice and beautiful and the Ontario bakery.
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Mr. Reyes stated he went to the groundbreaking for the new downtown project.

NOMINATIONS FOR SPECIAL RECOGNITION

None at this time.

DIRECTOR’S REPORT

Mr. Zeledon stated the Monthly Activity Reports will be provided at a later date. He stated he
will be having some of the subcommittees meet soon as there are many item coming forward,
like the TOP update, the Great Park, and NMC Streetscape Master Plan. He stated he would try
to work with the school district and see if maybe for briefing someone can come and talk with
the commissioners and let them know what they are planning and also at briefing he would like
to give a rundown of the commercial in Ontario Ranch, the Stater Bros. is open and the corner
arca with restaurants and breweries and the commercial for Haven south of Riverside, and what
that means for the connectivity for Creekside, as there are a lot of things happening. Mr. Zeledon
was looking into a tour for the commissioner, but with COVID that is on hold for now. Mr.
Zeledon stated most likely we will be having Zoom meetings until February.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. Gregorek motioned to adjourn, seconded by Mr. Reyes. The meeting was adjourned at
10:35 PM.

Secretary Pro Tempore

Chairman, Planning Commission
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PLANNING COMMISSION
ONﬁ‘R‘Ib STAFF REPORT

PLANNING DEPARTMENT November 24, 2020

303 East B Street, Ontario, California 91764 Phone: 909.395.2036 / Fax: 909.395.2420

FILE NOS.: PMTT20-002 and PDEV20-003

SUBJECT: A Tentative Tract Map (File No. PMTT20-002/TT 20335) to subdivide 7.32 acres of
land into a one lot for condominium purposes, in conjunction with a Development Plan
(File No. PDEV20-003) to construct 92 detached single-family dwellings, located at 2862
South Campus Avenue, within the MDR-18 (Medium Density Residential - 11.1 to 18
DU/acre) zoning district; (APNs: 1051-531-05 & 1051-531-06) submitted by MLC Holdings,
Inc.

PROPERTY OWNER: AGS LTD

RECOMMENDED ACTION: That the Planning Commission consider and adopt an
Addendum to The Ontario Plan Environmental Impact Report and approve File Nos.
PMTT20-002 and PDEV20-003, pursuant to the facts and reasons contained in the staff
report and attached resolutions, and subject to the conditions of approval contained in
the attached departmental reports.

PROJECT SETTING: The project site is comprised of 7.32 acres of undeveloped land
located at 2862 South Campus Avenue, within the MDR-18 (Medium Density Residential
- 11.1 to 18 DU/acre) zoning district, and
is depicted in Figure 1: Project Location,
right. The property to the east, north and
west are within the LDR-5 (Low Density
Residential- 2.1 to 5 DU/acres) zoning
district and are developed with single-
family residential. The property to the
south is within the MDR-18 (Medium
Density Residential - 11.1 to 18 DU/acres)
zoning district and is developed with
multiple-family residential. The existing
surrounding land uses, zoning, and
general plan land use designations are
summarized in the “Surrounding Zoning &
Land Uses” table located in the Technical
Appendix of this report.

PROJECT ANALYSIS:

Figure 1: Project Location

Case Planner:| Diane Ayala Hearing Body Date Decision Action
Planning Directorl DAB 11/16/2020 Approve | Recommend
Approval: % PC 11/24/2020 Final
Submittal Date] 2/7/2020 cc
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Planning Commission Staff Report
File Nos.: PMTT20-002 and PDEV20-003
November 24, 2020

(1) Background —In 2010, The Ontario Plan (“TOP”) was adopted, which set forth the
land use pattern for the City, to achieve its Vision. With the adoption of TOP, a Medium
Density Residential land use was designated at the Project site. Subsequently, the Project
site was zoned MDR-18 (Medium Density Residential- 11.1 to 18 DU/acres) to conform with
TOP land use designation.

On February 7, 2020, the Applicant submitted 2 applications to facilitate the
development of the site, requesting approval of a Tentative Tract Map (File No. PMTT20-
002/TT 20335) in conjunction with a Development Plan (File No. PDEV20-003) to construct
92 detached single-family dwellings. In addition, a request for a lot line adjustment to the
south and east property lines was received. The lot line adjustment will reduce the Project
site from 9.46 acres of land to 7.32 acres of land.

On November 16, 2020, the Development Advisory Board (“DAB") conducted a hearing
to consider the Tentative Tract Map and Development Plan, and concluded the hearing,
voting to recommend that the Planning Commission approve the Applications subject
to conditions of approval, which are included as attachments to the Planning
Commission resolutions.

(2) Tentative Tract Map — The proposed Tentative Tract Map will subdivide the Project
site into one lot for condominium purposes to facilitate the construction of detached
single-family dwellings, a private recreation area, on-site and off-site improvements, and
landscape areas, and is depicted in Exhibit B — Tentative Tract Map, attached. The Project
site is 7.32 acres in size, which exceeds the minimum project area site Development Code
requirement of one acre. As a condition of Project approval, public right-of-way
improvements to the west side of Campus Avenue, along the Project frontage and
adjoining property to the south, will be constructed. Improvements include pavement
widening, adding an additional southbound lane, curb, gutter, sidewalk connecting the
existing sidewalk to the north and south of the Project site, and a landscaped parkway.
Additionally, pedestrian enhancements, including an overhead beacon system and
pavement stripping, will be installed at the intersection of St. Andrews Street and Campus
Avenue, to improve a nearby school crossing.

(3) Site Design/Building Layout — The Project site, which is an L-shaped lot, will be
developed with 92 detached single-family dwellings with units backing onto the north,
west, and south property lines, adjacent to existing single and multiple-family residential
neighborhoods. At the center of the site, are a series of 6-unit single-family home clusters
that have vehicular access to garages and pedestrian access to the primary entrances
through a private alley. All dwellings are conventional lane or alley loaded, 2-story single-
family homes. The private recreational area is situated at the eastern portion of the site,
near Campus Avenue, and is depicted in Exhibit C - Site Plan, aftached.

(4) Site Access/Circulation —The Project includes 2 points of access from Campus
Avenue. Primary site circulation is by way of a 26-foot wide private drive that loops
through the Project and two 20-foot wide private alleys that provide access to multiple
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Planning Commission Staff Report
File Nos.: PMTT20-002 and PDEV20-003
November 24, 2020

unit clusters. All private drives and alleys, including the 2 driveway entries, will be treated
with decorative paving. Sidewalks for pedestrian circulation are provided on both sides
of the private drive.

(5) Parking — As demonstrated in the Parking Summary Table below, the Project
requires a total of 207 parking spaces, which have been provided. All homes will be
constructed with an atftached 2-car garage, meeting the Development Code
requirement for single-family homes. An additional 23 uncovered parking spaces are
located on the west and on the east sides of the site, adjacent the recreational areq,
which are designated as guest parking, at a ratio of 1 space for each 4 dwelling units,
pursuant to the Development Code. A parking management plan is required as a
condition of approval and will be recorded in the Covenants, Condifions and Restrictions
("CC&Rs") for the Project.

(6) Architecture — The Project provides 4 different floor plans with 4 architectural styles
per plan, including Farmhouse, Santa Barbara, Coastal, and Minimal Traditional
architectural styles, which are depicted in Exhibit D — Exterior Elevations and Exhibit E —
Floor Plans, attached. Floor Plans 1 and 2 include 3 bedrooms, 2.5 bathrooms, and range
from 1,465 to 1,684 square feet in size. Floor Plans 3 and 4 include 4 bedrooms, 3
bathrooms, a loft, and are 1,955 square feet in size. The dwelling unit characteristics are
summarized in the Technical Appendix of this report.

Each proposed architectural style consists of the following:

(a)  The Farmhouse architectural style features a side or front facing gable roof,
flat concrete tile roof covering, vertical board and batten and stucco siding, shutters,
and square posts accentuating the single door entries.

(b) The Santa Barbara architectural style features a hipped roof covered with
concrete “S" files, smooth stucco finish, arched window and garage door trim,
decorative vents, and an arched entryway.

(c) The Coastal architectural style features hipped roofs covered with
concrete tile, brackets in the gable ends, shutters, horizontal lap siding, stucco and
tapered square posts at the entry.

(d) The Minimal Traditional architectural style features side and front gable
roofs covered in flat concrete ftile, horizontal siding at the gable ends, shutters, stucco,
brick veneer at the base, and double post framing building front enfries.

(7) Landscaping — The Project provides for a 15,158 square foot common recreation
ared, which includes a swimming pool, covered sitting area, and a children’s play area
equipped with a play structure, as depicted in Exhibit F — Recreation Area, attached.
Each unit will have a private rear yard ranging in size from 410 to 612 square feet.

Page 3 of 24

Iltem B - 3 of 438



Planning Commission Staff Report
File Nos.: PMTT20-002 and PDEV20-003
November 24, 2020

Landscaped front and side yards throughout the site will be maintained by the
Homeowner's Association.

(8) Utilities (drainage, sewer) — The Applicant has submitted a Preliminary Water
Quality Management Plan (“PWQMP"), which establishes the Project’s compliance with
storm water discharge/water quality requirements. The PWQMP includes site design
measures that capture runoff and pollutant transport by minimizing impervious surfaces
and maximizes low impact development (“LID") best management practices (“BMPs”),
such as retention and infiltration, biotreatment, and evapotranspiration. The PWQMP
proposes the use of an underground stormwater infiliration system located on the eastern
portion of the site, near Campus Avenue. Any overflow drainage will be conveyed to a
storm drain connection located at the south end of the Project site.

(9) Community Comments — The Planning Department notified (via US Mail) property
owners surrounding the Project site to solicit interest in a community meeting. The
Planning Department received one petition with 81 signatures and 15 phones calls
and/or emails from community members stating project opposition related to: building
intensity, traffic congestion, parking, increase in crime, and unsafe school crossing at
Campus Avenue and St. Andrews Street.

Due to neighborhood concerns, the Planning Department held an in-person community
meeting that was streamed live on Zoom on October 21, 2020. Fifteen community
members and 3 applicant representatives attended the meeting and an additional 15
community members viewed the meeting online. During the first 30 minutes, staff
presented the project and discussed the entitlement process. The last 60 minutes of the
meeting were spent taking public comments in a question and answer format. Overall,
aftendees were in support of development, but had questions and concerns regarding
the proposed project density, on-street parking, right-of-way improvements, and existing
traffic issues that they believed may be exacerbated by the Project. Below is a summary
of the most frequently asked questions and comments that were received, along with
staff responses:

(a) Traffic — There are high volumes of traffic and many that exceed
speed limits on Campus Avenue and St. Andrews Street. Residents requested a fraffic
signal at the St. Andrews Street and Campus Avenue intersection, and speed bumps on
St. Andrews Street. The school crossing at the St. Andrews Street and Campus Avenue
intfersection (Woodcrest Junior High and Liberty Elementary School located at the north
east corner of St. Andrews Street and Campus Avenue, near project site) is unsafe.
Overall traffic congestion occurs on all nearby streets, particularly on Campus Avenue,
during school pick up and drop off fimes.

Response: A traffic study was prepared by the Applicant to determine if a traffic signal,
all stop, pedestrian overhead beacon, and an in-roadway warning light system were
warranted for the intersection at St. Andrew Street and Campus Avenue. The study
revealed that the traffic volumes did not reach the threshold to require a traffic signal or
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Planning Commission Staff Report
File Nos.: PMTT20-002 and PDEV20-003
November 24, 2020

an all stop. At the time of the community meeting, the pedestrian enhancements were
being considered by the City as a condition of approval to the Project. The right-of-way
improvements will result in an additional south bound lane, curb, gutter, and sidewalk
along the Project frontage.

Independent of the Project, Traffic Engineering will continue to work with Chino Valley
Unified School District on expanding crossing guard services to accommodate both
school bell schedules and to consider additional signing/stripping at crosswalks. Traffic
Police officers stated that they would patrol the location as part of their regular rotation
of school sites. Traffic Engineering also agreed to study St. Andrews Street to ascertain if
traffic calming measures were warranted.

(b) Street Parking — Existing street parking on St. Andrews Street are near
capacity because households have multiple cars. A resident requested permit parking
restrictions be issued for residents on St. Andrews Street to ensure street parking.
Additionally, street parking on Campus Avenue and Riverside Drive is at capacity on
weekends because of the nearby Maclin Open Air Market. Lastly, the Project does not
provide enough on-site parking to prevent overflow parking on nearby streets.

Response: The project as proposed, meets the on-site parking requirements outlined in
the Development Code. Each dwelling unit will have an attached 2-car garage and 23
guest parking spaces provided on-site. Additionally, as a condition of approval, a parking
management plan will be prepared and require garages to be maintained for parking
and to be inspected by the Homeowners Association. Traffic Engineering would not be
able to support restricting permit parking on St. Andrews Street because St. Andrews
Street in located adjacent to non-residential uses. Only in cases where a residential land
use is being impacted by adjacent non-residential land uses, such as commercial, can
the use of parking by permits be warranted on a public street.

(c) Density — Overall, the Project has too many houses and the lots are
too small for the area. A resident wanted to know when and why was the zoning
changed to a medium density. Additionally, another resident wanted the Policy Plan
(general plan) land use designation amended, and the zoning changed from Medium
Density Residential (MDR 11.1 to 18 du/ac) to Low Density Residential (LDR 5 du/ac).

Response: The current TOP (Policy Plan) land use and zoning designations on the project
site were approved in 2010. The properties south of the site are developed with medium
density multiple-family residences and the properties to the east and north are
developed with single-family residences. Current zoning allows for a minimum of 82
dwelling units and a maximum of 132 dwelling units. The Project is at the lower end of the
allowable range. The request to change the Policy Plan land use designation and zoning
can be made to the Planning Commission.

After the community meeting, the Planning Department received 4 follow-up emails
seeking additional clarification on traffic and noise impacts. On November 10, 2010, a
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Planning Commission Staff Report
File Nos.: PMTT20-002 and PDEV20-003
November 24, 2020

letter in support of the Project from the Building Industry Association of Southern California
(“BIA") was received. All emails, petitions, letters, and responses are included in
Attachment A (Community Member Comments) of this report.

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.

» |nvestin the Growth and Evolution of the City's Economy

* Maintain the Current High Level of Public Safety

= Operate in a Businesslike Manner

» Focus Resources in Ontario’'s Commercial and Residential Neighborhoods

» |nvestin the City’s Infrastructure (Water, Streets, Sewers, Parks, Storm Drains
and Public Facilities)
(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:

» Goal GI1: Sustained decision-making that consistently moves Ontario towards
its Vision by using The Ontario Plan as a framework for assessing choices.

> GI1-2 long-term Benefit. We require decisions to demonstrate and
document how they add value to the community and support the Ontario Vision
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(4) Policy Plan (General Plan)

Land Use Element:

»  GoallUl: Acommunity 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.

» LUI-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.

» H2-5 Housing Design. We require architectural excellence through
adherence to City design guidelines, thoughtful site planning, environmentally
sustainable practices and other best practices.

Community Economics Element:

» Goal CEl: A complete community that provides for allincomes and stages of
life.

» CEI1-6 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.
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» CE2-1 Development Projects. We require new development and
redevelopment to create unique, high-quality places that add value to the community.

» CE2-2 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.

» CE2-4 Protection of Investment. We require that new development and
redevelopment protect existing investment by providing architecture and urban design
of equal or greater quality.

» CE2-5 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:

= Goal CDI1: A dynamic, progressive city containing distinct neighborhoods and
commercial districts that foster a positive sense of identity and belonging among
residents, visitors, and businesses.

» CDI1-1 City Identity. 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.

» CDI1-3 Neighborhood Improvement. We require viable existing residential
and non-residential neighborhoods to be preserved, protected, and enhanced in
accordance with our land use policies.

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

e A frue 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 lLandscaped 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
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 info new and
existing developments to ensure the maximum safe travel and visibility on pathways,
corridors, and open space and at building enfrances and parking areas by avoiding
physically and visually isolated spaces, maintenance of visibility and accessibility, and
use of lighting.

» CD2-2 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.

» CD2-10 Surface Parking Areas. We require parking areas visible to or used
by the public to be landscaped in an aesthetically pleasing, safe and environmentally
sensitive manner. Examples include shade trees, pervious surfaces, urban run-off capture
and infilfration, and pedestrian paths to guide users through the parking field.

» CD2-11 Entry Statements. We encourage the inclusion of amenities,
signage and landscaping at the entry to neighborhoods, commercial centers, mixed use
areas, industrial developments, and public places that reinforce them as uniquely
identifiable places.
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» 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.

= Goal CD5: A sustained level of maintenance and improvement of properties,
buildings and infrastructure that protects the property values and encourages additional
public and private investments.

» CD5-1 Maintenance of Buildings and Property. We require all public and
privately owned buildings and property (including trails and easements) to be properly
and consistently maintained.

» CD5-2 Maintenance of Infrastructure. We require the continual
maintenance of infrastructure.

HOUSING ELEMENT COMPLIANCE: The project is consistent with the Housing Element of
the Policy Plan (General Plan) component of The Ontario Plan, as the project site is not
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.

AIRPORT LAND USE COMPATIBILITY PLAN (ALUCP) COMPLIANCE: The California State
Aeronautics Act (Public Utilities Code Section 21670 et seq.) requires that an Airport Land
Use Compatibility Plan be prepared for all public use airports in the State; and requires
that local land use plans and individual development proposals must be consistent with
the policies set forth in the adopted Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan. On April 19, 2011,
the City Council of the City of Ontario approved and adopted the Ontario International
Airport Land use Compatibility Plan (“ALUCP”), establishing the Airport Influence Area for
Ontario International Airport, which encompasses lands within parts of San Bernardino,
Riverside, and Los Angeles Counties, and limits future land uses and development within
the Airport Influence Area, as they relate to noise, safety, airspace protection, and
overflight impacts of current and future airport activity. 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 ALUCP. Any special condifions
of approval associated with uses in close proximity to the airport are included in the
conditions of approval provided with the attached Resolution.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW: The environmental impacts of this project were analyzed in an
Addendum to The Ontario Plan (File No. PGPAQ06-001) Environmental Impact Report
(State Clearinghouse No. 2008101140) certified by the City Council on January 27, 2010.
This Application infroduces no new significant environmental impacts. All previously
adopted mitigation measures shall be a condition of project approval and are
incorporated herein by reference.

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL: See attached department reports.
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TECHNICAL APPENDIX:

Surrounding Zoning and Land Use:

Existing Land Use General Plan Designation Zoning Designation
Site Undeveloped Medium Density Residential MDR-18 (11.1 to 18 DU/acre)
North Single-family Residence Low Density Residential LDR-5 (2.1 to 5 DU/acre)
South Multiple-family Residence Medium Density Residential MDR-18 (11.1 to 18 DU/acre)
East Single-family Residence Low Density Residential LDR-5 (2.1 to 5 DU/acre)
West Single-family Residence Low Density Residential LDR-5 (2.1 to 5 DU/acre)

General Site & Building Statistics

Item Required Min./Max. Provided (Ranges) Mye}ifs
Project area (in acres): One acre 7.32 Y
Maximum project density (dwelling 18 12.5 Y
units/ac):
Maximum coverage (in %): N/A N/A
Minimum lot size (in SF): N/A N/A
Minimum lot depth (in FT): 200 635 Y
Minimum lot width (in FT): 200 431-659 Y
Minimum perimeter setback (in FT:) 10 10 Y
Drive aisle setback (in FT): 10 10 Y
Lanes/Alleyways setback (in FT): 5 5 Y
Parking setback (in FT): 10 12-15 y
Minimum distance front to front (in 30 30 Y
FT):
Minimum distance front to side (in 14 15 Y
FT):
Minimum distance side to side (in FT): 8 10 Y
Minimum distance side to rear (in FT): 8 10 Y
Minimum distance rear to rear (in FT): 16 16 Y
Minimum distance garage to 30 30 Y
garage (in FT):
Maximum dwelling units: 131 92 Y
Maximum height (in FT): 35 25.33 t0 26.25 Y
Parking — resident: 2 per DU 184 Y
Parking — guest: 1 per 4 DU 23 Y
Open space - private (in SF): 225 410-616 Y
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Item Required Min./Max. Provided (Ranges) Mye/ﬁfs
Open space —common (no. of 1/1 1/1 Y
amenities major/minor):
Total open space (in %): 20 26.5 Y
Dwelling Unit Count:
. . . Meets
Item Required Min./Max. Provided (Ranges) Y/N
Total no. of units: 81/131 92 Y
Total no. of buildings: N/A N/A
No. units per building: N/A N/A
Dwelling Unit Statistics:
. N . Private Open
Unit Type Size (in SF) No. Bedrooms | No. Bathrooms No. Stories Space (in SF)
Plan 1: 1,465 3] 2.5 2 410-612
Plan 2: 1,684 3] 2.5 2 410-612
Plan 3: 1,955 4 3] 2 410-612
Plan 4. 1,955 4 3] 2 410-612
Page 12 of 24
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EXHIBIT A - PROJECT AERIAL
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EXHIBIT B - TENTAIVE TRACT MAP 20335
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EXHIBIT C - SITE PLAN
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EXHIBIT D — EXTERIOR ELEVATIONS

COASTAL SANTA BARBARA MIMIMALIST TRADITIOMNAL FARMHOUSE
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EXHIBIT E - FLOOR PLANS
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EXHIBIT E — FLOOR PLANS (CONTINUED)
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EXHIBIT E — FLOOR PLANS (CONTINUED)
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EXHIBIT E — FLOOR PLANS (CONTINUED)
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EXHIBIT E — FLOOR PLANS (CONTINUED)
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EXHIBIT F - RECREATION AREA
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EXHIBIT F - RECREATION AREA (CONTINUED)
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ATTACHMENT A:

Community Member Comments

(Comments follow this page)
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PETITION COVER LETTER

September 30, 2020

Diane Ayala
City of Ontario | Planning Department
303 East B Street, Ontario, CA 91764

Re: Proposed Development Project on Campus Avenue

Attached, you will find the 96 signatures of concerned adult residents relative to opposition of the
aforementioned development.

Pursuant to your Notice, received by some in the mail, it is the understanding that you require questions,
comments and/or concerns no later than September 30, 2020 by 5:00pm (extended yesterday until the
end of the week).

If youhave any questions relative to the Petition, please contact the undersigned,

(417)773-0378
Louie_louie50@yahoo.co

Attach: pages 1-9,11,13,16-20,22

HAND DELIVERED to: Date: Time:

petition cover letter
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CITY OF

4 SNTARIO  NOTICE OF PROPOSED"PROJECT

The City of Ontario has received a
Tentative Parcel Map (File No. PMTT20-
002 / TT 14811) to subdivide 7.32 acres
of land into 92 numbered lots and 1
lettered lot in conjunction with a lot line
adjustment of adjacent lot and a
Development Plan (File No. PDEV20-
003) to construct 92 single family
dwellings located at 2862 S. Campus
Avenue, within the MDR-18 (Medium
Residential- 11.1 to 18.0 DUs/AC)
zoning district. Included is a map
showing the project's location and
proposed site plan..

This notification is being sent to all residential property owners within 300 feet of the project site.
The intent of the notification is to inform the surrounding property owners of the proposed project
and to receive questions, comments and concerns. If you would like to find out more information
regarding this project, please contact the City’s Project Planner, Diane Ayala, Senior Planner, at
(909) 395-2428 or via email at dayala@ontarioca.gov no later than Wednesday, September 30,

2020 by 5:00 PM.

The Planning Commission will be holding a Public Hearing for this project on Tuesday, October
27, 2020 at 6:30PM and you will be mailed a separate notice for that public hearing.
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Petition to City of Ontario

Petition summary and
background

City of Ontario Tentative Parcel Map (File No. PMTT20-002/TT 14811) to subdivide 7.32 acres of land into 92 numbered lots
and 1 adjustment of adjacent lot ad a Development Plan (File No. PDEV20-003) to construct 92 single family dwellings located
at 2862 S. Campus Avenue, within the MDR-18 (Medium Residential-1.1 to 18.0 DUs/AC) zoning district.

Action petitioned for

reasons:

We, the undersigned, are concerned citizens who oppose this proposed development for, but not limited to, the following

e The development is not consistent with the current adjacent single-family homes which will affect property values.

e Traffic: Estimated 184 (+) additional cars entering and exiting onto Campus Avenue across from Woodcrest/Liberty
Schools, creating a higher safety risk for children than already exists.

e Traffic: Additional anticipated traffic will be incurred on the streets of Euclid, Walnut, Riverside, Sultana, Monterey, East
Bermuda Dunes and Saint Andrews.
Parking: Overflow from the proposed development may result in additional cars parked on adjacent residential streets.
Fire/Police: Anticipated additional strain on City of Ontario resources.
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Petition to City of Ontario

Petition summary and

City of Ontario Tentative Parcel Map (File No. PMTT20-002/TT 14811) to subdivide 7.32 acres of land into 92 numbered lots

background and 1 adjustment of adjacent lot ad a Development Plan (File No. PDEV20-003) to construct 92 single family dwellings located
at 2862 S. Campus Avenue, within the MDR-18 (Medium Residential-1.1 to 18.0 DUs/AC) zoning district.
Action petitioned for We, the undersigned, are concerned citizens who oppose this proposed development for, but not limited to, the following

reasons:

e The development is not consistent with the current adjacent single-family homes which will affect property values.
o Traffic: Estimated 184 (+) additional cars entering and exiting onto Campus Avenue across from Woodcrest/Liberty
Schools, creating a higher safety risk for children than already exists.
e Traffic: Additional anticipated traffic will be incurred on the streets of Euclid, Walnut, Riverside, Sultana, Monterey, East
Bermuda Dunes and Saint Andrews.
e Parking: Overflow from the proposed development may result in additional cars parked on adjacent residential streets.
e  Fire/Police: Anticipated additional strain on City of Ontario resources.

Printed Name

Signature

Address

Email Address/Phone Number

Date

- ‘ e | A - : i —
Loic M [lodvgugr // W//ﬂ/é«v/@/ 414 Fﬁlwf/ézg%\}f .erffvjw«sle@ &e?fvé c?/ ZK/ZO

: %ﬁff Vi 7? 471

G/ & HoZermnoe SE Ontide

fﬁéwf{rooly@ml S2E v

G [z7/2©
}jz]

AT S ity
EN e N IR s = =" 9,47 /4

- - B T v
c 1 E HazE | Tine' 57

Va7 /o

,ﬁ/é,aﬁ/zwm

,M/?/W

614 F fnzelliwesl

L ) L 0Y]
(000023490 1 o)

Thi/ao

/?MM/\)@%{I

D%V‘. rj ‘l’b)wif:;;y

//\)M 0%0/?0&?”%
% 7

Givt E- .}'}'52£[f\t'n¢ »5f

" NILrL
é\ou'.&mZC\lZ@%};gcq}\.

13/

Ad 7o Rodrua ﬂ%%ﬂ L1 E. Hazelbine St |adrian, (w0/quel2eeq) | /7%
' & .-,/?// VEIrT700.na +
2

Item B - 28 of 438



Petition to City of Ontario

Petition summary and
background

City of Ontario Tentative Parcel Map (File No. PMTT20-002/TT 14811) to subdivide 7.32 acres of land into 92 numbered lots
and 1 adjustment of adjacent lot ad a Development Plan (File No. PDEV20-003) to construct 92 single family dwellings located
at 2862 S. Campus Avenue, within the MDR-18 (Medium Residential-1.1 to 18.0 DUs/AC) zoning district.

Action petitioned for

Schools, creating a higher safety risk for children than already exists.

Traffic: Additional anticipated traffic will be incurred on the streets of Euclid, Walnut, Riverside, Sultana, Monterey, East

Bermuda Dunes and Saint Andrews.

Parking: Overflow from the proposed development may result in additional cars parked on adjacent residential streets.

Fire/Police: Anticipated additional strain on City of Ontario resources.

We, the undersigned, are concerned citizens who oppose this proposed development for, but not limited to, the following
reasons:
The development is not consistent with the current adjacent single-family homes which will affect property values.

Traffic: Estimated 184 (+) additional cars entering and exiting onto Campus Avenue across from Woodcrest/Liberty
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Peti

tion to City of Ontario

Petition summary and
background

City of Ontario Tentative Parcel Map (File No. PMTT20-002/TT 14811) to subdivide 7.32 acres of land into 92 numbered lots
and | adjustment of adjacent lot ad a Development Plan (File No. PDEV20-003) to construct 92 single family dwellings located
at 2862 S. Campus Avenue, within the MDR-18 (Medium Residential-1.1 to 18.0 DUs/AC) zoning district.

Action petitioned for

reasons:

We, the undersigned, are concerned citizens who oppose this proposed development for, but not limited to, the following

e The development is not consistent with the current adjacent single-family homes which will affect property values.

e Traffic: Estimated 184 (+) additional cars entering and exiting onto Campus Avenue across from Woodcrest/Liberty
Schools, creating a higher safety risk for children than already exists.

e  Traffic: Additional anticipated traffic will be incurred on the streets of Euclid, Walnut, Riverside, Sultana, Monterey, East
Bermuda Dunes and Saint Andrews.
Parking: Overflow from the proposed development may result in additional cars parked on adjacent residential streets.
Fire/Police: Anticipated additional strain on City of Ontario resources.
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Petition to City of Ontario

Petition summary and City of Ontario Tentative Parcel Map (File No. PMTT20-002/TT 14811) to subdivide 7.32 acres of land into 92 numbered lots
and 1 adjustment of adjacent lot ad a Development Plan (File No. PDEV20-003) to construct 92 single family dwellings located

background
at 2862 S. Campus Avenue, within the MDR-18 (Medium Residential-1.1 to 18.0 DUs/AC) zoning district.
Action petitioned for We, the undersigned, are concerned citizens who oppose this proposed development for, but not limited to, the following
reasons:
The development is not consistent with the current adjacent single-family homes which will affect property values.
Traffic: Estimated 184 (+) additional cars entering and exiting onto Campus Avenue across from Woodcrest/Liberty
Schools, creating a higher safety risk for children than already exists.
e Traffic: Additional anticipated traffic will be incurred on the streets of Euclid, Walnut, Riverside, Sultana, Monterey, East
Bermuda Dunes and Saint Andrews.
Parking: Overflow from the proposed development may result in additional cars parked on adjacent residential streets.
Fire/Police: Anticipated additional strain on City of Ontario resources.
Printed Name Signature Address Email Address/Phone Number Date
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Petition to City of Ontario

Petition summary and

City of Ontario Tentative Parcel Map (File No. PMTT20-002/TT 14811) to subdivide 7.32 acres of land into 92 numbered lots

background and 1 adjustment of adjacent lot ad a Development Plan (File No. PDEV20-003) to construct 92 single family dwellings located
at 2862 S. Campus Avenue, within the MDR-18 (Medium Residential-1.1 to 18.0 DUs/AC) zoning district.
Action petitioned for We, the undersigned, are concerned citizens who oppose this proposed development for, but not limited to, the following

reasomns:

e The development is not consistent with the current adjacent single-family homes which will affect property values.
e Traffic: Estimated 184 (+) additional cars entering and exiting onto Campus Avenue across from Woodcrest/Liberty
Schools, creating a higher safety risk for children than already exists.
o Traffic: Additional anticipated traffic will be incurred on the streets of Euclid, Walnut, Riverside, Sultana, Monterey, East
Bermuda Dunes and Saint Andrews.
Parking: Overflow from the proposed development may result in additional cars parked on adjacent residential streets.
e Fire/Police: Anticipated additional strain on City of Ontario resources.

Printed Name

Signature

Address

Email Address/Phone Number

Date
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Petition to City of Ontario

Petition summary and City of Ontario Tentative Parcel Map (File No. PMTT20-002/TT 1481 1) to subdivide 7.32 acres of land into 92 numbered lots

background and 1 adjustment of adjacent lot ad a Development Plan (File No. PDEV20-003) to construct 92 single family dwellings located
at 2862 S. Campus Avenue, within the MDR-18 (Medium Residential-1.1 to 18.0 DUs/AC) zoning district.

Action petitioned for We, the undersigned, are concerned citizens who oppose this proposed development for, but not limited to, the following
reasons:

e The development is not consistent with the current adjacent single-family homes which will affect property values.

o Traffic: Estimated 184 (+) additional cars entering and exiting onto Campus Avenue across from Woodcrest/Liberty
Schools, creating a higher safety risk for children than already exists.

e Traffic: Additional anticipated traffic will be incurred on the streets of Euclid, Walnut, Riverside, Sultana, Monterey, East
Bermuda Dunes and Saint Andrews.
Parking: Overflow from the proposed development may result in additional cars parked on adjacent residential streets.
Fire/Police: Anticipated additional strain on City of Ontario resources.

Printed Name Signgture Address Email Address/Phone Number Date
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Petition to City of Ontario

Petition summary and

City of Ontario Tentative Parcel Map (File No. PMTT20-002/TT 14811) to subdivide 7.32 acres of land into 92 numbered lots
and 1 adjustment of adjacent lot ad a Development Plan (File No. PDEV20-003) to construct 92 single family dwellings located

background
at 2862 S. Campus Avenue, within the MDR-18 (Medium Residential-1.1 to 18.0 DUs/AC) zoning district.
Action petitioned for We, the undersigned, are concerned citizens who oppose this proposed development for, but not limited to, the following
reasons:
o  The development is not consistent with the current adjacent single-family homes which will affect property values.
o Traffic: Estimated 184 (+) additional cars entering and exiting onto Campus Avenue across from Woodcrest/Liberty
Schools, creating a higher safety risk for children than already exists.
e Traffic: Additional anticipated traffic will be incurred on the streets of Euclid, Walnut, Riverside, Sultana, Monterey, East
Bermuda Dunes and Saint Andrews.
Parking: Overflow from the proposed development may result in additional cars parked on adjacent residential streets.
Fire/Police: Anticipated additional strain on City of Ontario resources.
Printed Name Signature Address Email Address/Phone Number Date
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Petition to City of Ontario

Petition summary and

City of Ontario Tentative Parcel Map (File No. PMTT20-002/TT 14811) to subdivide 7.32 acres of land into 92 numbered lots

background and 1 adjustment of adjacent lot ad a Development Plan (File No. PDEV20-003) to construct 92 single family dwellings located
at 2862 S. Campus Avenue, within the MDR-18 (Medium Residential-1.1 to 18.0 DUs/AC) zoning district.
Action petitioned for We, the undersigned, are concerned citizens who oppose this proposed development for, but not limited to, the following
reasons:
e The development is not consistent with the current adjacent single-family homes which will affect property values.
o Traffic: Estimated 184 (+) additional cars entering and exiting onto Campus Avenue across from Woodcrest/Liberty
Schools, creating a higher safety risk for children than already exists.
e Traffic: Additional anticipated traffic will be incurred on the streets of Euclid, Walnut, Riverside, Sultana, Monterey, East
Bermuda Dunes and Saint Andrews.
Parking: Overflow from the proposed development may result in additional cars parked on adjacent residential streets.
Fire/Police: Anticipated additional strain on City of Ontario resources.
Printed Name Signature, _ Address Email Address/Phone Number Date
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Petition to City of Ontario

Petition summary and

City of Ontario Tentative Parcel Map (File No. PMTT20-002/TT 14811) to subdivide 7.32 acres of land into 92 numbered lots

background and 1 adjustment of adjacent lot ad a Development Plan (File No. PDEV20-003) to construct 92 single family dwellings located

at 2862 S. Campus Avenue, within the MDR-18 (Medium Residential-1.1 to 18.0 DUs/AC) zoning district.
Action petitioned for We, the undersigned, are concerned citizens who oppose this proposed development for, but not limited to, the following

reasons:

e The development is not consistent with the current adjacent single-family homes which will affect property values.

o Traffic: Estimated 184 (+) additional cars entering and exiting onto Campus Avenue across from Woodcrest/Liberty

Schools, creating a higher safety risk for children than already exists.
o Traffic: Additional anticipated traffic will be incurred on the streets of Euclid, Walnut, Riverside, Sultana, Monterey, East
Bermuda Dunes and Saint Andrews.

o  Parking: Overflow from the proposed development may result in additional cars parked on adjacent residential streets.

e Fire/Police: Anticipated additional strain on City of Ontario resources.
Printed Name Signature Address Email Address/Phone Number Date
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Petition to City of Ontario

Petition summary and City of Ontario Tentative Parcel Map (File No. PMTT20-002/TT 14811) to subdivide 7.32 acres of land into 92 numbered lots

background and 1 adjustment of adjacent lot ad a Development Plan (File No. PDEV20-003) to construct 92 single family dwellings located
at 2862 S. Campus Avenue, within the MDR-18 (Medium Residential-1.1 to 18.0 DUs/AC) zoning district.

Action petitioned for We, the undersigned, are concerned citizens who oppose this proposed development for, but not limited to, the following
reasons:

The development is not consistent with the current adjacent single-family homes which will affect property values.
Traffic: Estimated 184 (+) additional cars entering and exiting onto Campus Avenue across from Woodcrest/Liberty
Schools, creating a higher safety risk for children than already exists.

e Traffic: Additional anticipated traffic will be incurred on the streets of Euclid, Walnut, Riverside, Sultana, Monterey, East
Bermuda Dunes and Saint Andrews.

o  Parking: Overflow from the proposed development may result in additional cars parked on adjacent residential streets.

e Fire/Police: Anticipated additional strain on City of Ontario resources.

Printed Name Signature Address Email Address/Phone Number Date
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Petition to City of Ontario

Petition summary and
background

City of Ontario Tentative Parcel Map (File No. PMTT20-002/TT 1481 1) to subdivide 7.32 acres of land into 92 numbered lots
and 1 adjustment of adjacent lot ad a Development Plan (File No. PDEV20-003) to construct 92 single family dwellings located
at 2862 S. Campus Avenue, within the MDR-18 (Medium Residential-1.1 to 18.0 DUs/AC) zoning district.

Action petitioned for

reasons:

We, the undersigned, are concerned citizens who oppose this proposed development for, but not limited to, the following

The development is not consistent with the current adjacent single-family homes which will affect property values.
Traffic: Estimated 184 (+) additional cars entering and exiting onto Campus Avenue across from Woodcrest/Liberty
Schools, creating a higher safety risk for children than already exists.
e Traffic: Additional anticipated traffic will be incurred on the streets of Euclid, Walnut, Riverside, Sultana, Monterey, East
Bermuda Dunes and Saint Andrews.
Parking: Overflow from the proposed development may result in additional cars parked on adjacent residential streets.
e  Fire/Police: Anticipated additional strain on City of Ontario resources.

Printed Name

Signature,

Address

Email Address/Phone Number
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‘ﬁLllm T(ﬂ'\/\

33] 2 Decfie/ CH

T Bathmit ¢

3 r’ev\f@ vebioo co
2 &

T8 2SHY [ Gradrd  Eor

ﬁ@wﬁn
I/

G- 24

2%/3 S. rIerTEeLSs AV

Yaeho

L&%V%ﬁ%@

3
'ror\ql mee X

2 Yol ) ¢ / VA ’?r
J
S € Deerreld Sf

47&1.4 - omet | g @\Ver! ten.n
| wl

o e

€00 CA OPHIE

CT) eedtlel DA

2 / /}"/ 7 A G 1) '-
LA STRE]E 6 ML G

P

f J{ (?ng_‘

O

~

_daK A/ WA

D5 2s St oA AE

=

ﬁzﬁé

\71‘4{)(!\ T —-—: At

1
'7(:4‘5‘ SU{’{:C,A»'U /‘l\//é‘

Levcrtgs Y., Louy
(\ L“’ U\ e

N

T <0 U

1/ 26/ 4.

16

Item B - 38 of 438



Petition to City of Ontario

Petition summary and

City of Ontario Tentative Parcel Map (File No. PMTT20-002/TT 14811) to subdivide 7.32 acres of land into 92 numbered lots

background and 1 adjustment of adjacent lot ad a Development Plan (File No. PDEV20-003) to construct 92 single family dwellings located
at 2862 S. Campus Avenue, within the MDR-18 (Medium Residential-1.1 to 18.0 DUs/AC) zoning district.
Action petitioned for We, the undersigned, are concerned citizens who oppose this proposed development for, but not limited to, the following

reasons:

e The development is not consistent with the current adjacent single-family homes which will affect property values.
e Traffic: Estimated 184 (+) additional cars entering and exiting onto Campus Avenue across from Woodcrest/Liberty
Schools, creating a higher safety risk for children than already exists.
e Traffic: Additional anticipated traffic will be incurred on the streets of Euclid, Walnut, Riverside, Sultana, Monterey, East
Bermuda Dunes and Saint Andrews.
e  Parking: Overflow from the proposed development may result in additional cars parked on adjacent residential streets.
e Fire/Police: Anticipated additional strain on City of Ontario resources.

Printed Name

Signature

Address

Email Address/Phone Number
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Petition to City of Ontario

Petition summary and
background

City of Ontario Tentative Parcel Map (File No. PMTT20-002/TT 14811) to subdivide 7.32 acres of land into 92 numbered lots
and 1 adjustment of adjacent lot ad a Development Plan (File No. PDEV20-003) to construct 92 single family dwellings located

at 2862 S. Campus Avenue, within the MDR-18 (Medium Residential-1.1 to 18.0 DUs/AC) zoning district.

Action petitioned for

We, the undersigned, are concerned citizens who oppose this proposed development for, but not limited to, the following

reasons:

Schools, creating a higher safety risk for children than already exists.

Bermuda Dunes and Saint Andrews.

Parking: Overflow from the proposed development may result in additional cars parked on adjacent residential streets.

Fire/Police: Anticipated additional strain on City of Ontario resources.

The development is not consistent with the current adjacent single-family homes which will affect property values.
Traffic: Estimated 184 (+) additional cars entering and exiting onto Campus Avenue across from Woodcrest/Liberty

Traffic: Additional anticipated traffic will be incurred on the streets of Euclid, Walnut, Riverside, Sultana, Monterey, East
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Petition to City of Ontario

Petition summary and
background

City of Ontario Tentative Parcel Map (File No. PMTT20-002/TT 14811) to subdivide 7.32 acres of land into 92 numbered lots
and 1 adjustment of adjacent lot ad a Development Plan (File No. PDEV20-003) to construct 92 single family dwellings located

at 2862 S. Campus Avenue, within the MDR-18 (Medium Residential-1.1 to 18.0 DUs/AC) zoning district.

Action petitioned for

We, the undersigned, are concerned citizens who oppose this proposed development for, but not limited to, the following

reasons:

The development is not consistent with the current adjacent single-family homes which will affect property values.
Traffic: Estimated 184 (+) additional cars entering and exiting onto Campus Avenue across from Woodcrest/Liberty

Schools, creating a higher safety risk for children than already exists.

e Traffic: Additional anticipated traffic will be incurred on the streets of Euclid, Walnut, Riverside, Sultana, Monterey, East

Bermuda Dunes and Saint Andrews.

e  Parking: Overflow from the proposed development may result in additional cars parked on adjacent residential streets.

e Fire/Police: Anticipated additional strain on City of Ontario resources.

Printed Name Signature Address Email Address/Phone Number Date
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Petition to City of Ontario

Petition summary and City of Ontario Tentative Parcel Map (File No. PMTT20-002/TT 14811) to subdivide 7.32 acres of land into 92 numbered lots

background and 1 adjustment of adjacent lot ad a Development Plan (File No. PDEV20-003) to construct 92 single family dwellings located
at 2862 S. Campus Avenue, within the MDR-18 (Medium Residential-1.1 to 18.0 DUs/AC) zoning district.

Action petitioned for We, the undersigned, are concerned citizens who oppose this proposed development for, but not limited to, the following
reasons:

The development is not consistent with the current adjacent single-family homes which will affect property values.
Traffic: Estimated 184 (+) additional cars entering and exiting onto Campus Avenue across from Woodcrest/Liberty
Schools, creating a higher safety risk for children than already exists.

e Traffic: Additional anticipated traffic will be incurred on the streets of Euclid, Walnut, Riverside, Sultana, Monterey, East
Bermuda Dunes and Saint Andrews.

o Parking: Overflow from the proposed development may result in additional cars parked on adjacent residential streets.

o Fire/Police: Anticipated additional strain on City of Ontario resources.

Printed Name Signature Address Email Address/Phone Number Date
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Petition to City of Ontario

Petition summary and
background

City of Ontario Tentative Parcel Map (File No. PMTT20-002/TT 14811) to subdivide 7.32 acres of land into 92 numbered lots
and 1 adjustment of adjacent lot ad a Development Plan (File No. PDEV20-003) to construct 92 single family dwellings located
at 2862 S. Campus Avenue, within the MDR-18 (Medium Residential-1.1 to 18.0 DUs/AC) zoning district.

Action petitioned for

reasons:
[ ]

We, the undersigned, are concerned citizens who oppose this proposed development for, but not limited to, the following

The development is not consistent with the current adjacent single-family homes which will affect property values.

Traffic: Estimated 184 (+) additional cars entering and exiting onto Campus Avenue across from Woodcrest/Liberty
Schools, creating a higher safety risk for children than already exists.
Traffic: Additional anticipated traffic will be incurred on the streets of Euclid, Walnut, Riverside, Sultana, Monterey, East
Bermuda Dunes and Saint Andrews.
Parking: Overflow from the proposed development may result in additional cars parked on adjacent residential streets.
Fire/Police: Anticipated additional strain on City of Ontario resources.

Printed Name

Signature

Address

Email Address/Phone Number

Date
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From: Diane Avala

To: "XxTHE Beast TITANxx"

Subject: RE: 92 fam. dwellings on Campus Avenue
Date: Monday, October 5, 2020 11:20:00 AM
Attachments: image001.png

Good Morning,

Thank you for the input on the project. Your comments will be included in the project record. If the
City hosts a community meeting is held to present project or if the project moves forward to public

hearing, you will be notified.

As always if you should have any questions, please feel free to contact me.

DIANE AYALA

Senior Planner

City of Ontario | Planning Department
303 East B Street, Ontario, CA 91764
909.395.2428 direct

dayala@ontarioca.gov

2]

From: xxTHE_Beast_TITANxx <kidtrail@aol.com>
Sent: Wednesday, September 30, 2020 8:52 AM
To: Diane Ayala <DAyala@ontarioca.gov>
Subject: 92 fam. dwellings on Campus Avenue

Dear Mrs. Ayala,

I am writing to express my concern over the proposed project and development plan for building 92 single
family dwellings on a lot that is adjacent to my neighborhood. | feel this is an extremely bad idea! This
whole area is already very very congested with so much traffic. We are sand-whiched between Euclid,

Grove, and Riverside Drives which have already turned into a drive thru for all the big rigs.

This property is also extremely close to the swap-meet which brings in extra traffic on Saturdays.

Sundays, and Tuesdays. It is diagonally across from Wood Crest Middle School which already super
busy in the mornings and after school on regular school days. There is no room for 92 more families in

this area.

We already have a lot of apartments and town-homes. We definitely do not need more houses. More
people only means more crime. | live in the block behind where this project will be built and have already

experience our vehicles being broken into several times these past two years.

What should be built there is something that is going to benefit our community.More houses does not
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benefit us in any way. Please take my concerns into consideration. If you have any questions for me
please call me at (909)215-6468.

Thank you,

Guadalupe Sanchez-Luna
Ontario Resident
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From: Diane Avala

To: Lisabeth Hengehold-Lockie

Subject: RE: 92 homes projected complex build
Date: Thursday, September 24, 2020 10:38:00 AM
Good Morning,

I am following up on our conversation the other day about the proposed project and let you know that your

comments will be included in the project file. As I mentioned, if the City hosts a community meeting to present the

project or the project moves forward to a public hearing, you will be notified.

As always if you should have any questions, please feel free to contact me. Thank you again for your time.

DIANE AYALA

Senior Planner

City of Ontario | Planning Department
303 East B Street, Ontario, CA 91764
909.395.2428 direct
dayala@ontarioca.gov

From: Diane Ayala

Sent: Tuesday, September 22, 2020 3:16 PM

To: Lisabeth Hengehold-Lockie <mom2kids@ymail.com>
Subject: RE: 92 homes projected complex build

Hi Lisabeth,

I tried to call the number below but it says that the number cannot be reached. Can you confirm the number is (909)

635-0560? Or if you have another number where I can reach you?

DIANE AYALA

Senior Planner

City of Ontario | Planning Department
303 East B Street, Ontario, CA 91764
909.395.2428 direct
dayala@ontarioca.gov

From: Lisabeth Hengehold-Lockie <mom2kids@ymail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, September 22, 2020 2:14 PM

To: Diane Ayala <DAyala@ontarioca.gov>

Subject: Re: 92 homes projected complex build

9096350560

Sent from my iPhone
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> On Sep 22, 2020, at 1:56 PM, Diane Ayala <DAyala@ontarioca.gov> wrote:
>

> Thank you for your response. Do you have a number that I can call you on to discuss the application, project and
process?

>

>

>DIANE AYALA

> Senior Planner

> City of Ontario | Planning Department

> 303 East B Street, Ontario, CA 91764

>909.395.2428 direct

> dayala@ontarioca.gov

>

>

>

>

> From: Lisabeth Hengehold-Lockie <mom2kids@ymail.com>
> Sent: Tuesday, September 22, 2020 1:52 PM
> To: Diane Ayala <DAyala@ontarioca.gov>

> Subject: 92 homes projected complex build
>

>
> Hi,

> Just wanted to let you know myself and my family do not want homes built behind us on the 7 acres of farm land.
The pamphlet you sent out with the proposed drawing looks like it’s already a done deal and the land has been sold
to build these mini homes. We like the open view and the homes projected to be built do not match up to the
existing homes already surrounding the land. This will bring down our homes value. A neighbor down the street
just bought the house because there was no houses behind them.

>

> Please do not let this deal go through

>

> Thank you

> Lisabeth Hengehold

>

> Sent from my iPhone
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From: Diane Avala

To: "Emmanuel Medina"

Subject: RE: 2862 S. Campus Ave

Date: Tuesday, October 6, 2020 10:07:00 AM
Good Morning,

The City has received development plan and tentative tract map applications for the proposed development. The
project is currently under review. We will mostly likely host a community meeting to share the project in more
detail and receive additional comments within the next few weeks. If you received a mail notice informing you of
the applications, you will also receive a notice for the community meeting. The Planning Commission is the
approving body for the project. You will receive a mail notice when, and if, the Planning Commission holds a

public hearing to review and make a decision on the project.

DIANE AYALA

Senior Planner

City of Ontario | Planning Department
303 East B Street, Ontario, CA 91764
909.395.2428 direct
dayala@ontarioca.gov

From: Emmanuel Medina <cplmedina@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, October 6, 2020 9:57 AM

To: Diane Ayala <DAyala@ontarioca.gov>

Subject: Re: 2862 S. Campus Ave

I never received a reply to my email.

Sent from my iPhone

> On Sep 29, 2020, at 12:26 PM, Emmanuel Medina <cplmedina@gmail.com> wrote:

>
>

> Good morning. I received a notice for the proposed project for the single family homes across the street in the

back of my house. When will construction begin, or is this something that still needs to be approved?

>
> Emmanuel Medina
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From: Diane Avala

To: John

Subject: RE: Concerns on Development Plan (File No. PDEV20-003)
Date: Monday, September 28, 2020 8:22:00 AM

Attachments: image001.png

Mr. Tran,

Thank you for providing comments. City Traffic Engineering is currently reviewing potential impacts
to traffic as a result of the project. Your comments will be included in the project record. You will
be notified if the City hosts a community meeting to share project in more detail or if the project
moves forward to a public hearing.

Regards,

DIANE AYALA

Senior Planner

City of Ontario | Planning Department
303 East B Street, Ontario, CA 91764
909.395.2428 direct

dayala@ontarioca.gov

L]

From: John <cyberjohnl1l@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, September 24, 2020 5:42 PM

To: Diane Ayala <DAyala@ontarioca.gov>

Subject: Concerns on Development Plan (File No. PDEV20-003)

Hello Diane,

I'm writing to express our opposition on the proposed dense development (File No. PDEV20-003) on
an empty lot at Campus Ave., right across Liberty Elementary and Woodcrest junior high. What are
some of the options we can express our oppositions?
Some of the concerns are:

e  Will create heavy traffic near the schools where children cross the street every day.

o Will create overflow street parking near schools.

e The dense development does not fit the neighborhood.

e  May generate high crimes in the neighborhood.
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e  Home values will go down

John Tran
Cross street at Deerfield St and Sultana Ave.
Ontario, CA91761
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From: Diane Avala

To: Jacqueline Mendez

Subject: RE: Home Project on Campus and Riverside Dr.
Date: Thursday, September 24, 2020 10:42:00 AM
Attachments: image001.png

Good Morning,

I am following up on our conversation the other day about the proposed project and let you know
that your comments will be included in the project file. As | mentioned, if the City hosts a
community meeting to present the project or the project moves forward to a public hearing, you will
be notified.

As always if you should have any questions, please feel free to contact me. Thank you again for your
time.

DIANE AYALA

Senior Planner

City of Ontario | Planning Department
303 East B Street, Ontario, CA 91764
909.395.2428 direct
dayala@eontarioca.gov

|;

From: Diane Ayala

Sent: Tuesday, September 22, 2020 2:04 PM

To: Jacqueline Mendez <Jmendez1026@hotmail.com>
Subject: RE: Home Project on Campus and Riverside Dr.

Ms. Mendez,

Thank you for your response. Do you have a number that | can call you on to discuss project and
processing?

DIANE AYALA

Senior Planner

City of Ontario | Planning Department
303 East B Street, Ontario, CA 91764
909.395.2428 direct
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dayala(@ontarioca.gov

L]

From: Jacqueline Mendez <Jmendez1026@hotmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, September 22, 2020 2:01 PM

To: Diane Ayala <DAyala@ontarioca.gov>

Subject: Home Project on Campus and Riverside Dr.

To whom it may concern,

My husband and | recently moved to one of the homes behind the lot on Campus and
Riverside Dr. in Ontario. Our number one reason for purchasing this home was the empty lot
behind us.

Today | have been made aware through social media that there are plans waiting to be
approved to build homes on this empty lot. We purchased the home on July 10th but moved
on August 10th. We didn't receive any type of notification during this time. There are major
red flags with the proposed plan, the homes are not consistent with our home size and lots in
our area. This will impact the housing value that we have been working so hard to maintain
and to help grow.

Throughout the years | have seen home communities continuously grow with the minimum
requirements to squeeze as many homes as possible on any given lot.

Traffic will increase in a school zone where kids normally cross the streets. These homes will
bring more children to nearby schools that are not equipped with enough classrooms. | work
at a CVUSD school where we no longer have a computer lab, speech, intervention or RSP
classrooms due to overcrowding.

| hope you take this into consideration and decline the housing plans.

Sincerely,
Jacqueline Torres
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From: Tonie Aguirre

To: Diane Ayala

Subject: Re: New development across this Woodcrest Middle School
Date: Thursday, September 24, 2020 9:45:29 PM

Hello Ms Ayala,

Thank you for your prompt response.

The information about the possible new development was posted on the Next-door app. We don’t live within 300 ft
of the parcel in question. However, I do drive up and down Campus and Walnut Ave. Also I have two nieces who
live with me who attend Liberty and Woodcrest schools.

I understand they are on internet schooling at the moment, but eventually they will be attending on site and [ am
concern about the added traffic.

Thank you for your time.

Tonie Aguirre
909-238-4826

Sent from my iPhone

> On Sep 24, 2020, at 10:29 AM, Diane Ayala <DAyala@ontarioca.gov> wrote:

>

> Mr. Aguirre,

>

> Thank you for providing comments. Your comments will be included in the project record. You will be notified
if the City hosts a community meeting to share project in more detail or if the project moves forward to a public
hearing.

>

> How did you receive notification of this project? Was it mailed to your property?

>

>

>DIANE AYALA

> Senior Planner

> City of Ontario | Planning Department

> 303 East B Street, Ontario, CA 91764

>909.395.2428 direct

> dayala@ontarioca.gov
>

> From: Tonie Aguirre <taguirre48@gmail.com>

> Sent: Wednesday, September 23, 2020 11:34 PM

> To: Diane Ayala <DAyala@ontarioca.gov>

> Subject: New development across this Woodcrest Middle School

>

> [ am against the very dense development proposed at the above mentioned location.
> The traffic at the intersection of Walnut and Campus has grown so much in the 33 years I have lived in this
neighborhood.

> Please consider the children’s safety.

>

> Thank you for your time.

>

>

> Tonie Aguirre

>909-238-4826
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>
>

> Sent from my iPhone
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From: Diane Avala

To: Scott Baruth

Subject: RE: New housing project

Date: Monday, September 28, 2020 8:21:00 AM
Mr. Baruth,

Thank you for providing comments. City Traffic Engineering is currently reviewing potential impacts to traffic as a
result of the project. Your comments will be included in the project record. You will be notified if the City hosts a
community meeting to share project in more detail or if the project moves forward to a public hearing.

Regards,

DIANE AYALA

Senior Planner

City of Ontario | Planning Department
303 East B Street, Ontario, CA 91764
909.395.2428 direct
dayala@ontarioca.gov

From: Scott Baruth <sbbaruth@frontier.com>
Sent: Friday, September 25, 2020 10:33 AM
To: Diane Ayala <DAyala@ontarioca.gov>
Subject: New housing project

Hello Ms. Ayala- My name is Scott and contacting you in regards to the proposed housing project to be built on
Campus between Riverside and Walnut St. across from Woodcrest School. While I don’t have a problem with
building homes on the lot, my concern is the amount of homes being squeezed into a lot that size and that close to
the school. I think it will be traffic nightmare. Since these homes will basically have no backyard (like the rest of the
homes in the neighborhood), we will loose any kind of privacy. I understand that the builder wants to make as much
money as possible with these homes, but shouldn’t they fit into the neighborhood and not create so much congestion
in front of a school. Thank you for reading this and considering the points I’ve brought up. Scott.

Sent from my iPhone
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From: Diane Avala

To: Torres, Ryan

Subject: RE: Ontario proposed new house construction concerns
Date: Wednesday, September 23, 2020 4:11:00 PM
Attachments: image001.png

Good Afternoon,

Thank you for your comments. We are considering hosting a community meeting to share the
proposed project. If we do, you will be notified by mail or email. If we do not host a meeting and
the project moves forward to public hearing, you will receive a notice. If a public hearing is held,
your comments will be presented to the Planning Commission and recorded as part of the project
record/file.

Regards,

DIANE AYALA

Senior Planner

City of Ontario | Planning Department
303 East B Street, Ontario, CA 91764
909.395.2428 direct

dayala@ontarioca.gov

2]

From: Torres, Ryan <rytorres@sbcsd.org>

Sent: Wednesday, September 23, 2020 12:06 PM

To: Diane Ayala <DAyala@ontarioca.gov>

Subject: Ontario proposed new house construction concerns

Good morning Miss Ayala,

My name is Ryan Torres I am an Army Veteran, San Bernardino County Sheriff's
Deputy and a resident that lives off E Saint Andrews St. I am reaching out to you regarding
the 92 homes that are proposed to be built on the 7-acre lot on Campus across from Woodcrest
School.

I am concerned about the quality of the environment for current residents and my
family. Many of the residences bought their homes and enjoy the fact they do not have any
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neighbors behind their homes. If homes were built it would causes loss of enjoyment for the
current residence. It would also cause interference within the neighborhood. There would be
an increase of cars, people, and the heighten chance of crime. We already had the issue of
vehicle theft, vehicle burglaries and residential burglaries. When you add more people, this
becomes a bigger issue. According to data that was released from the FBI in September 2019
our city has a D crime rating.

I saw the proposed plans and the new houses look small; they are not nearly the same
size as the existing houses in the area. I am concerned that the new homes can negatively
affect property value. To your knowledge would there be an increase in property taxes?

I 'am also concerned about the harmful material used that causes discomfort to
residence. According to the Environmental Protection Agency the construction of a new
homes can play a major role in the buildup and accumulation of chemicals in the air of the
environment. There are high amounts of chemicals and building materials that are used in new
construction. The building materials that are used such as plastics, adhesives and glues,
polyurethane spray foam, and even paint fumes can all release chemical compounds into the
air that will work together to significantly compromise the air quality. When the air quality is
tainted it will affect the health of the current residence. These elevated levels of chemical
pollutants also travel indoor and disturb indoor air quality.

Very Respectfully,

Deputy R. Torres
West Valley Detention Center

San Bernardino County Sheriff's Department

rytorres(@sbcesd.org

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This communication contains legally privileged and confidential
information sent solely for the use of the intended recipient. Any use, review, disclosure,
reproduction, distribution, copying of, or reliance on, this communication and any attachment is
strictly prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient of this communication you are not
authorized to use it in any manner, except to immediately destroy it and notify the sender.
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From: Diane Avala

To: Denis & Valerie Mitchell

Subject: RE: PROPOSED PROJECT AT 2862 S. CAMPUS AVENUE
Date: Thursday, September 24, 2020 10:34:00 AM
Attachments: image001.png

Good Morning,

| wanted to follow up on our brief conversation about the project application and let you know that
your comments will be included in the project record. If the City hosts a community meeting is held

to present project or if the project moves forward to public hearing, you will be notified.

As always if you should have any questions, please feel free to contact me.

DIANE AYALA

Senior Planner

City of Ontario | Planning Department
303 East B Street, Ontario, CA 91764
909.395.2428 direct

dayala@ontarioca.gov

From: Diane Ayala <DAyala@ontarioca.gov>

Sent: Tuesday, September 22, 2020 3:26 PM

To: Denis & Valerie Mitchell <dvmitchell2000@aol.com>
Subject: Re: PROPOSED PROJECT AT 2862 S. CAMPUS AVENUE

It will be from an unlisted number.

From: Denis & Valerie Mitchell <dvmitchell2000@aol.com>
Sent: Tuesday, September 22, 2020 3:25 PM

To: Diane Ayala <DAyala@ontarioca.gov>

Subject: Fwd: PROPOSED PROJECT AT 2862 S. CAMPUS AVENUE

Awaiting your call.

From: Denis & Valerie Mitchell <dvmitchell2000@aol.com>

To: DAyala@ontarioca.gov <DAyala@ontarioca.gov>

Sent: Tue, Sep 22, 2020 3:23 pm

Subject: Re: PROPOSED PROJECT AT 2862 S. CAMPUS AVENUE
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Sure.

From: Diane Ayala <DAyala@ontarioca.gov>

To: Denis & Valerie Mitchell <dvmitchell2000@aol.com>

Sent: Tue, Sep 22, 2020 3:21 pm

Subject: RE: PROPOSED PROJECT AT 2862 S. CAMPUS AVENUE

I can call you back now if that is good for you.

From: Denis & Valerie Mitchell <dvmitchell2000@aol.com>

Sent: Tuesday, September 22, 2020 3:21 PM

To: Diane Ayala <DAyala@ontarioca.gov>

Subject: Re: PROPOSED PROJECT AT 2862 S. CAMPUS AVENUE

Per request,

Denis & Valerie Mitchell
(909)984-4199

From: Diane Ayala <DAyala@ontarioca.gov>

To: Denis & Valerie Mitchell <dvmitchell2000@aol.com>

Sent: Tue, Sep 22, 2020 3:17 pm

Subject: RE: PROPOSED PROJECT AT 2862 S. CAMPUS AVENUE

Good Afternoon,

Thank you for your response. Do you have a phone number where | can contact you to discuss project
and processing?

DIANE AYALA

Senior Planner

City of Ontario | Planning Department
303 East B Street, Ontario, CA 91764
909.395.2428 direct

dayala@ontarioca.gov

From: Denis & Valerie Mitchell <dvmitchell2000@aol.com>
Sent: Tuesday, September 22, 2020 2:44 PM

To: Diane Ayala <DAyala@ontarioca.gov>

Subject: PROPOSED PROJECT AT 2862 S. CAMPUS AVENUE
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Dear Diane Ayala,
We are AGAINST APPROVAL of the proposed project located at 2862 S. Campus Avenue.

The proposed 92 homes are not consistent with the home sizes and lots in our area. If this project is
allowed to move forward, it will negatively impact the home values and traffic in our area. Also, notification
has not been provided to all those who will be impacted by this proposed project by only sending
notification to residents within "300 feet" of the project site.

Regards,

Denis & Valerie Mitchell
630 E. Hazeltine Street
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From: louie louie50@yahoo.com

To: Diane Ayala

Subject: Re: Proposed subdivision Campus

Date: Tuesday, September 29, 2020 4:22:11 PM
Attachments: image001.png

Ok Thankyou that’s really good to know. Thanks for getting back to me. Louise Lennon
On Tuesday, September 29, 2020, 01:14:47 PM PDT, Diane Ayala <dayala@ontarioca.gov> wrote:

Good Afternoon,

Feel free to submit to the Planning Department at City Hall in person or by email. | am accepting
comments through the end of the week.

DIANE AYALA

Senior Planner

City of Ontario | Planning Department
303 East B Street, Ontario, CA 91764

909.395.2428 direct

dayala@ontarioca.gov

From: louie_louie50@yahoo.com <louie_louie50@yahoo.com>
Sent: Tuesday, September 29, 2020 9:57 AM

To: Diane Ayala <DAyala@ontarioca.gov>

Subject: Re: Proposed subdivision Campus

Hi Diane
| just left you a voicemail and thought I'd follow it up with an email.
| have physical signatures on a petition that residents have put together. It is my understanding that you
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require them by tomorrow by 5:00 pm.
Where and when will | be able to hand deliver them to you

Please let me know by telephone 417 773 0378 or respond to this email.
Thankyou
Louise

On Thursday, September 24, 2020, 10:56:08 AM PDT, Diane Ayala <dayala@ontarioca.gov> wrote:

Good Morning,

There is no request to change zoning designation of property to facilitate development of the
proposed project. If the City hosts a community meeting to present the project or if the project
moves forward to public hearing, you will be notified. Your email with comments will be included in
the project record and shared with the approving authority.

Thank you for your time.
Regards,

DIANE AYALA

Senior Planner

City of Ontario | Planning Department
303 East B Street, Ontario, CA 91764
909.395.2428 direct

dayala@ontarioca.gov

From: louie_louie50@yahoo.com <louie_louie50@yahoo.com>
Sent: Tuesday, September 22, 2020 2:17 PM

To: Diane Ayala <DAyala@ontarioca.gov>
Subject: Proposed subdivision Campus

Thank you for your call however | do not answer “no name” caller Id calls so therefore | missed
speaking in person. | would like to know if the zoning has changed to accommodate this proposal.
Also | would like a copy of the proposal.

| would like to petition to change this proposal and would like to know what you need from my
neighbors in order to facilitate it.

Thank you.

Louise Lennon
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From: Diane Avala

To: "Angela Miramontes"

Subject: RE: Tentative Parcel Map (File No. PMTT20-002/TT14811)
Date: Friday, October 2, 2020 11:35:00 AM

Attachments: image001.png

Hi Angela,

Thank you for your comments. Please follow links below to learn about Ontario’s participation in
fostering a sustainable community. | think that you will find the TOP Policy Plan and TOP EIR most
informative. Topics such as climate change and the Climate Action Plan (CAP), air quality and biology
are all addressed in the EIR. The City is currently undergoing a state mandated update of the plan.
You may be interested in participating in this process. Please check the City’s Planning Department
website over the next few months for more information on this project.

Additionally, you may be interested in the Santa Ana Mill Creek Wetlands located at the Prado Basin
near Prado Dam. This area was a multi-jurisdictional (San Bernardino, Orange, and Riverside
Counties) regional watershed water quality management project via stormwater wetlands
treatment. Additionally, the completed project provides regional environmental and recreational
benefits, restores habitats, and protects ecological resources. The City was a key participant in this
project. | provided a link is to Orange County Water District which highlights the habitat restoration.

Orange County Water District- Wetlands
https://www.ocwd.com/what-we-do/environmental-stewardship/prado-constructed-wetlands/

California Green Building Standards
https://www.dgs.ca.gov/BSC/Resources/Page-Content/Building-Standards-Commission-Resources-

List-Folder/CALGreen

The Ontario Plan (TOP)
http://www.ontarioplan.or

The Ontario Plan Policy Plan (General Plan)
http://www.ontarioplan.org/policy-plan/

TOP Environmental Impact Report
http://www.ontarioplan.org/environmental-impact-report

Ontario Landscape Planning
https://www.ontarioca.gov/Planning/Landscape

Ontario Municipal Utilities Company
https://www.ontarioca.gov/OntarioWaterWise

If you should have any additional questions, please feel free to contact me.
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DIANE AYALA

Senior Planner

City of Ontario | Planning Department
303 East B Street, Ontario, CA 91764
909.395.2428 direct

dayala(@ontarioca.gov

2]

From: Angela Miramontes <amira3857@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, September 30, 2020 12:59 PM

To: Diane Ayala <DAyala@ontarioca.gov>

Subject: Tentative Parcel Map (File No. PMTT20-002/TT14811)

Hello,

| would like to know what the City of Ontario is doing to require new developers to create green
homes and green spaces within each complex? We are displacing native life left and right with new
housing complexes and warehouses. Developers should be required to plant only native habitats in
each community to off-set carbon emissions and help support the local flora and fauna. Does

Ontario share this same green vision in the face of climate change? | am not seeing it.

Thank you for your time,

Angela Miramontes
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From: Diane Avala

To: Zahira Neemuchwala

Subject: RE: Tentative Parcel Map file PMTT20-002 / TT 14811
Date: Thursday, September 24, 2020 2:57:00 PM
Attachments: image001.png

Good Afternoon,

Thank you for submitting your concerns. The City’s traffic engineering is currently reviewing
potential traffic impacts as a result of the project. The zoning designation is currently MDR-18 ( 11.1
to 18 du/ac) and no change has been requested by the property owner to change the zoning
designation. Please note that the property south and southwest of project site are zoned MDR-18
and are developed with attached multiple family dwelling units. The current zoning on the property
allows up to 132 attached multiple family units and requires a minimum of 82 units. The application
received is for 92 (12.5 du/ac) detached single family homes. There are adequate utilities to serve
the proposed 92 units.

Please note that your comments will be included in the project record. If the City hosts a community
meeting to share the proposed project or if the project moves forward to public hearing, you will be
notified.

Thank you again for time and input.
Regards,

DIANE AYALA

Senior Planner

City of Ontario | Planning Department
303 East B Street, Ontario, CA 91764
909.395.2428 direct

dayala@ontarioca.gov

L]

From: Zahira Neemuchwala <zneemuchwala@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, September 24, 2020 2:38 PM

To: Diane Ayala <DAyala@ontarioca.gov>

Subject: Tentative Parcel Map file PMTT20-002 / TT 14811

Hello Ms. Diane,

| received notification of the proposal to build 92 lots on a said 7.32 acres that is within 300
ft of my residence located at 2862 South Campus Avenue.

| have a few concerns that | would like to bring to your attention.
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e The sheer number of lots will drive increased traffic to Campus Avenue and St.
Andrews Street changing our existing neighborhood and the increased noise pollution
will reduce our living standards. We have a crosswalk from St. Andrews to
Woodcrest Junior High School and the existing traffic on Campus Drive does not stop
nor do they slow down when pedestrians and specifically children are crossing the
street. | strongly recommend we install speed bumps on Campus to slow down traffic
for increased safety for the local residents. | put in this request through the Clty of
Ontario site but received no response.

¢ Also, we recognize the need for housing but demand this 7.32 acre lot be changed to
a zone density of 7 lots per acre in accordance with the other parcels in the
surrounding area. We do not want our properties to reduce in value because of this
new construction.

¢ Will this construction be on the same electrical grid lines as our neighborhood? We
do not want our lines to be overburdened and result in electrical outages or rolling
blackouts in order for us to be forced to conserve energy.

| sincerely hope you will consider the above as you continue the planning stages of this
proposal taking full consideration of the local residents that have been here for over 25
years.

Thank you,
Zahira Neemuchwala
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CITY OF A
SNTARIO COMMUNITY MEETING NOTICE

Please join the City of Ontario Planning Department for an in-person gg
Community Meeting to present a proposed development project %
located at 2862 South Campus Avenue and to receive comments
and answer questions. This notice has been mailed to you because |
your property is located near the project site and/or because you
have requested this nofification.

MEETING PRESENTATION DATE AND TIME:

Location: Ontario Police Department, Community Room
2500 South Archibald Avenue, Ontario, CA 91761

Date: Wednesday, October 21, 2020

Time: 6:00 PM-7:30 PM
Check-in starts at 5:45 PM

In an effort o prevent and reduce the spread of COVID-19, attendants will 3
be screened with temperature checks are required to wear masks at all times.  § A <

S RIVERSID e

PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND SITE PLAN

The City of Ontario has received applications requesting a Tentative Parcel Map (File No. PMTT20-002 / TT
20335) to subdivide 7.32 acres of land into one numbered lot for condominium purposes and a Development
Plan (File No. PDEV20-003) to construct 92 detached single-family dwellings located at 2862 S. Campus
Avenue, within the MDR-18 (Medium Residential- 11.1 to 18.0 DUs/AC) zoning district. Included is a map
showing the project’s location (above) and proposed site plan (below).

CEAREFT

y

L -] cIrY conTACT:

Diane Ayala,
Senior Planner

x| Phone: (909) 395-2428

E-mail:
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COMMUNITY MEETING SIGN-IN SHEET

PMTT20-002 AND PDEV20-003
OCTOBER 21, 2020
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COMMUNITY MEETING SIGN-IN SHEET

PMTT20-002 AND PDEV20-003
OCTOBER 21, 2020
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PMTT20-002 AND PDEV20-003

OcCTOBER 21, 2020
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From: Diane Avala

To: Charles Thomas

Subject: RE: Community Meeting File# PMTT20-002/TT20335 92 Homes Project
Date: Monday, October 26, 2020 10:23:00 AM

Attachments: image001.png

Good Morning,

Thank you for attending and providing additional comments/suggestions. Traffic Engineering is in
receipt of your proposal. It is most likely that they will identify segments along Campus Ave that can
accommodate street parking. We are requiring the ultimate ROW be developed with parkway and
sidewalk along the project frontage (west side of Campus Ave.). But where we cannot obtain the
ultimate ROW is on the lot south of the project where there is an existing single family residence
that will remain. The developer will install an interim ROW that will not provide enough space for
parking and 2 lanes. The ultimate ROW will be developed when and if that lot gets developed in the
future.

I'll keep you posted on this discussion.

DIANE AYALA

Senior Planner

City of Ontario | Planning Department
303 East B Street, Ontario, CA 91764
909.395.2428 direct

dayala(@ontarioca.gov

|'

From: Charles Thomas <oohno50@yahoo.com>

Sent: Friday, October 23, 2020 5:18 PM

To: Diane Ayala <DAyala@ontarioca.gov>

Subject: Community Meeting File#f PMTT20-002/TT20335 92 Homes Project

Hello Diane,

Diane first I would like to say I pray that you and family are
well. Diane great job at the meeting held at the Ontario
Police station community room. Diane I was in attendances for
this meeting. I was probably the only African American male
that attended the meeting. I was dressed in all black seated
to the front left from you facing the audience.
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Diane a little about me. I reside at 564 E Hazeltine Ave. I
am a retired LAPD Senior Lead Officer, I served 30 years prior
to retiring in 2017. My position I serviced the community
solely and I was in charged of a section of my division. I
believe with Ontario PD they refer to their officers that
solely connect with the community "community officer". For
LAPD Senior Lead Officers worked directly for the captains of
their division.

The reason for my e-mail: In the meeting parking was the main
concerns for the folks in the immediate area. Diane I use to
sit on a board of traffic engineers (DOT), city council members
and community members concerning the Miracle Miles area
(Fairfax/San Vicente Bl). The topics were traffic congestion
and parking. I used to direct traffic as a non sworn traffic
officer for the City of Inglewood PD (Forum/Racetrack) prior to
the new football stadium.

Here is my proposal, provide street parking on both sides of
the street (Campus) currently there is only parking on the
eastside of Campus. At the meeting it was said that the
developers were going to widen the eastside of Campus making it
a two lanes in a north direction. I proposal the developers
widen the street as much as possible on both sides. Therefore
making a two lanes north and south with a sidewalk on the
westside of Campus. It is probably a city ordinance to maintain
a middle lane (in yellow) for emergency vehicles, in addition
this lane can be use for left turners into the entrance of the
homes. I believe creating a service road like what's in front
of Liberty Elementary school would be great. The service road
in front of the housing project would provide addition parking
for visitors and better safety for people entering or exiting
their vehicles. To prevent cars (Abandon)and 18 wheelers from
parking in front of the the homes on the westside over night,
post a "No overnight parking” signs to prevent overnight
parking from occurring.

Diane the reality of people moving in they will have families,
visitors and special events which is all to real. So instead
of restricting parking on the streets, treat it as an overflow
for the residents at that location.

Attached are some diagrams to help you visualize my proposal.
I am willing to meet with you and developers at the site or
office to go over my proposal. If you are uncomfortable with
meeting (Covid-19)calling me is fine. I believe this proposal
will work well with the project and community.

Side note: As I aged I forget even more....now what was I

saying, oh question, I didn't think to ask at the meeting the
homes will they come fiber optical and solar panel equipped *?
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Charles Thomas

564 E Hazeltine Street
Ontario Ca 91761

Cell: (213) 248-6429
(909) 988-1100
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From: Diane Avala

To: Louise Lennon

Subject: RE: Community meeting Issues 10/21/20
Date: Monday, October 26, 2020 11:28:00 AM
Attachments: image001.png

Hi Louise,

Please see responses in blue below. As mentioned previously, your comments will be included in the
project record. When the project moves forward to the Planning Commission for the decision, they
will receive all community comments for their consideration.

DIANE AYALA

Senior Planner

City of Ontario | Planning Department
303 East B Street, Ontario, CA 91764
909.395.2428 direct

dayala@ontarioca.gov

From: Louise Lennon <louie_louie50@yahoo.com>
Sent: Thursday, October 22, 2020 4:21 PM

To: Diane Ayala <DAyala@ontarioca.gov>

Cc: Planning Director <planningdirector@ontarioca.gov>
Subject: Community meeting Issues 10/21/20

Thank you for conducting the community meeting last night relative to the Campus Development in
our neighborhood. The presentation of the proposed single family houses in the HOA leads me to
believe that the housing being built will be more acceptable than that of an apartment or townhouse
complex adjacent to our homes.

| still believe that communication is the key to good community involvement even though it was
indicated that it is difficult to know where to draw the line for those that need to know. This needs
to be addressed. 300 feet away from the proposed development is not sufficient. As previously
discussed, the notices for community meeting went beyond the 300 ft radius of project site and
included 180 mail notices. As you requested, those that signed the petition will be included in the
mailing list for notice of public hearing. Additionally, notice of public hearings are in the Daily
Buellton and are posted on the City’s website.

| do still have some concerns associated with statements for solutions that were not clear as to
whether they would be completed and/or addressed.
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School crossing from St Andrews Pl to Woodcrest Jr. High/Liberty elementary:

Police patrolling during school hours on Campus Avenue would be accommodated only as
requested. Since that is not a viable solution to the ‘speeders’ on Campus Avenue it is not a
consideration. Police officers will rotate patrol at all public schools within the City during peak drop
off and pick up times as needed. Ontario Police officers- traffic division has received this comment.

Currently, a crossing guard is available for elementary school children during their schedule,
but not for the Jr High students. Apparently, there is a request for this consideration, however as of
last night the request for Jr High students crossing guard was not yet approved. Correct. It is at the
discretion of the school district, but the City is working them to expand services to include the Junior
high school.

Four traffic studies were referred to relative to the traffic on Campus Avenue. However,
when questioned as to the dates of these studies, the one that was provided was in June of 2020(?).
That timeframe + 25% added, may not adequately depict the true nature of the traffic. June is
historically slower than normal since school is out on vacation and if the study was conducted in
June of 2020, then it was during (stay at home) during Covid19. Traffic studies also considered traffic
counts that were collected in September 2019 (pre-COVID19).

Lights in the crosswalk and some kind of overhead (something) was proposed but not sure
what that was or whether that would assist in the difficulty in crossing the street. Pedestrian
enhancements such as in-roadway lights and/or an overhead beacon light system are being
considered as a condition of approval to the project. A suggestion was that a traffic light
should be there across from the school, even though there might be one installed in the future at
Walnut and Campus. Traffic signal light at St. Andrews St and Campus Avenue is not warranted
based on the traffic study. As such, the City cannot require the developer/applicant to install one as
part of their project.

HOA

| had asked whether the HOA in the development would provide a dog park and the answer
was no. | guess the question should have been are they going to allow dogs and would they provide
them with an area to relieve themselves? If they do allow dogs, and no area for them, then | would
suggest that be added to the development. The reason being, that the closest walk to take their
animal for a walk is through our neighborhood. The Kimball Park is really part of the school and is
off-limits during school hours. In addition, the Centennial Park on the corner of Riverside and
Campus is about 3 blocks away. The City does require recreational amenities on site for residential
developments but does not specify dog parks.

Parking:

27 visitor spaces and no overnight in this spaces in the development will result in overflow
parking in the adjacent neighborhood since no parking on Campus.. This is still a concern and no
viable solution was provided. Suggestion was for resident permits however that was explained as for
residents near commercial business and not for neighborhoods. Still an outstanding issue. Traffic
Engineering is studying the possibility of allowing parking on Campus Ave where is can be
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accommodated. Please note that the Project meets the minimum requirement for on-site parking.
Increased traffic through the neighborhood:

Several people from all areas of our neighborhood have expressed concern associated with
speeders and traffic throughout our streets. This is an existing conditions that has been shared to
the Ontario Police Dept- traffic division.

St Andrews Place , Monterey at Walnut, Bermuda Dunes to St Andrews all have fast traffic
for those that wish to circumvent the congestion of the Campus/Walnut and the Riverside/Campus
intersections. Sultana is utilized to St Andrews to Campus and is a constant stream on cars
sometimes speeding. The addition of 200 more cars will only add to the residential nightmare.
Some residents have indicated that they would love to have ‘speed bumps’ on St Andres Pl in order
to alleviate the racing in from of their homes. Understood and noted the existing condition. Speed
bumps are typically used in parking lots where speeds are limited to 10 mph. Independent of the
project, Traffic Engineering is studying the area to determine if other traffic calming measures can
be taken.

These are outstanding issues from the Community Meeting for me, hopefully you can
provide solutions.

Louise Lennon
417-773-0378

606 E Hazeltine St
Ontario, CA. 91761
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From: Diane Avala

To: Cynthia Lopez
Subject: RE: PMTT20-002 / TT20335
Date: Monday, October 26, 2020 10:06:00 AM
Attachments: ~WRDO000.ipag
image002.png
image001.jpg
Hi Cynthia,

Thank you for proving comments. Your comments will be included in the project record and
presented to the project’s Approving Authority (Planning Commission) for consideration of their
decision. The application was submitted in February 2020.

The project site is located within the MDR 18 zoning district. Development of the site requires a
minimum of 82 dwelling units and a maximum 132 dwelling units. These units can be attached,
detached, for sale, or for rent. The project is proposing 92 detached dwelling units (for sale). This
falls into the lower end of the allowable density range. The project meets all of the required
standards per the Ontario Development Code including on-site parking. Grounds for denial of project
would be difficult to demonstrate.

The HOA will include the inspection schedule in the CC &Rs. HOAs typically perform 1 to 2
inspections a year but can inspect as often as needed. The reality is that if parking is a problem and
garages are not being used for parking, then the homeowners within the project will be the first to
be impacted. As such, HOAs are active and are required to implement the CC&Rs. It is not
uncommon for the City to work along with HOAs to resolve issues that may arise. The HOA will be
responsible for the parking and trash management plans on-site.

The home builder/applicant stated that their product is more marketable to first time buyers or
people looking to downsize. This was a comment based on their experience only.

DIANE AYALA

Senior Planner

City of Ontario | Planning Department
303 East B Street, Ontario, CA 91764
909.395.2428 direct

dayala@ontarioca.gov

L]

From: Cynthia Lopez <dodgerette2006@yahoo.com>
Sent: Friday, October 23, 2020 12:06 PM

To: Diane Ayala <DAyala@ontarioca.gov>

Subject: PMTT20-002 / TT20335
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Good afternoon,

In regards to my previous comment regarding the plan for new development (PMTT20-002 / TT20335), |
also wanted to bring up the noise this will create during work and school hours. With many families
working from home and with the kids learning at home during the pandemic, this is a huge concern and
distraction. | believe | read the construction would be 12-18 months. When would the development begin?

Thank you,
Cindy Leyva

----- Forwarded Message -----

From: SeamlessDocs <noreply@seamlessdocs.com>

To: "dodgerette2006@yahoo.com" <dodgerette2006@yahoo.com>
Sent: Wednesday, October 21, 2020, 07:10:49 PM PDT

Subject: Community Meeting Comment Confirmation

Submission Receipt

Form Name Community Meeting
Comment Form

Date / Time Oct 21, 2020,
10:09PM EDT

Submission Details

Project File Number or Name
PMTT20-002 / TT20335

Full Name
Cynthia Leyva

Address (optional)
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Street Address
2825 S MONTEREY AVE

City
Ontario

State
CA

Zip
91761

Email (optional)
dodgerette2006@yahoo.com

Phone Number (optional)
5624648861

Please provide project related comments below

We moved to Ontario from Los Angeles about 3 months ago. The lot off Campus sits
directly behind our backyard (this was a huge perk when we bought our home). We
wanted more space and a better quality of life instead of living in an overly populated
neighborhood. 92 homes in a 7 acre lot is WAY too many and would cause a big
overflow of cars along Campus and surrounding streets, overpopulation, traffic and
danger to our students at the middle school as well as our children that play outside.
Similar to how it is off Riverside Dr. and Sultana with the apartment complex's. It was
mentioned that the HOA "typically" conducts inspections once or twice a year but will
the city enforce that in the instance where there is an overflow? Who will follow up
and make sure that the HOA is conducting such inspections? Someone mentioned
that the development would be more suitable for first time buyers or people looking to
downsize but no one can control who buys the homes? You can't. This is what
creates overpopulated neighborhoods. It becomes uncontrollable. Will HOA also take
care of the trash this will bring in the surrounding streets? How long has this plan
been in the works? Is the current owner of the land selling? Has it already been sold?
What are the chances that this development will NOT take place?
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Email to receive a copy of your submission
dodgerette2006@yahoo.com

City of Ontario - Planning Department | 303 East B Street Ontario, CA 91764
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From: Zahira Neemuchwala

To: Diane Ayala
Subject: Re: Tentative Parcel Map file PMTT20-002 / TT 14811
Date: Monday, October 26, 2020 9:07:11 AM

Thank you Diane. Have a great day!
Sent from my iPhone

On Oct 26, 2020, at 8:58 AM, Diane Ayala <DAyala@ontarioca.gov> wrote:

Thanks for your comments. A traffic light signal at St. Andrews St and Campus Avenue
is not warranted based on the traffic study prepared for the project. As a result, the
City cannot require one to be installed by the developer/property owner. However,
the City Council has budgeted this fiscal year the installation of a traffic light signal at
Walnut and Campus Ave.

If drivers are speeding or driving recklessly on Campus Avenue, it becomes an issue of
enforcement of existing laws. Unfortunately, a traffic signal or posting speeds will not
deter those that choose to break the law. | will, however, forward your comments to
the Ontario Police Department-traffic division.

DIANE AYALA

Senior Planner

City of Ontario | Planning Department
303 East B Street, Ontario, CA 91764
909.395.2428 direct
dayala@eontarioca.gov
<image001.png>

From: Zahira Neemuchwala <zneemuchwala@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, October 24, 2020 4:38 PM

To: Diane Ayala <DAvala@ontarioca.gov>

Subject: Re: Tentative Parcel Map file PMTT20-002 / TT 14811

Thank you Diane for your detailed answers. | wanted to follow up on the city’s traffic
engineers assessment of traffic and a possible solution to enhance safety in our
residential neighborhoods. You can consult with the Ontario city police dispatch which
my family has personally called a few times during the late evening and nights about
drivers doing donuts on Campus Avenue. I’'m not sure if a digital speedometer or traffic
light would help but could we review these possible options?

Thank you again,
Zahira Neemuchwala
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Sent from my iPhone

On Sep 24, 2020, at 2:57 PM, Diane Ayala <DAvala@ontarioca.gov> wrote:

Good Afternoon,

Thank you for submitting your concerns. The City’s traffic engineering is
currently reviewing potential traffic impacts as a result of the project. The
zoning designation is currently MDR-18 ( 11.1 to 18 du/ac) and no change
has been requested by the property owner to change the zoning
designation. Please note that the property south and southwest of
project site are zoned MDR-18 and are developed with attached multiple
family dwelling units. The current zoning on the property allows up to 132
attached multiple family units and requires a minimum of 82 units. The
application received is for 92 (12.5 du/ac) detached single family homes.
There are adequate utilities to serve the proposed 92 units.

Please note that your comments will be included in the project record. If
the City hosts a community meeting to share the proposed project or if
the project moves forward to public hearing, you will be notified.

Thank you again for time and input.
Regards,

DIANE AYALA

Senior Planner

City of Ontario | Planning Department
303 East B Street, Ontario, CA 91764
909.395.2428 direct
dayala@ontarioca.gov
<image001.png>

From: Zahira Neemuchwala <zneemuchwala@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, September 24, 2020 2:38 PM

To: Diane Ayala <DAvala@ontarioca.gov>

Subject: Tentative Parcel Map file PMTT20-002 / TT 14811

Hello Ms. Diane,

| received notification of the proposal to build 92 lots on a said 7.32
acres that is within 300 ft of my residence located at 2862 South
Campus Avenue.

| have a few concerns that | would like to bring to your attention.

The sheer number of lots will drive increased traffic to
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Campus Avenue and St. Andrews Street changing our
existing neighborhood and the increased noise pollution will
reduce our living standards. We have a crosswalk from St.
Andrews to Woodcrest Junior High School and the
existing traffic on Campus Drive does not stop nor do they
slow down when pedestrians and specifically children are
crossing the street. | strongly recommend we install speed
bumps on Campus to slow down traffic for increased safety
for the local residents. | put in this request through the Clty of
Ontario site but received no response.
¢ Also, we recognize the need for housing but demand this
7.32 acre lot be changed to a zone density of 7 lots per acre
in accordance with the other parcels in the surrounding area.
We do not want our properties to reduce in value because of
this new construction.
¢ Will this construction be on the same electrical grid lines as
our neighborhood? We do not want our lines to be
overburdened and result in electrical outages or rolling
blackouts in order for us to be forced to conserve energy.
| sincerely hope you will consider the above as you continue the
planning stages of this proposal taking full consideration of the
local residents that have been here for over 25 years.

Thank you,
Zahira Neemuchwala
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Baldy View (a%a/)/e/'

November 9, 2020

Ontario Planning Commission
City Hall, 303 East B Street
Ontario, CA 91764

Dear Chairman Willoughby and fellow Planning Commission Members,

The Building Industry Association of Southern California Baldy View Chapter (BIA) is a leading advocate
for thousands of building industry leaders who are committed to a better future for California by building
communities, creating jobs and ensuring housing opportunities for everyone. As such, we appreciate the
ongoing opportunity to collaborate with you to address our state housing crisis and help attain the City of
Ontario’s goals set forth by the forthcoming 6" cycle Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA)
allocation plan.

To these ends, we are writing to express our support for the approval of the Campus Avenue
residential community (Tentative Tract Map 20335). Support of this community will continue
progress toward the City’s required RHNA allocation and the goal of providing for sale attainable
workforce housing for the growing community.

Specifically, this community features ninety-two (92) new residential units on a currently underutilized
infill property. The developer intends to price the new homes at an attainable level, providing much needed
workforce housing. The project’s proximity to Liberty Elementary, Woodcrest Junior High School,
Centennial Park, and Kimball Park, and ease of access to the 60 Freeway are anticipated to appeal to a wide
range of homebuyers, first-time homebuyers to first move-up buyers, young families, and those looking to
downsize from larger existing homes. In addition to nearby existing community amenities, residents of this
neighborhood will all have private backyards and access to an onsite private recreation facility including a
pool, tot lot, seating and picnic areas, and landscaped open areas.

To better serve the existing community and neighborhoods, the development will be conditioned to dedicate
additional right of way and construct the last remaining two-lane segment of Campus Ave between
Riverside Drive and Walnut Street; thus improving drainage, traffic safety, and closing the existing gap in
sidewalk to provide a contiguous pedestrian pathway along the westerly side of Campus Ave. In an effort
to enhance safety of the existing and future residents in the community, the developer has also offered to
construct a new signalized pedestrian crosswalk at the existing unsignalized crossing on Campus Avenue
for Liberty Elementary and Woodcrest Junior High School. This development will contribute to over four
(4) million dollars in DIF fees, utility fees, and school fees to ensure funding for future maintenance and
expansion of the existing systems.

In closing, thank you for your consideration of our support of the Campus Avenue residential community.

Sincerely,
BIA Executive Officer
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RESOLUTION NO.

A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF
ONTARIO APPROVING AN ADDENDUM TO THE ONTARIO PLAN
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT, PURSUANT TO THE
REQUIREMENTS OF THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
ACT, AS AMENDED, FOR FILE NOS. PMTT20-002 AND PDEV20-003

WHEREAS, MLC HOLDINGS, INC. (hereinafter referred to as "Applicant") has
filed Applications for the approval of a Tentative Tract Map, File No. PMTT20-002, to
subdivide 7.32 acres of land into one lot for condominium purposes, in conjunction with a
Development Plan, File No. PDEV20-003, to construct 92 detached single-family
dwellings, located at 2862 South Campus Avenue, within the MDR-18 (Medium Density
Residential - 11.1 to 18 du/ac) zoning district, in the City of Ontario, California (hereinafter
referred to as "Application" or "Project"); and

WHEREAS, The Ontario Plan Environmental Impact Report (State Clearinghouse
No. 2008101140) was certified on January 27, 2010 (hereinafter referred to as “Certified
EIR”), in which development and use of the Project site was discussed; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Director of the City of Ontario has prepared and
approved for attachment to the certified Environmental Impact Report, an Addendum to
the Certified EIR (hereinafter referred to as “EIR Addendum”) in accordance with the
requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act of 1970, together with State and
local guidelines implementing said Act, all as amended to date (collectively referred to as
“CEQA”); and

WHEREAS, the EIR Addendum concluded that implementation of the Project
could result in a number of significant effects on the environment that were previously
analyzed in the Certified EIR, and that the Certified EIR identified mitigation measures
that would reduce each of those significant effects to a less-than-significant level; and

WHEREAS, pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15164(a), a lead agency
shall prepare an addendum to a previously certified EIR if some changes or additions are
necessary to a project, but the preparation of a subsequent or supplemental EIR is not
required; and

WHEREAS, the City determined that none of the conditions requiring preparation
of a subsequent or supplemental EIR would occur from the Project, and that preparation
of an Addendum to the Certified EIR was appropriate; and

WHEREAS, the City of Ontario is the lead agency on the Project, and the Planning

Commission is the decision-making authority for the requested approval to construct and
otherwise undertake the Project; and
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WHEREAS, the Planning Commission has reviewed and considered the EIR
Addendum for the Project, has concluded that none of the conditions requiring
preparation of a subsequent of supplemental EIR have occurred, and intends to take
actions on the Project in compliance with CEQA and state and local guidelines
implementing CEQA; and

WHEREAS, the EIR Addendum for the Project are on file in the Planning
Department, located at 303 East B Street, Ontario, CA 91764, are available for inspection
by any interested person at that location and are, by this reference, incorporated into this
Resolution as if fully set forth herein; and

WHEREAS, all legal prerequisites to the adoption of this Resolution have occurred.

NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS HEREBY FOUND, DETERMINED, AND RESOLVED
by the Planning Commission of the City of Ontario, as follows:

SECTION 1: Environmental Determination and Findings. As the decision-
making authority for the Project, The Planning Commission has reviewed and considered
the information contained in the administrative record for the Project. Based upon the
facts and information contained in the administrative record, including all written and oral
evidence presented to the Planning Commission, the Planning Commission finds as
follows:

(1)  The environmental impacts of this project were reviewed in conjunction with
an Addendum to The Ontario Plan Environmental Impact Report (State Clearinghouse
No. 2008101140), certified by the Ontario City Council on January 27, 2010 in conjunction
with File No. PGPA06-001.

(2) The EIR Addendum and administrative record have been completed in
compliance with CEQA, the State CEQA Guidelines, and the City of Ontario Local CEQA
Guidelines; and

(3) The City's "Guidelines for the Implementation of the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)" provide for the use of a single environmental
assessment in situations where the impacts of subsequent projects are adequately
analyzed. This Application introduces no new significant environmental impacts.

(4)  All previously adopted mitigation measures shall be a condition of project

approval, as they are applicable to the Project, and are incorporated herein by this
reference.
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(5) The EIR Addendum contains a complete and accurate reporting of the
environmental impacts associated with the Project, and reflects the independent
judgment of the Planning Commission; and

(6)  There is no substantial evidence in the administrative record supporting a
fair argument that the project may result in significant environmental impacts; and

SECTION 2: Additional Environmental Review Not Required. Based on the
Addendum, all related information presented to the Planning Commission, and the
specific findings set forth in Section 1, above, the Planning Commission finds that the
preparation of a subsequent or supplemental Environmental Impact Report is not required
for the Project, as the Project:

(1) Does not constitute substantial changes to the Certified EIR that will require
major revisions to the Certified EIR due to the involvement of new significant
environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified
significant effects; and

(2)  Does not constitute substantial changes with respect to the circumstances
under which the Certified EIR was prepared, that will require major revisions to the
Certified EIR due to the involvement of new significant environmental effects or a
substantial increase in the severity of the previously identified significant effects; and

(3) Does not contain new information of substantial importance that was not
known and could not have been known with the exercise of reasonable diligence at the
time the Certified EIR was certified/adopted, that shows any of the following:

(@)  The project will have one or more significant effects not discussed in
the Certified EIR; or

(b)  Significant effects previously examined will be substantially more
severe than shown in the Certified EIR; or

(c) Mitigation measures or alternatives previously found not to be
feasible would in fact be feasible and would substantially reduce one or more significant
effects of the Project, but the City declined to adopt such measures; or

(d) Mitigation measures or alternatives considerably different from those
analyzed in the Certified EIR would substantially reduce one or more significant effects
on the environment, but which the City declined to adopt.

SECTION 3: Planning Commission Action. Based upon the findings and
conclusions set forth in Sections 1 and 2, above, the Planning Commission hereby finds
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that based upon the entire record of proceedings before it, and all information received,
that there is no substantial evidence that the Project will constitute substantial changes
to the Certified EIR, and does hereby approve the EIR Addendum, attached hereto as
“‘Attachment A,” and incorporated herein by this reference.

SECTION 4: Indemnification. The Applicant shall agree to defend, indemnify and
hold harmless, the City of Ontario or its agents, officers, and employees from any claim,
action or proceeding against the City of Ontario or its agents, officers or employees to
attack, set aside, void, or annul this approval. The City of Ontario shall promptly notify the
applicant of any such claim, action, or proceeding, and the City of Ontario shall cooperate
fully in the defense.

SECTION &: Custodian of Records. The documents and materials that
constitute the record of proceedings on which these findings have been based are located
at the City of Ontario City Hall, 303 East “B” Street, Ontario, California 91764. The
custodian for these records is the City Clerk of the City of Ontario.

SECTION 6: Certification to Adoption. The Secretary shall certify to the
adoption of the Resolution.

The Secretary Pro Tempore for the Planning Commission of the City of Ontario
shall certify as to the adoption of this Resolution.

| hereby certify that the foregoing Resolution was duly and regularly introduced,
passed and adopted by the Planning Commission of the City of Ontario at a regular
meeting thereof held on the 24th day of November 2020, and the foregoing is a full, true
and correct copy of said Resolution, and has not been amended or repealed.

Jim Willoughby
Planning Commission Chairman

ATTEST:

Rudy Zeledon
Planning Director and
Secretary to the Planning Commission
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
COUNTY OF SAN BERNARDINO )
CITY OF ONTARIO )

I, Gwen Berendsen, Secretary Pro Tempore of the Planning Commission of the
City of Ontario, DO HEREBY CERTIFY that foregoing Resolution No. __ was duly
passed and adopted by the Planning Commission of the City of Ontario at their regular
meeting held on November 24, 2020, by the following roll call vote, to wit:

AYES:
NOES:
ABSENT:

ABSTAIN:

Gwen Berendsen
Secretary Pro Tempore
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ATTACHMENT A:

Addendum to The Ontario Plan
Environmental Impact Report

(Addendum follows this page)
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CROSSROADS
June 23, 2020

Mr. Steven Cook

MLC Holdings, Inc.

5 Peters Canyon Road, Suite 310
Irvine, CA 92606

SUBJECT: CAMPUS AVENUE & ST. ANDREWS STREET WARRANT ANALYSIS
Dear Mr. Steven Cook:

This letter report documents the additional warrant analysis requested by City staff for the intersection
of Campus Avenue and St. Andrews Street in the City of Ontario. The purpose of this evaluation is to
determine if a multi-way (all-way) stop warrant, pedestrian hybrid beacon warrant, and/or an in-
roadway warning light system warrant are met for the intersection of Campus Avenue and St. Andrews
Street. This letter report utilizes the most current version of the California Manual on Uniform Traffic
Control Devices (CA MUTCD) (2014 Edition, Revision 5, dated March 27, 2020) for the purposes of the
analysis. It should be noted that there are currently flashing beacons installed in both the northbound
and southbound directions along Campus Avenue to provide advance warning to drivers of the
approaching school crosswalk across Campus Avenue south of St. Andrews Street.

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

The intersection of Campus Avenue and St. Andrews Street does not currently meet the multi-way stop
warrant and is not anticipated to meet the warrant with the addition of Project traffic. Current
pedestrian counts are not available in light of the currently on-going COVID-19 pandemic as local schools
and businesses may not be operating at full capacity, as such, pedestrian counts may need to be
conducted in the future when schools and businesses return to normal operations. However, based on
a review of pedestrian counts from September 2019, the pedestrian hybrid beacon warrant may be met
for the intersection of Campus Avenue and St. Andrews Street. Based on a review of the CA MUTCD
guidelines for the in-roadway warning lights, the existing school crosswalk on Campus Avenue at St.
Andrews Street would be a suitable location for the implementation of in-roadway warning lights. These
lights should be installed in conjunction with the appliable warning sign and would support the existing
flashing beacons that currently exist on Campus Avenue both to the north and south of St. Andrews
Street.

ExiSTING (2020) CONDITIONS

EXiISTING ROADWAY CONFIGURATIONS

Campus Avenue is currently a three-lane divided roadway in the vicinity of St. Andrews Street with one
southbound lane and two northbound lanes separated by a painted median; however, Campus Avenue
has two lanes in each direction approximately 480-feet north of St. Andrews Street. The ultimate cross-
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section for Campus Avenue is 108-feet (ultimate right-of-way) as a 4-lane Minor Arterial. St. Andrews
Street is currently a two-lane undivided residential street west of Campus Avenue. St. Andrews Street is
currently constructed to its ultimate cross-section.

The study intersection of Campus Avenue and St. Andrews Street is currently controlled by a stop sign
on the minor approach (e.g., stop sign on St. Andrews Street). The posted speed limit on Campus Avenue
is 40 MPH, thereby requiring use of the urban warrant analysis criteria. The posted speed limit on St.
Andrews Street is 25 MPH.

EXISTING (2020) CONDITIONS TRAFFIC VOLUMES

24-hour approach volume traffic counts were conducted on June 11, 2020 at the study intersection of
Campus Avenue and St. Andrews Street. However, upon review of September 2019 traffic counts for
the same segment (Campus Avenue, south of St. Andrews Street), the traffic count data indicates a
reduction of 25 percent in current traffic volumes, likely related to the currently on-going COVID-19
pandemic. As such, the June 2020 traffic counts have been adjusted by increasing them by 25 percent
to reflect typical non-COVID traffic conditions. The traffic count data from September 2019 and June
2020 are included in Attachment A of this letter.

MuLTi-WAY SToP WARRANT ANALYSIS

The City of Ontario has requested the intersection of Campus Avenue and St. Andrews Street be
evaluated for the installation of a multi-way stop. Based on guidance provided in the CA MUTCD (Section
2B.07), multi-way stop control should be considered if one or more of the following conditions exists
(see Attachment B):

o  Where traffic control signals are justified, the multi-way stop is an interim measure that can be installed
quickly to control traffic while arrangements are being made for the installation of the traffic control
signal.

o Theintersection of Campus Avenue and St. Andrews Street is not anticipated to meet a peak hour
traffic signal warrant under Existing or Existing plus Project (E+P) traffic conditions (refer to the
Campus Avenue & St. Andrews Street Traffic Signal Warrant Analysis, dated June 23, 2020). As
such, this criterion is not met.

e Five or more reported crashed in a 12-month period that are susceptible to correction by implementing a
multi-way stop control.

o Based on collision history provided by City staff, there were no collisions in the last five years
between January 1, 2015 to June 1, 2020 (see Attachment C). As such, this criterion is not met.

e  Minimum volumes on the major and minor approaches are met, as defined in Section 2B.07 of the CA
MUTCD.

o Based on the adjusted existing peak hour approach volumes, the intersection is not anticipated
to meet the minimum volume criteria. As such, this criterion is not met.
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None of the criteria above are met to warrant the implementation of a multi-way stop. The CA MUTCD
also provides other options/criteria that may be considered for the implementation of a multi-way stop
intersection.

e The need to control left turn conflicts;
e The need to control vehicle/pedestrian conflicts near locations that generate high pedestrian volumes;

e Locations where a road user, after stopping, cannot see conflicting traffic and is not able to negotiate the
intersection unless conflicting cross traffic is also required to stop;

e Anintersection of two residential neighborhood collector (through) streets of similar design and operating
characteristics where multi-way stop control would improve traffic operational characteristics of the
intersection.

Although the existing Woodcrest Junior High School, which is located adjacent to this intersection, may
have higher pedestrian volumes before school and after school, this period of time is limited
(approximately 30 minutes leading up to the start of school and 30 minutes after school). The high
volume of pedestrians during approximately 1 hour of the day may not be sufficient to warrant the
implementation of a multi-way stop at this location. The other additional criteria listed above are not
applicable to the intersection of Campus Avenue and St. Andrews Street. Pedestrian counts collected in
June 2020 were during the currently on-going COVID pandemic and would not have captured any school
related pedestrian activity. Although the intersection of Campus Avenue and St. Andrews Street was not
evaluated in the Campus Residential Due Diligence Traffic Assessment (dated October 18, 2019), the
traffic counts conducted at both Campus Avenue at Walnut Avenue and Campus Avenue at Riverside
Drive in September 2019 indicate pedestrian/bicycle activity at these locations was no more than 10
during any 15-minute period in the AM peak hour (mid-day was not evaluated so no pedestrian/bicycle
data was available for after school). Pedestrian and bicycle volumes during other times of the day were
nominal.

The addition of Project traffic is not anticipated to meet the multi-way stop warrant as the addition of
Project traffic would occur along Campus Avenue and not on St. Andrews Street. The minor street (St.
Andrews Street) is the approach where the volumes fall below the minimum threshold.

PEDESTRIAN HYBRID WARRANT ANALYSIS

The City of Ontario has requested the intersection of Campus Avenue and St. Andrews Street be
evaluated for the installation of pedestrian hybrid beacons. As defined by the CA MUTCD, “a pedestrian
hybrid beacon is a special type of hybrid beacon used to warn and control traffic at an unsignalized
location to assist pedestrians in crossing a street or highway at a marked crosswalk.” If used, the
pedestrian hybrid beacons shall be used in conjunction with signs and pavement markings where
pedestrians cross a street and should only be installed at a marked crosswalk. Based on guidance
provided in the CA MUTCD (Section 4F), pedestrian hybrid beacons should be considered if one or more
of the following conditions exists:
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e A pedestrian hybrid beacon may be considered for installation to facilitate pedestrian crossings at a
location that does not meet traffic signal warrants (see Chapter 4C), or at a location that meets traffic
signal warrants under Sections 4C.05 and/or 4C.06 but a decision is made to not install a traffic control
signal.

e |If a traffic control signal is not justified under the signal warrants of Chapter 4C and if gaps in traffic are
not adequate to permit pedestrians to cross, or if the speed for vehicles approaching on the major street
is too high to permit pedestrians to cross, or if pedestrian delay is excessive, the need for a pedestrian
hybrid beacon should be considered on the basis of an engineering study that considers major-street
volumes, speeds, widths, and gaps in conjunction with pedestrian volumes, walking speeds, and delay.

e Foramajor street where the posted or statutory speed limit or the 85" percentile speed exceeds 35 MPH,
the need for a pedestrian hybrid beacon should be considered if the engineering study finds that the
plotted point representing the vehicles per hour on the major street (total of both approaches) and the
corresponding total of all pedestrians crossing the major street for 1 hour (any four consecutive 15-minute
periods) of an average day falls above the applicable curve in Figure 4F-2 for the length of the crosswalk.

Figure 4F-2. Guidelines for the Installation of Pedestrian
Hybrid Beacons on High-Speed Roadways

Speeds of more than 35 mph

500 l

L = crosswalk length
400 |

TOTAL OF ALL 300 |

PEDESTRIANS CROSSING

THE MAJOR STREET - PEDESTRIANS
PER HOUR (PPH) 200 |}

100 |

20*

0 250 500 750 1000 1250 1500 1750 2000

MAJOR STREET — TOTAL OF BOTH APPROACHES
VEHICLES PER HOUR (VPH)

* Note: 20 pph applies as the lower threshold volume

As noted previously, the intersection of Campus Avenue and St. Andrews Street does not currently meet
any traffic signal warrants, nor is it anticipated to meet a traffic signal warrant under E+P traffic
conditions. The crosswalk across Campus Avenue, south of St. Andrews Street is approximately 85-feet
in length (across the longest section). The total volume on Campus Avenue (both directions) is highest
between 7-8 AM in the morning peak period with 450 vehicles. Based on Figure 4F-2, the minimum
pedestrians per hour is 20 to warrant the installation of pedestrian hybrid beacons. As noted previously,
no pedestrian data is available for the intersection of Campus Avenue and St. Andrews Street in light of
the currently on-going COVID-19 pandemic. Although it could be inferred that there would be more than
20 pedestrians based on available data collected in September 2019 at Walnut Avenue and Riverside
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Drive along Campus Avenue, additional evaluation may be necessary when local schools and business
return to normal schedules and capacities.

IN-ROADWAY WARNING LIGHT SYSTEM WARRANT ANALYSIS

The City of Ontario has requested the intersection of Campus Avenue and St. Andrews Street be
evaluated for the installation of an in-roadway warning light system. In-roadway warning light systems
are installed in the roadway surface to warn road users that they are approaching a condition on or
adjacent to the roadway that may not be readily apparent or may require the road users to slow down
or come to a complete stop. This includes locations such as a marked school crosswalk like the one
across Campus Avenue at St. Andrews Street. If installed, the push button should be installed in
conjunction with the appropriate warning sign (R62E(CA)). Based on guidance provided in the CA
MUTCD (Section 4N), the following should be considered for in-roadway warning light systems:

e Whether the crossing is controlled or uncontrolled.

e An engineering traffic study to determine if In-Roadway Warning Lights are compatible with the safety
and operation of nearby intersections, which may or may not be, controlled by traffic signals or
STOP/YIELD signs.

e Standard traffic signs for crossings and crosswalk pavement markings are provided.

e At least 40 pedestrians regularly use the crossing during each of any two hours (not necessarily
consecutive) during a 24-hour period.

e The vehicular volume through the crossing exceeds 200 vehicles per hour in urban areas or 140 vehicles
per hour in rural areas during peak-hour pedestrian usage.

e The critical approach speed (85" percentile) is 45 MPH or less.

e |n-Roadway Warning Lights are visible to drivers at the minimum stopping distance for the posted speed
limit.
e Public education on In-Roadway Warning Light is conducted for new installation.

e Overhead or roadside Flashing Yellow Beacons may be installed in conjunction with In-Roadway Warning
Lights. In-Roadway Warning Lights may be installed independently but are not necessarily intended to be
a substitute for standard flashing beacons. Engineering judgment should be exercised.

The existing school crossing on Campus Avenue is on an uncontrolled approach of the intersection with
the stop control on the minor street (St. Andrews Street). The minimum volumes thresholds are met
based on the existing volumes on Campus Avenue (40 MPH), however, additional evaluation may be
necessary when local schools and business return to normal schedules and capacities. The roadway is
level with no significant grade changes that could affect the potential visibility of the in-roadway warning
lights and would be a suitable location to have in-roadway warning lights installed. There are also
existing flashing yellow beacons in both the northbound and southbound directions in advance of the
existing school crosswalk.
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If you have any questions, please contact me directly at (949) 861-0177.

Respectfully submitted,

URBAN CROSSROADS, INC.

Chdne S Comee- Tz

Charlene So, P.E. Connor Paquin, P.E.
Associate Principal Transportation Engineer
12988-06 Letter O gonsgé!)\!
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Counts Unlimited, Inc. Page 1

City of Ontario PO Box 1178
N/S: Campus Avenue Corona, CA 92878
E/W: St Andrews Street Phone: (951) 268-6268 ONTOO1NS
24 Hour Entering Volume Count email: counts@countsunlimited.com Site Code: 051-20232
Start 6/11/2020 Northbound Hour Totals Southbound Hour Totals Combined Totals
Time Thu Morning  Afternoon  Morning  Afternoon  Morning  Afternoon  Morning  Afternoon  Morning  Afternoon
12:00 6 46 3 45
12:15 7 44 4 39
12:30 2 68 4 48
12:45 5 66 20 224 3 53 14 185 34 409
01:00 3 48 2 50
01:15 3 69 2 38
01:30 3 67 2 53
01:45 3 7 12 261 1 36 7 177 19 438
02:00 3 58 3 51
02:15 2 60 3 43
02:30 1 97 1 47
02:45 1 91 7 306 4 42 11 183 18 489
03:00 0 75 4 56
03:15 2 70 7 55
03:30 1 93 5 72
03:45 12 127 15 365 6 71 22 254 37 619
04:00 7 105 4 70
04:15 4 93 15 64
04:30 14 121 23 60
04:45 9 82 34 401 20 68 62 262 96 663
05:00 14 91 11 68
05:15 8 85 24 66
05:30 23 70 56 71
05:45 25 80 70 326 41 65 132 270 202 596
06:00 13 64 37 50
06:15 29 65 37 45
06:30 31 35 59 33
06:45 38 42 111 206 59 34 192 162 303 368
07:00 35 44 26 36
07:15 50 36 35 43
07:30 49 32 56 28
07:45 57 24 191 136 52 23 169 130 360 266
08:00 41 44 32 18
08:15 44 22 30 34
08:30 40 24 36 28
08:45 41 28 166 118 26 21 124 101 290 219
09:00 37 23 27 13
09:15 24 16 27 18
09:30 27 19 28 20
09:45 34 10 122 68 30 8 112 59 234 127
10:00 36 14 34 11
10:15 50 12 37 10
10:30 50 21 27 12
10:45 45 8 181 55 39 8 137 41 318 96
11:00 34 7 40 1
11:15 57 3 31 6
11:30 55 9 43 7
11:45 53 3 199 22 47 2 161 16 360 38
Total 1128 2488 1128 2488 1143 1840 1143 1840 2271 4328
Combined
3616 3616 2983 2983 6599
Total
AM Peak - 11:00 - - - 06:00 - - - - -
Vol. - 199 - - - 192 - - - - -
P.H.F. 0.873 0.814
PM Peak - - 03:45 - - - 03:30 - - - -
Vol. - - 446 - - - 277 - - - -
P.H.F. 0.878 0.962
Perce”tag 31.2% 68.8% 38.3% 61.7%
ADT/AADT ADT 6,599 AADT 6,599

Item B - 99 of 438



Counts Unlimited, Inc. Page 1
City of Ontario PO Box 1178
N/S: Campus Avenue Corona, CA 92878
E/W: St Andrews Street Phone: (951) 268-6268 ONTOO01EW
24 Hour Entering Volume Count email: counts@countsunlimited.com Site Code: 051-20232

Start 6/11/2020 Eastbound Hour Totals Hour Totals Combined Totals

Time Thu Morning  Afternoon  Morning  Afternoon  Morning  Afternoon  Morning  Afternoon  Morning  Afternoon
12:00 0 0
12:15
12:30
12:45
01:00
01:15
01:30
01:45
02:00
02:15
02:30
02:45
03:00
03:15
03:30
03:45
04:00
04:15
04:30
04:45
05:00
05:15
05:30
05:45
06:00
06:15
06:30
06:45
07:00
07:15
07:30
07:45
08:00
08:15
08:30
08:45
09:00
09:15
09:30
09:45
10:00
10:15
10:30
10:45
11:00
11:15
11:30
11:45

Total 0 0 94 119
Combined

Total 213 213 0 0 213

AM Peak - 10:30 - - - - - - - - -
vol. - 21 - - - - - - - - -
P.H.F. 0.583
PM Peak - - 04:45 - - - - - - - -
vol. - - 25 - - - - - - - -
P.H.F. 0.568

[N

10 11

15 10

13 4

19 2

ROUOWPAPUIUINOROWRFRWAMNREPNNUONPRPUORPRORPRNWRONORREPPRPOOOOROOOROOOOO
OCOOOOCOOCORRPFEPPFPONNWWNNUOWRNNRAANPOWWWRWWOWRMNAOANAORANPEPWWNNRERONEPRE
[elloNeoNoNoNolNolNoNooolololooloNoolooNoNoNoloNoNoNoNoNoNoNoolololoNooloNoloNolNoNololoNoNoNe]
[elloNeoNoNoNoNoNololoololoNooloNeololoNoNoloNoloNooNeooloNoNololoNoNoloNoloNoloNololoNoNoNoNeNoNe]

[(e]
=
=

Percentag 44.1% 55.9% 0.0% 0.0%

ADT/AADT ADT 213 AADT 213
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Location: Ontario Date: 6/11/2020
N/S: Campus Avenue [ﬁfﬁfjﬁ Day: Thursday
E/W: St Andrews Street unlimited
PEDESTRIANS
North Leg East Leg South Leg West Leg
Campus Avenue St Andrews Street Campus Avenue St Andrews Street
Pedestrians Pedestrians Pedestrians Pedestrians
7:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0
7:15 AM 0 0 2 2 4
7:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0
7:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0
8:00 AM 0 0 1 1 2
8:15 AM 0 0 3 0 3
8:30 AM 0 0 0 1 1
8:45 AM 0 0 1 0 1
TOTAL VOLUMES: 0 0 7 4 11
North Leg East Leg South Leg West Leg
Campus Avenue St Andrews Street Campus Avenue St Andrews Street
Pedestrians Pedestrians Pedestrians Pedestrians
4:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0
4:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0
4:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0
4:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0
5:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0
5:15PM 0 0 0 0 0
5:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0
5:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL VOLUMES: 0 0 0 0 0

Counts Unlimited, Inc.
PO Box 1178
Corona, CA 92878
951-268-6268
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Location: Ontario Date: 6/11/2020
N/S: Campus Avenue fﬁf?:ﬂz_} Day: Thursday
E/W: St Andrews Street unlimited
BICYCLES
Southbound Westbound Northbound Eastbound
Campus Avenue St Andrews Street Campus Avenue St Andrews Street
Left Thru Right Left Thru Right Left Thru Right Left Thru Right
7:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
7:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
7:30 AM 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 2
7:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 2
8:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
8:15 AM 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
8:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
8:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL VOLUMES: 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 5
Southbound Westbound Northbound Eastbound
Campus Avenue St Andrews Street Campus Avenue St Andrews Street
Left Thru Right Left Thru Right Left Thru Right Left Thru Right
4:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
4:15PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
4:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
4:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
5:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
5:15PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
5:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
5:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1
TOTAL VOLUMES: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1

Counts Unlimited, Inc.

PO Box 1178

Corona, CA 92878

951-268-6268
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Thursday, September 26, 2019 CITY: Ontario PROJECT: JN12988

ADT2 Campus between St Andrews and Doral. Suhsduhgte | #D1pWGHWhO1#:47H#586#: ; ; ;
AM Period NB SB EB WB PM Period NB SB EB WB
0:00 3 3 12:00 45 40
0:15 15 3 12:15 42 42
0:30 5 4 12:30 51 46
0:45 4 27 5 15 42 12:45 58 196 43 171 367
1:00 6 3 13:00 51 44
1:15 0 0 13:15 68 45
1:30 2 0 13:30 81 39
1:45 2 10 0 3 13 13:45 93 293 81 209 502
2:00 4 0 14:00 82 66
2:15 2 2 14:15 89 65
2:30 2 3 14:30 112 49
2:45 3 11 0 5 16 14:45 123 406 74 254 660
3:00 2 3 15:00 126 74
3:15 2 4 15:15 113 94
3:30 4 6 15:30 110 77
3:45 7 15 9 22 37 15:45 149 498 71 316 814
4:00 4 2 16:00 103 79
4:15 7 19 16:15 130 81
4:30 11 30 16:30 140 89
4:45 12 34 28 79 113 16:45 143 516 79 328 844
5:00 14 18 17:00 106 91
5:15 9 29 17:15 154 101
5:30 15 47 17:30 133 89
5:45 17 55 51 145 200 17:45 126 519 91 372 891
6:00 24 50 18:00 78 72
6:15 34 54 18:15 82 48
6:30 41 69 18:30 69 57
6:45 67 166 59 232 398 18:45 73 302 62 239 541
7:00 81 57 19:00 48 31
7:15 122 76 19:15 52 42
7:30 143 135 19:30 34 38
7:45 111 457 55 323 780 19:45 28 162 32 143 305
8:00 106 75 20:00 27 27
8:15 87 44 20:15 24 36
8:30 77 82 20:30 31 25
8:45 78 348 49 250 598 20:45 25 107 33 121 228
9:00 39 33 21:00 19 21
9:15 45 39 21:15 18 19
9:30 65 25 21:30 7 21
9:45 47 196 34 131 327 21:45 13 57 14 75 132
10:00 40 35 22:00 19 15
10:15 41 23 22:15 10 14
10:30 47 34 22:30 9 10
10:45 39 167 43 135 302 22:45 12 50 12 51 101
11:00 46 35 23:00 7 11
11:15 40 44 23:15 6 7
11:30 51 45 23:30 6
11:45 56 193 29 153 346 23:45 12 31 3 29 60
Total Vol. 1679 1493 3172 3137 2308 5445
Daily Totals
NB SB EB WB Combined
4816 3801 8617
AM PM
Split % 52.9% 47.1% 36.8% 57.6% 42.4% 63.2%
Peak Hour 7:15 7:15 7:15 16:30 17:00 16:30
Volume 482 341 823 543 372 903
P.H.F. 0.84 0.63 0.74 0.87 0.92 0.89
cs@aimtd.com Tell. 714 253 7888
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California MUTCD 2014 Edition
(FHWA's MUTCD 2009, as amended for use in California)

Section 2B.07 Multi-Way Stop Warrant

Major Street: Campus Av. CALC CS DATE  10/14/2020
Minor Street: St. Andrews St. CHK CS DATE  10/14/2020

Any one of the following criteria may warrant four-way stop controls:

1. MINIMUM TRAFFIC VOLUMES SATISFIED = NO

The total vehicular volume entering the intersection from all
approaches must average at least 300 vehicles per hour for any 8 SATISFIED = YES
hours of an average day, and Total Volume = 505

The combined vehicular and pedestrian volume of the traffic on the

minor street must average at least 200 units per hour for the same 8 hours SATISFIED= NO
with an average delay to minor-street vehicular traffic of at least 30 Minor Volume = 12
seconds per vehicle during the highest hours; but

If the 85th percentile approach speed of the major street traffic exceeds

40 miles per hour, the minimum vehicular volume warrants are 70% of the SATISFIED= NO
values provided in the items listed above. Critical Speed = 40
Combined average vehicle volume exceeds 210 (300 * 70%) SATISFIED = YES
Combined average minor volume exceeds 140 (200 * 70%) SATISFIED= NO
Peak Hour Period Hr1 | H 2| H3 | H4 | H5 | H 6| H7 | H'8 | TOTAL | AVG.
16 15 17 14 13 12 18 8 VOL. VOL.
Major Street Vehicles 663 | 619 | 596 | 489 | 438 | 409 | 368 | 363 3945 493
Minor Street Vehicles 10 14 24 12 10 10 12 19 111 14
Pedestrians 0 1 8 9 3
Subtotal 10 14 0 12 10 10 12 27 95 12
TOTAL AVERAGE HOURLY VOLUME 505
2. TRAFFIC SIGNAL WARRANTED SATISFIED = NO
Urgent need for a four-way stop as an interim measure NO
3. ACCIDENTS SATISFIED = NO
Number of Correctable Accidents 0 (5 or more in 12 months)
(®» URBAN
CROSSROADS
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ATTACHMENT C

JANUARY 2015 THROUGH JUNE 2020 ACCIDENT REPORTS
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From 1/1/2015 to 6/1/2020
Total Collisions: 0
Injury Collisions: 0
Fatal Collisions: 0

ST. ANDREWS ST & CAMPUS AV

Settings for Query:

Street: ST. ANDREWS ST
Cross Street: CAMPUS AV
Intersection Related: True
Sorted By: Date and Time

City of Ontario
Police Department

Collision Summary Report

6/9/20

Page 1 of 1
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l% URBAN 260 E. Baker St. | Suite 200 | Costa Mesa, CA 92626 | (949) 660-1994

CROSSROADS
June 23, 2020

Mr. Steven Cook

MLC Holdings, Inc.

5 Peters Canyon Road, Suite 310
Irvine, CA 92606

SUBJECT: CAMPUS AVENUE & ST. ANDREWS STREET TRAFFIC SIGNAL WARRANT ANALYSIS
Dear Mr. Steven Cook:

This letter report documents the traffic signal warrant evaluation for the intersection of Campus Avenue
and St. Andrews Street in the City of Ontario (see Exhibit 1).. The purpose of this evaluation is to
determine if a traffic signal is currently warranted or will be warranted with the addition of Project traffic,
where the Project is the Campus Residential project located southwest of the subject intersection. A
traffic signal warrant analysis has been evaluated for the following analysis scenarios for the purposes
of this assessment:

e Existing (2020) Conditions
e Existing plus Project (E+P) Conditions

This letter report utilizes signal warrants 1,2, 3, 4, 6, 7, and 8 of the most current version of the California
Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (CA MUTCD), Federal Highway Administration’s MUTCD 2009
Edition as amended for use in California (2014 Edition, Revision 5, dated March 27, 2020) for the
purposes of the Existing (2020) traffic signal warrant evaluation. The average daily traffic (ADT) (planning
level) traffic signal warrant has been evaluated for E+P traffic conditions. The purpose of this letter will
be to determine when the intersection of Campus Avenue and St. Andrews Street currently warrants a
traffic signal or would warrant a traffic signal with the addition of traffic from the proposed Project.

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

The traffic signal warrant analysis indicates that the intersection of Campus Avenue and St. Andrews
Street does not currently meet any of the CA MUTCD warrants for Existing (2020) conditions (i.e.,
Warrants 1, 2, 3, 4, 6, 7, and 8). The addition of Project traffic is not anticipated to result in the traffic
signal warrant being met for E+P traffic conditions.

TRAFFIC SIGNAL WARRANT ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY

The term “signal warrants” refers to the list of established criteria used by the California Department of
Transportation (Caltrans) and other public agencies to quantitatively justify or ascertain the need for the
installation of a traffic signal at an unsignalized intersection.

12988-04 Letter
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Mr. Steven Cook
MLC Holdings, Inc.
June 23, 2020
Page 2 of 5

This evaluation uses the signal warrant criteria presented in the CA MUTCD for the study area
intersection of Campus Avenue and St. Andrews Street. Eight warrants from the CA MUTCD are available
to be evaluated to identify if the prevailing traffic conditions meet or exceed the minimum criteria. Itis
important to note that even though an intersection may meet one or more warrant(s), it does not
automatically indicate that a traffic signal should be installed. Sound engineering judgment should be
utilized in the decision-making process. Chapter 4C of the CA MUTCD presents the guidelines for Traffic
Control Signal Needs Studies.

The signal warrant criteria for Existing (2020) traffic conditions are based upon several factors, including,
but not limited to, volume of vehicular traffic, frequency of accidents, proximity to other signalized
intersections, etc. The CA MUTCD indicates that the installation of a traffic signal should be considered
if one or more of the signal warrants are met. This letter utilizes'several signhal warrants (warrants 1, 2,
3,4, 6,7, and 8 of the California MUTCD) for the purposes of determining if a traffic signal is warranted
at the intersection of Campus Avenue and St. Andrews Street for Existing (2020) traffic conditions.

The only warrants not evaluated are Warrant 5 (school crossings) and Warrant 9 (Intersection Near a
Grade Crossing). Although the there is an existing school crosswalk striped on Campus Street south of
St. Andrews Street, this warrant has not been evaluated as the last day of school for the Chino Valley
School District was May 28, 2020 and prior to the end of the school year the adjacent school (Woodcrest
Junior High) was not operating on normal bell schedules as students were practicing distance learning
due to the currently on-going COVID-19 pandemic. Itis also unclear how the school will function when
the 2020-2021 school year begins due to COVID-19, and whether collecting pedestrian counts at that
time will be acceptable. As suchyWarrant 5 has not'been evaluated for the purposes of this assessment.
Warrant 9 (Intersection Near a Grade Crossing) has also not been evaluated as it is not applicable
(intersection does not lie near an at-grade railroad crossing).

Since the warrants provide specialized warrant criteria for intersections with rural characteristics (i.e.,
located in communities with populations of less than 10,000 persons or with adjacent major streets
operating at or above 40 miles per hour (MPH)), this factor was considered in the preparation of the
warrants. For the purposes of this study, the posted speed limit was the basis of determining whether
Urban or Rural warrants were used. The posted speed limit on Campus Avenue is 40 MPH. Therefore,
the urban warrants have been used. Table 1 summarizes the signal warrants evaluated in this letter, as
defined by the CA MUTCD.

The need for a traffic signal at the intersection of Campus Avenue and St. Andrews Street under E+P
traffic conditions has been assessed based on future ADT volumes, using the planning level ADT-based
signal warrant analysis worksheet (Figure 4C-103 (CA) of the CA MUTCD). This traffic signal warrant is
appropriate to use in instances where future traffic is being forecasted or for new intersections where
future traffic forecasts are estimated.

12988-04 Letter ‘7} URBAN
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Mr. Steven Cook
MLC Holdings, Inc.
June 23, 2020
Page 3 of 5

It is important to note that a signal warrant defines the minimum condition under which the installation
of a traffic signal might be warranted. Meeting this threshold condition does not require that a traffic
control signal be installed at a particular location, but rather, that other traffic factors and conditions be
evaluated in order to determine whether the signal is truly justified. It should also be noted that signal
warrants do not necessarily correlate with level of service (LOS). An intersection may satisfy a signal
warrant condition and operate at or above acceptable LOS or operate below acceptable LOS and not
meet a signal warrant.

ExiSTING (2020) CONDITIONS

EXiISTING ROADWAY CONFIGURATIONS

Campus Avenue is currently a three-lane divided roadway in the vicinity of St. Andrews Street with one
southbound lane and two northbound lanes separated by a painted median; however, Campus Avenue
has two lanes in each direction approximately 480-feet north of St. Andrews Street. The ultimate cross-
section for Campus Avenue is 108-feet (ultimate right-of-way) as a 4-lane Minor Arterial. St. Andrews
Street is currently a two-lane undivided residential street west of Campus Avenue. St. Andrews Street is
currently constructed to its ultimate cross-section.

The study intersection of Campus Avenue and St. Andrews. Street is currently controlled by a stop sign
on the minor approach (e.g., stop sign on St. Andrews Street). The posted speed limit on Campus Avenue
is 40 MPH, thereby requiring use of the urban warrant analysis criteria. The posted speed limit on St.
Andrews Street is 25 MPH.

EXISTING (2020) CONDITIONS TRAFFIC VOLUMES

Peak hour and 24-hour approach volume traffic counts were conducted on June 11, 2020 at the study
intersection of Campus/Avenue and St. Andrews Street. However, upon review of September 2019 data
for the same segment (Campus Avenue, south of St. Andrews Street) indicates a reduction of 25 percent
in current traffic volumes, likely related to the currently on-going COVID-19 pandemic. As such, the June
2020 have been adjusted by increasing them by 25 percent to reflect typical conditions. Exhibit 2
presents the adjusted Existing (2020) daily one-way (approach) and two-way volumes for the subject
intersection. The AM and PM peak hour intersection turning volumes are also shown on Exhibit 2. The
traffic count data from September 2019 and June 2020 are included in Attachment A of this letter.

EXISTING (2020) CONDITIONS TRAFFIC SIGNAL WARRANT ANALYSIS

The following summarizes the signal warrant analyses results for the intersection of Campus Avenue and
St. Andrews Street:

Signal Warrant 1 — Based on the volumes obtained on June 11, 2020, warrant 1 of the California MUTCD
has not been satisfied at this location.
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Mr. Steven Cook
MLC Holdings, Inc.
June 23, 2020
Page 4 of 5

Signal Warrant 2 — Based on the volumes obtained on June 11, 2020, warrant 2 of the California MUTCD
has not been satisfied at this location.

Signal Warrant 3 — Based on the volumes obtained on June 11, 2020, warrant 3 of the California MUTCD
has not been satisfied at this location.

Signal Warrant 4 — Based on the volumes obtained on June 11, 2020, warrant 4 of the California MUTCD
has not been satisfied at this location.

Signal Warrant 6 — Based on field review, warrant 6 of the California MUTCD has not been satisfied at
this location.

Signal Warrant 7 — Based on the accident history received for the period between January 2015 and
June 2020, warrant 7 of the California MUTCD has not been satisfied at this location.

Signal Warrant 8 — Based on the volumes obtained on June 11, 2020 and review of the City’s General
Plan, warrant 8 of the California MUTCD has not been satisfied at this location.

Based on the signal warrants evaluated as part of this report for Existing (2020) traffic conditions, the
intersection of Campus Avenue and St. Andrews Street does not currently satisfy the requirements for a
traffic signal. Existing (2020) traffic signal warrant worksheets are included in Attachment B of this letter.
Attachment C includes the collision report provided by the City of Ontario. As shown, there have been
no accidents at the intersection of Campus Avenue-and St. Andrews Street in the last 5 years (since
January 1, 2015 to present).

PROPOSED PROJECT

As identified in the Campus Residential Due Diligence Traffic Assessment (prepared by Urban Crossroads,
Inc., dated October 18; 2019), the Project was proposed to include the development of 116 single family
detached residential dwelling units. Since the completion of the due diligence traffic assessment, the
Project has been reduced to include the development of 92 single family detached residential dwelling
units. However, in an effort to conduct a conservative analysis for the purposes of this traffic signal
warrant assessment, the trip.generation associated with the 116 single family detached residential
dwelling units has been used. For the purposes of the analysis the Project is assumed to have an Opening
Year of 2024. The proposed Project is anticipated to generate 1,096 trip-ends per day with 87 AM peak
hour trips and 115 PM peak hour trips (based on 116 single family detached residential dwelling units).
Based on the Project trip distribution patterns the proposed Project would contribute 65% of traffic to
the intersection of Campus Avenue at St. Andrews Street (north/south through traffic only). The 65% of
traffic equates to 712 trip-ends per day on Campus Avenue.
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MLC Holdings, Inc.
June 23, 2020
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E+P CONDITIONS

E+P TRAFFIC VOLUMES

Project traffic along Campus Avenue (712 trip-ends per day) have been added to the adjusted existing
daily traffic volumes (see volumes on Exhibit 3).

E+P TRAFFIC SIGNAL WARRANT ANALYSIS

A traffic signal warrant has been evaluated for E+P traffic conditions based on the average daily traffic.
Attachment D contains the E+P conditions traffic signal warrant analysis worksheet. The signal warrant
analysis indicates that the intersection of Campus Avenue and St. Andrews Street is not anticipated to
meet a traffic signal warrant based on daily traffic for E+P traffic conditions.

CONCLUSION

The traffic signal warrant analysis indicates that the intersection of Campus Avenue and St. Andrews
Street does not currently meet any of the MUTCD warrants for Existing (2020) conditions and would
continue to not warrant a traffic signal under E+P traffic conditions.

If you have any questions, please contact me directly at (949) 861-0177.

Respectfully submitted,

URBAN CROSSROADS, INC.

Phlone &

Charlene So, P.E.
Associate Principal
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Campus Av. & St. Andrews St. Traffic Signal Warrant Analysis

EXHIBIT 1: LOCATION MAP
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Campus Av. & St. Andrews St. Traffic Signal Warrant Analysis

EXHIBIT 2: EXISTING (2020) TRAFFIC VOLUMES
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Campus Av. & St. Andrews St. Traffic Signal Warrant Analysis

EXHIBIT 3: E+P TRAFFIC VOLUMES
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Table 1
Page 10f3

Summary of Traffic Signal Warrants

Warrant #

Warrant Type

Description

Eight-Hour Vehicular
Volume

The need for a traffic control signal shall be considered if an engineering study finds that
one of the following conditions exist for each of any 8 hours of an average day:

A. The VPH given in both of the 100% columns of Conditions A or Condition B in Table
4C-1 exist on the major-street and the higher-volume minor-street approaches,
respectively.

The need for a traffic control signal shall be considered if an engineering study finds that
both of the following conditions exist for each of any 8 hours of an average day:

A. The VPH given in both of the 80% columns‘of Condition A and Condition B in Table
4C-1 exist on the major-street and the higher-volume minor-street approaches,
respectively, to the intersection.

Four-Hour Vehicular
Volume

The need for a traffic control signal shall'be considered If an engineering study finds that,
for each of any 4 hours of an average day, the plotted points representing the vehicles
per hour on a major street (total of both approaches) and the corresponding VPH on the
higher-volume minor-street.approach (one direction only) all fall above the applicable
curve in Figure 4C-1 for the existing combination of approach lanes. On the minor
street, the higher volume shall not be required to be on the same approach during each
of these 4 hours.

Peak Hour

The need for a traffic signal shall be considered if an engineering study finds that the
criteria in either of the following two categories are met:

A. If all three of the following conditions exist for the same 1 hour (any four
consecutive 15-minute periods) of an average day:

1. The total stopped time delay experienced by the traffic on one minor-street
approach (one direction only) controlled by a STOP sign equals or exceeds: 4 vehicle-
hours fora one-lane approach or 5 vehicle-hours for a 2-lane approach; and

2. The volume on the same minor-street approach (one direction only) equals or
exceeds 100 VPH for one moving land of traffic or 150 VPH for two moving lanes; and

3. The total entering volume serviced during the hour equals or exceeds 650 VPH for
intersections with three approaches or 800 VPH for intersections with four or more
approaches.

B. The plotted point representing the VPH on the major street (total of both
approaches) and the corresponding VPH on the higher-volume minor-street approach
(one direction only) for 1 hour (any four consecutive 15-minute periods) of an average
day falls above the applicable curve in Figure 4C-3 for the existing combination of
aporoach lanes
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Table 1
Page 2 of 3

Summary of Traffic Signal Warrants

Warrant #

Warrant Type

Description

Pedestrian Volume

The need for a traffic control signal at an intersection or midblock crossing shall be
considered if an engineering study finds that one of the following criteria is met:

A. For each of any 4 hours of an average day, the plotted points representing the
vehicles per hour on the major street (total of both approaches) and the corresponding
pedestrians per hour crossing the major street (total of all crossings) all fall above the
curve in Figure 4C-5; or

B. For 1 hour (any four consecutive 15-minute periods) of an average day, the plotted
point representing the vehicles per hour on the major street (total of both approaches)
and the corresponding pedestrians per hour<crossing the major street (total of all
crossings) falls above the curve in Figure 4C-7.

The Pedestrian Volume signal warrant shall not be applied at locations where the
distance to the nearest traffic control signal or STOP sight controlling the street that
pedestrians desire to cross is less than 300 feet, unless the proposed traffic control signal
will not restrict the progressive movement of traffic.

If this warrant is met and a traffic control signal is justified by an engineering study, the
traffic control signal shall be equipped with pedestrian signal heads complying with the
provisions set forth in Chapter 4E.

Coordinated Signal System

The need for a tratfic signal shall be considered It an engineering study finds that one of
the following criteria is met:

A. On-aone-way street'or a street that has traffic predominately in one direction, the
adjacent traffic control signals are so far apart that they do not provide the necessary
degree of vehicular platooning.

B. On a two-way. street, the adjacent traffic control signals do not provide the
necessary degree of platooning and the proposed and adjacent traffic control signals will
collectively provide a progressive operation.

Crash Experience

The need for a traffic signal shall be considered if an engineering study finds that all of
the following criteria are met:

A. Adequate trial of alternatives with satisfactory observance and enforcement has
failed to reduce the crash frequency; and

B. Five or more reported crashes, of types susceptible to correction by a traffic control
signal, have occurred within a 12-month period, each crash involving personal injury or
property damage apparently exceeding the applicable requirement for a reportable
crash; and

C. For each of any 8 hours of an average day, the VPH given in both of the 80%
columns of Conditions A in Table 4C-1, or the VPH in both of the 80% columns of
Condition B in Table 4C-1 exists on the major-street and the higher-volume minor-street
approach, respectively, to the intersection, or the volume of pedestrian traffic is not less
than 80% of the requirements specified in the Pedestrian Volume warrant. These major-
street and minor-street volumes shall be for the same 8 hours. On the minor street, the
higher volume shall not be required to be on the same approach during each of the 8
hours.
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Table 1
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Summary of Traffic Signal Warrants

Warrant #

Warrant Type

Description

Roadway Network

The need for a traffic signal shall be considered if an engineering study finds that the
common intersection of two or more major routes meets one or both of the following
criteria:

A. The intersection has a total existing, or immediately projected, entering volume of
at least 1,000 VPH during the peak hour of a typical weekday and has a 5-year projected
traffic volumes, based on an engineering study, that meet one or more of Warrants 1, 2,
and 3 during an average weekday; or

B. The intersection has a total existing or immediately projected entering volume of at
least 1,000 VPH for each of any 5 hours of a'non-normal business day (Saturday or
Sunday).

A major route as used in this signal warrant shall have at least one of the following
characteristics:

A. It is part of the street or highway system that serves as the principal roadway
network for through traffic flow.

B. It includes rural or suburban highways outside, entering, or traversing a city.

C. It appears as a major route on an official plan, such as a major street plan in an
urban area traffic and transportation study.
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Volume Development
AM Peak Hour

1: Campus Avenue & St. Andrews Street

PHF: 0.801 7:15 Count Date: 6/11/2020

NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT  WBR  TOTAL
Existing 2020: 6 233 0 0 215 4 9 0 6 0 0 0 473
2020 ADT: 10,037 9,948 506 0
2020 Pk-Daily: 5% 5% 5% 0%
Project: 0 43 0 0 14 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 57
Project ADT: 712 712 0 0
Cumulative: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Cumulative ADT: 0 0 0 0
E+P: 6 276 0 0 229 4 9 0 6 0 0 0 530
E+P ADT: 10,749 10,660 506 0
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Volume Development
PM Peak Hour

1: Campus Avenue & St. Andrews Street

Page1of1

PHF: 0.879 4:00 Count Date: 6/11/2020

NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR EBL EBT EBR WBL  WBT  WBR  TOTAL
Existing 2020: 15 506 0 0 313 15 3 0 10 0 0 0 861
2020 ADT: 10,037 9,948 506 0
2020 Pk-Daily: 8% 8% 8% 0%
Project: 0 28 0 0 47 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 75
Project ADT: 712 712 0 0
Cumulative: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Cumulative ADT: 0 0 0 0
E+P: 15 534 0 0 360 15 3 0 10 0 0 0 936
E+P ADT: 10,749 10,660 506 0
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Counts Unlimited, Inc. Page 1

City of Ontario PO Box 1178
N/S: Campus Avenue Corona, CA 92878
E/W: St Andrews Street Phone: (951) 268-6268 ONTOO1NS
24 Hour Entering Volume Count email: counts@countsunlimited.com Site Code: 051-20232
Start 6/11/2020 Northbound Hour Totals Southbound Hour Totals Combined Totals
Time Thu Morning  Afternoon  Morning  Afternoon  Morning  Afternoon  Morning  Afternoon  Morning  Afternoon
12:00 6 46 3 45
12:15 7 44 4 39
12:30 2 68 4 48
12:45 5 66 20 224 3 53 14 185 34 409
01:00 3 48 2 50
01:15 3 69 2 38
01:30 3 67 2 53
01:45 3 7 12 261 1 36 7 177 19 438
02:00 3 58 3 51
02:15 2 60 3 43
02:30 1 97 1 47
02:45 1 91 7 306 4 42 11 183 18 489
03:00 0 75 4 56
03:15 2 70 7 55)
03:30 1 93 5 72
03:45 12 127 15 365 6 71 22 254 37 619
04:00 7 105 4 70
04:15 4 93 15 64
04:30 14 121 23 60
04:45 9 82 34 401 20 68 62 262 96 663
05:00 14 91 11 68
05:15 8 85 24 66
05:30 23 70 56 71
05:45 25 80 70 326 41 65 132 270 202 596
06:00 13 64 37 50
06:15 29 65 37 45
06:30 31 35 59 33
06:45 38 42 111 206 59 34 192 162 303 368
07:00 35 44 26 36
07:15 50 36 35 43
07:30 49 32 56 28
07:45 57 24 191 136 52 23 169 130 360 266
08:00 41 44 32 18
08:15 44 22 30 34
08:30 40 24 36 28
08:45 41 28 166 118 26 21 124 101 290 219
09:00 37 23 27 13
09:15 24 16 27 18
09:30 27 19 28 20
09:45 34 10 122 68 30 8 112 59 234 127
10:00 36 14 34 11
10:15 50 12 37 10
10:30 50 21 27 12
10:45 45 8 181 55 39 8 137 41 318 96
11:00 34 7 40 1
11:15 57 3 31 6
11:30 55 9 43 7
11:45 53 3 199 22 47 2 161 16 360 38
Total 1128 2488 1128 2488 1143 1840 1143 1840 2271 4328
Combined
3616 3616 2983 2983 6599
Total
AM Peak - 11:00 - - - 06:00 - - - - -
Vol. - 199 - - - 192 - - - - -
P.H.F. 0.873 0.814
PM Peak - - 03:45 - - - 03:30 - - - -
Vol. - - 446 - - - 277 - - - -
P.H.F. 0.878 0.962
Perce”tag 31.2% 68.8% 38.3% 61.7%
ADT/AADT ADT 6,599 AADT 6,599
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Counts Unlimited, Inc. Page 1
City of Ontario PO Box 1178

N/S: Campus Avenue Corona, CA 92878
E/W: St Andrews Street Phone: (951) 268-6268 ONTOO01EW
24 Hour Entering Volume Count email: counts@countsunlimited.com Site Code: 051-20232

Start 6/11/2020 Eastbound Hour Totals Hour Totals Combined Totals

Time Thu Morning  Afternoon  Morning  Afternoon  Morning  Afternoon  Morning  Afternoon  Morning  Afternoon
12:00 0 0
12:15
12:30
12:45
01:00
01:15
01:30
01:45
02:00
02:15
02:30
02:45
03:00
03:15
03:30
03:45
04:00
04:15
04:30
04:45
05:00
05:15
05:30
05:45
06:00
06:15
06:30
06:45
07:00
07:15
07:30
07:45
08:00
08:15
08:30
08:45
09:00
09:15
09:30
09:45
10:00
10:15
10:30
10:45
11:00
11:15
11:30
11:45

Total 0 0 94 119
Combined

Total 213 213 0 0 213

AM Peak - 10:30 - - - - - - - - -
vol. - 21 - - - - - - - - -
P.H.F. 0.583
PM Peak - - 04:45 - - - - - - - -
vol. - - 25 - - - - - - - -
P.H.F. 0.568

[N

10 11

15 10

13 4

19 2

ROUOWPAPRUINOFROWRWAMNREPNNUONRPRPUORPRORPRNWRONORRPPRPOOOORPROOOROOOOO
OCOOO0OOCOO0CORPRFRPFEPPONNWWNNOOWRNNRAANPOWWWRWWOWRMNAOANAORANPEPWWNNRERONEPRE
[elloNeoNoNoNolNoNoNoloolooNooloNoollooNoNoNoloNoNoNeleoloBoleoloNeololoNooloNoloNoNoNololoNoNoNe]
[elloNeoNoNoNoNoNooloololoNololoNololoNoNoloNololoNoNeoNololelololoNoNoloNoNoNoloNololoNoNoNoNeNoNe]

[(e]
=
=

Percentag 44.1% 55.9% 0.0% 0.0%

ADT/AADT ADT 213 AADT 213
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City of Ontario

N/S: Campus Avenue
E/W: St Andrews Street
Weather: Clear

Counts Unlimited, Inc.
PO Box 1178
Corona, CA 92878
(951)268-6268
counts@countsunlimited.com

Groups Printed- Total Volume

File Name
Site Code : 05120232
Start Date : 6/11/2020
PageNo :1

: ONT_Campus_St Andrews_AM

Campus Avenue Campus Avenue St Andrews Street
Southbound Northbound Eastbound

Start Time Thru|  Right| App. Total Left | Thru| App. Total Left| Right| App. Total Int. Total |
07:00 AM 31 1 32 0 38 38 2 0 2 72
07:15 AM 36 0 36 3 40 43 1 3 4 83
07:30 AM 50 2 52 1 45 46 1 1 2 100
07:45 AM 53 1 54 1 61 62 2 0 2 118
Total 170 4 174 5 184 189 6 4 10 373
08:00 AM 33 0 33 0 40 40 3 1 4 77
08:15 AM 34 2 36 0 37 37 0 1 1 74
08:30 AM 35 0 35 0 44 44 0 1 1 80
08:45 AM 28 2 30 0 42 42 1 2 3 75
Total 130 4 134 0 163 163 4 5 9 306
Grand Total 300 8 308 5 347 352 10 9 19 679

Apprch % 97.4 2.6 14 98.6 52.6 47.4
Total % 44.2 1.2 45.4 0.7 51.1 51.8 1.5 1.3 2.8
Campus Avenue Campus Avenue St Andrews Street
Southbound Northbound Eastbound
Start Time Thru|  Right| App. Total Left | Thru| App. Total Left| Right| App. Total Int. Total |
Peak Hour Analysis From 07:00 AM to 08:45 AM - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 07:15°'AM
07:15 AM 36 0 36 3 40 43 1 3 4 83
07:30 AM 50 2 52 1 45 46 1 1 2 100
07:45 AM 53 1 54 1 61 62 2 0 2 118
08:00 AM 33 0 33 0 40 40 3 1 4 77
Total Volume 172 3 175 5 186 191 7 5 12 378
% App. Total 98.3 1.7 2.6 97.4 58.3 41.7

PHF .811 .375 .810 417 762 770 .583 417 .750 .801
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Counts Unlimited, Inc.
PO Box 1178
Corona, CA 92878
(951)268-6268
counts@countsunlimited.com

City of Ontario File Name : ONT_Campus_St Andrews_AM
N/S: Campus Avenue Site Code :05120232

E/W: St Andrews Street Start Date : 6/11/2020

Weather: Clear Page No :2

Campus Avenue
Out In Total

193 175 368

[ ]
t

‘i?h Thru

Peak Hour Data

Total

St Andrews Street
In
8 12 20

North

Peak Hour Begins at 07:15 AM
Total Volume

Out

il

Left Thru
]

[ 177] [ 191] [ 3e8]
Out In Total

Ccamous Avepue

Peak Hour Analysis From 07:00 AM to 08:45 AM - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Each Approach Begins at:

07:15 AM 07:15 AM 07:15 AM

+0 mins. 36 0 36 3 40 43 1 3 4
+15 mins. 50 2 52 1 45 46 1 1 2
+30 mins. 53 1 54 1 61 62 2 0 2
+45 mins. 33 0 33 0 40 40 3 1 4
Total Volume 172 3 175 5 186 191 7 5 12

% App. Total 98.3 17 2.6 97.4 58.3 41.7
PHF .811 .375 .810 417 762 770 .583 417 .750
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Counts Unlimited, Inc.
PO Box 1178
Corona, CA 92878
(951)268-6268
counts@countsunlimited.com

City of Ontario File Name : ONT_Campus_St Andrews_pm
N/S: Campus Avenue Site Code :05120232

E/W: St Andrews Street Start Date : 6/11/2020

Weather: Clear PageNo :1

Groups Printed- Total Volume

Campus Avenue Campus Avenue St Andrews Street
Southbound Northbound Eastbound

Start Time Thru|  Right| App. Total Left | Thru| App. Total Left| Right| App. Total Int. Total |
04:00 PM 68 2 70 6 99 105 0 2 2 177
04:15 PM 61 3 64 0 94 94 1 1 2 160
04:30 PM 63 3 66 5 122 127 1 2 3 196
04:45 PM 58 4 62 1 90 91 0 3 3 156
Total 250 12 262 12 405 417 2 8 10 689
05:00 PM 61 5 66 1 94 95 1 2 3 164
05:15 PM 63 0 63 1 90 91 5 3 8 162
05:30 PM 67 6 73 4 72 76 3 7 10 159
05:45 PM 56 4 60 6 53 59 1 2 3 122
Total 247 15 262 12 309 321 10 14 24 607
Grand Total 497 27 524 24 714 738 12 22 34 1296

Apprch % 94.8 5.2 3.3 96.7 35.3 64.7
Total % 38.3 21 40.4 19 55.1 56.9 0.9 17 2.6
Campus Avenue Campus Avenue St Andrews Street
Southbound Northbound Eastbound
Start Time Thru|  Right| App. Total Left | Thru| App. Total Left| Right| App. Total Int. Total |
Peak Hour Analysis From 04:00 PM to 05:45 PM - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 04:00'PM
04:00 PM 68 2 70 6 99 105 0 2 2 177
04:15 PM 61 3 64 0 94 94 1 1 2 160
04:30 PM 63 3 66 5 122 127 1 2 3 196
04:45 PM 58 4 62 1 90 91 0 3 3 156
Total Volume 250 12 262 12 405 417 2 8 10 689
% App. Total 95.4 4.6 2.9 97.1 20 80

PHF .919 .750 .936 .500 .830 .821 .500 .667 .833 .879
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Counts Unlimited, Inc.
PO Box 1178
Corona, CA 92878
(951)268-6268
counts@countsunlimited.com

City of Ontario File Name : ONT_Campus_St Andrews_pm
N/S: Campus Avenue Site Code :05120232

E/W: St Andrews Street Start Date : 6/11/2020

Weather: Clear PageNo :2

Campus Avenue
Out In Total

407 262 669

[ ]

fi?ht Thiru

Peak Hour Data

I J North

-

- Peak Hour Begins at 04:00 PM
x4 Total Volume

Total

St Andrews Street
In
24 10 34
[ ]
[ 8]
h eft

Out

il

Left Thru
]

[ 258] [ 417] [ 675]
Out In Total

Ccamous Avepue

Peak Hour Analysis From 04:00 PM to 05:45 PM - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Each Approach Begins at:

04:45 PM 04:00 PM 04:45 PM

+0 mins. 58 4 62 6 99 105 0 3 3
+15 mins. 61 5 66 0 94 94 1 2 3
+30 mins. 63 0 63 5 122 127 5 3 8
+45 mins. 67 6 73 1 90 91 3 7 10
Total Volume 249 15 264 12 405 417 9 15 24

% App. Total 94.3 5.7 2.9 97.1 37.5 62.5
PHF .929 .625 .904 .500 .830 .821 .450 .536 .600
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Location: Ontario Date: 6/11/2020
N/S: Campus Avenue [ﬁfﬁfjﬁ Day: Thursday
E/W: St Andrews Street unlimited
PEDESTRIANS
North Leg East Leg South Leg West Leg
Campus Avenue St Andrews Street Campus Avenue St Andrews Street
Pedestrians Pedestrians Pedestrians Pedestrians
7:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0
7:15 AM 0 0 2 2 4
7:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0
7:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0
8:00 AM 0 0 1 1 2
8:15 AM 0 0 3 0 3
8:30 AM 0 0 0 1 1
8:45 AM 0 0 1 0 1
TOTAL VOLUMES: 0 0 7 4 11
North Leg East Leg South Leg West Leg
Campus Avenue St Andrews Street Campus Avenue St Andrews Street
Pedestrians Pedestrians Pedestrians Pedestrians
4:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0
4:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0
4:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0
4:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0
5:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0
5:15PM 0 0 0 0 0
5:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0
5:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL VOLUMES: 0 0 0 0 0

Counts Unlimited, Inc.
PO Box 1178
Corona, CA 92878
951-268-6268
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Location: Ontario Date: 6/11/2020
N/S: Campus Avenue /ﬁf?:ﬂz_} Day: Thursday
E/W: St Andrews Street unlimited
BICYCLES
Southbound Westbound Northbound Eastbound
Campus Avenue St Andrews Street Campus Avenue St Andrews Street
Left Thru Right Left Thru Right Left Thru Right Left Thru Right
7:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
7:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
7:30 AM 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 2
7:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 2
8:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
8:15 AM 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
8:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
8:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL VOLUMES: 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 5
Southbound Westbound Northbound Eastbound
Campus Avenue St Andrews Street Campus Avenue St Andrews Street
Left Thru Right Left Thru Right Left Thru Right Left Thru Right
4:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
4:15PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
4:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
4:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
5:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
5:15PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
5:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
5:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1
TOTAL VOLUMES: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1

Counts Unlimited, Inc.

PO Box 1178

Corona, CA 92878

951-268-6268
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Counts Unlimited, Inc. Page 1
City of Ontario PO Box 1178
Saint Andrews Street Corona, CA 92878

W/ Campus Avenue Phone: (951) 268-6268 ONTO001
24 Hour Directional Volume Count email: counts@countsunlimited.com Site Code: 051-20232

Start 6/11/2020 Eastbound Hour Totals Westhound Hour Totals Combined Totals
Time Thu Morning  Afternoon  Morning  Afternoon  Morning  Afternoon  Morning  Afternoon  Morning  Afternoon
12:00 0 2
12:15
12:30
12:45
01:00
01:15
01:30
01:45
02:00
02:15
02:30
02:45
03:00
03:15
03:30
03:45
04:00
04:15
04:30
04:45
05:00
05:15
05:30
05:45
06:00
06:15
06:30
06:45
07:00
07:15
07:30
07:45
08:00
08:15
08:30
08:45
09:00
09:15
09:30
09:45
10:00
10:15
10:30
10:45
11:00
11:15
11:30
11:45
Total

=

=

[N
[N

NOORPROFRPRWNNRPEPBAMRPPRPUOWUOUODOWWNNNNONRARRPDMOWNOOORBRWWIAORONONMWBANDBDDN

10 11 12 15 22 26

15 10 13 13 28 23

13 4 15 7 28 11

19 2 17 8 36 10

17 1 34 1
85 172 179 291
Combined

213 213 257 257 470
Total

AM Peak - 10:30 - - - 10:45 - - - - -
Vol. - 21 - - - 20 . - . B} B
P.H.F. 0.583 0.833
PM Peak - - 04:45 - - - 05:30 - - - -
Vol. - - 25 - - - 28 - - - -
P.H.F. 0.568 0.636

ROUOWPAPIINOFROWRWARNNUONRPUORPRORPRNWFRONORRPPOOOOROOOROOOOO
OCOOO0OO0OO0OORPRRFRPEFEFPONMNNWWNNUWENNARANRPRPOWWWRWWAUIUONOBRARNRPRPOWWNNRERONPR
NPT WDRITWWWNADMNIOIOANOOOOORFRORPOFRPROOOFRPROOFRPROOOORPFPOOROPR

[(e]
=
=

Percemag 44.1%  55.9% 33.1%  66.9%

ADT/AADT ADT 470 AADT 470
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Thursday, September 26, 2019 CITY: Ontario PROJECT: JN12988

ADT2 Campus between St Andrews and Doral. Suhsduhgte | #D1pWGHWhO1#:47H#586#: ; ; ;
AM Period NB SB EB WB PM Period NB SB EB WB
0:00 3 3 12:00 45 40
0:15 15 3 12:15 42 42
0:30 5 4 12:30 51 46
0:45 4 27 5 15 42 12:45 58 196 43 171 367
1:00 6 3 13:00 51 44
1:15 0 0 13:15 68 45
1:30 2 0 13:30 81 39
1:45 2 10 0 3 13 13:45 93 293 81 209 502
2:00 4 0 14:00 82 66
2:15 2 2 14:15 89 65
2:30 2 3 14:30 112 49
2:45 3 11 0 5 16 14:45 123 406 74 254 660
3:00 2 3 15:00 126 74
3:15 2 4 15:15 113 94
3:30 4 6 15:30 110 77
3:45 7 15 9 22 37 15:45 149 498 71 316 814
4:00 4 2 16:00 103 79
4:15 7 19 16:15 130 81
4:30 11 30 16:30 140 89
4:45 12 34 28 79 113 16:45 143 516 79 328 844
5:00 14 18 17:00 106 91
5:15 9 29 17:15 154 101
5:30 15 47 17:30 133 89
5:45 17 55 51 145 200 17:45 126 519 91 372 891
6:00 24 50 18:00 78 72
6:15 34 54 18:15 82 48
6:30 41 69 18:30 69 57
6:45 67 166 59 232 398 18:45 73 302 62 239 541
7:00 81 57 19:00 48 31
7:15 122 76 19:15 52 42
7:30 143 135 19:30 34 38
7:45 111 457 55 323 780 19:45 28 162 32 143 305
8:00 106 75 20:00 27 27
8:15 87 44 20:15 24 36
8:30 77 82 20:30 31 25
8:45 78 348 49 250 598 20:45 25 107 33 121 228
9:00 39 33 21:00 19 21
9:15 45 39 21:15 18 19
9:30 65 25 21:30 7 21
9:45 47 196 34 131 327 21:45 13 57 14 75 132
10:00 40 35 22:00 19 15
10:15 41 23 22:15 10 14
10:30 47 34 22:30 9 10
10:45 39 167 43 135 302 22:45 12 50 12 51 101
11:00 46 35 23:00 7 11
11:15 40 44 23:15 6 7
11:30 51 45 23:30 6
11:45 56 193 29 153 346 23:45 12 31 3 29 60
Total Vol. 1679 1493 3172 3137 2308 5445
Daily Totals
NB SB EB WB Combined
4816 3801 8617
AM PM
Split % 52.9% 47.1% 36.8% 57.6% 42.4% 63.2%
Peak Hour 7:15 7:15 7:15 16:30 17:00 16:30
Volume 482 341 823 543 372 903
P.H.F. 0.84 0.63 0.74 0.87 0.92 0.89
cs@aimtd.com Tell. 714 253 7888
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ATTACHMENT B

EXISTING (2020) CONDITIONS TRAFFIC SIGNAL WARRANT ANALYSIS WORKSHEETS
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California MUTCD 2014 Edition
(FHWA's MUTCD 2009 Edition, including Revisions 1 2, as amended for use in California), Revision 5 (dated March 27, 2020)

Figure 4C-101 (CA). Traffic Signal Warrants Worksheet Summary

Jurisdiction: City of Ontario Count Date: 06/11/20

Major Street: Campus Avenue Critical Approach Speed (Major) 40 mph

Minor Street: St. Andrews Street Critical Approach Speed (Minor) 25 mph

Major Street Approach Lanes = 2

Minor Street Approach Lanes = 1

WARRANT 1 - Eight Hour Vehicular Volume SATISFIED = NO

WARRANT 2 - Four Hour Vehicular Volume SATISFIED = NO

WARRANT 3 - Peak Hour SATISFIED = NO

WARRANT 4 - Pedestrian Volume SATISFIED = NO

WARRANT 6 - Coordinated Signal System SATISFIED = NO

WARRANT 7 - Crash Experience Warrant SATISFIED = NO

WARRANT 8 - Roadway Network SATISFIED = NO
(® URBAN

CROSSROADS
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California MUTCD 2014 Edition

(FHWA's MUTCD 2009 Edition, including Revisions 1 2, as amended for use in California), Revision 5 (dated March 27, 2020)

Figure 4C-101 (CA). Traffic Signal Warrants Worksheet (Sheet 1 of 4)

- COUNT DATE 06/11/20
DIST co RTE PM CALC CS DATE 06/17/20
Jurisdiction: City of Ontario CHK - DATE
Major Street: Campus Avenue Critical Approach Speed (Major) 40 mph
Minor Street: St. Andrews Street Critical Approach Speed (Minor) 25 mph
Speed limit or critical speed on major street traffic > 64 km/h (40 mph); ..........
or URBAN (U)
In built up area of isolated community of < 10,000 population ........................ |:|
WARRANT 1 - Eight Hour Vehicular Volume SATISFIED = NO
(Condition A or Condition B or combination of A and B must be satisifed)
Condition A - Minimum Vehicle Volume 100% SATISFIED = NO
80% SATISFIED = NO
Minimum Requirements Minimum Major Approach Volume = 600
(80% shown in Brackets) Minimum Minor Approach Volume = 150
u | R U | R | Hra ] Hr2 [ He3 | Hra] Hrs [ Hre | Hr7 | Hrg %
Approach Lanes 1 2 or More 16 15 17 14 13 12 18 8 Satisfy
Both Approaches | 500 350 600 420
Major Street (400) | (280) | (480) | (336) | 829 774 | 745 611 548 | 511 | 460 | 363 60%
Highest Approach | 150 105 200 140
Minor Street (120) | (84) | (160) | (212) | 13 18 30 15 13 13 15 19 8%
Condition B - Interruption of Continuous Traffic 100% SATISFIED = NO
80% SATISFIED = NO
Minimum Requirements Minimum Major Approach Volume = 900
(80% shown in Brackets) Minimum Minor Approach Volume = 75
U R U | R.|Hr1 ] H2[H3] H4] HS[H6]| HT] Hr8 %
Approach Lanes 1 2 or More 16 15 17 14 13 12 18 8 Satisfy
Both Approaches | 750 525 900 630
Major Street (600) |. (420) | (720) | (504) | 829 774 | 745 611 548 | 511 | 460 | 363 40%
Highest Approach 75 53 100 70
Minor Street (60) | (42). | (80) | (56) 13 18 30 15 13 13 15 19 17%
Combination of Conditions A & B SATISFIED = NO
REQUIREMENT CONDITIONS v FULFILLED
TWO CONDITIONS A.  MINIMUM VEHICULAR VOLUME AND, NO
80% SATISFIED B. INTERRUPTION OF CONTINUOUS TRAFFIC NO
AND, AN ADEQUATE TRIAL OF OTHER ALTERNATIVES THAT COULD
CAUSE LESS DELAY AND INCONVENIENCE TO TRAFFIC HAS FAILED NO
TO SOLVE THE TRAFFIC PROBLEMS
The satisfaction of a traffic signal warrant or warrants shall not in itself require the installation of a traffic control signal.
(> URBAN
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California MUTCD 2014 Edition

(FHWA's MUTCD 2009 Edition, including Revisions 1 2, as amended for use in California), Revision 5 (dated March 27, 2020)

Figure 4C-101 (CA). Traffic Signal Warrants Worksheet (Sheet 2 of 4)

Major Street: Campus Avenue Minor Street: St. Andrews Street

WARRANT 2 - Four Hour Vehicular Volume
Record hourly vehicular volumes for any four hours of an average day.

SATISFIED* = NO

APPROACH LANES Number of Lanes 16 15 17 14
Both Approaches - Major Street 2 829 | 774 | 745 | 611
Highest Approach - Minor Street 1 13 18 30 15

*All plotted points fall above the curves in Figure 4C-1. (URBAN AREAS)

NO

OR, All plotted points fall above the curves in Figure 4C-2. (RURAL AREAS)

NO

WARRANT 3 - Peak Hour
(Part A or Part B must be satisfied)

PART A
(All parts 1, 2, and 3 below must be satisfied for the same
one hour, for any four consecutive 15-minute periods)

SATISFIED= NO

SATISFIED= NO

1. The total delay experienced for traffic on one minor street approach (one direction only)
controlled by a STOP sign equals or exceeds four vehicle-hours for a one-lane
approach, or five vehicle-hours for.a two-lane approach; AND

for intersections with four or more approaches or 650 vph for intersections with
three approaches.

2. The volume on the same minor street approach (one direction only) equals or exceeds NO
100 vph for one moving lane of traffic or. 150 vph for two moving lanes; AND
3. The total entering volume serviced during the hour equals or exceeds 800 vph YES

PARTB SATISFIED= NO
APPROACH LANES Number of Lanes 16

Both Approaches - Major Street 2 849

Highest Approach - Minor Street 1 13

The plotted points fall above the curve in Figure 4C-3. (URBAN AREAS) NO

OR, The plotted point falls above the curves in Figure 4C-4. (RURAL AREAS) NO

The satisfaction of a traffic signal warrant or warrants shall not in itself require the installation of a traffic control signal.

(® URBAN

CROSSROADS
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California MUTCD 2014 Edition

(FHWA's MUTCD 2009 Edition, including Revisions 1 2, as amended for use in California), Revision 5 (dated March 27, 2020)

Figure 4C-101 (CA). Traffic Signal Warrants Worksheet (Sheet 3 of 4)

Major Street: Campus Avenue Minor Street: St. Andrews Street

WARRANT 4 - Pedestrian Volume
(Parts 1 & 2 must be satisfied)

SATISFIED = NO

Part 1 (Parts A or B must be satisifed) Hrl | Hr2 | Hr3 | Hr4
7 8 4 6
A. Veh per hour for any 4 hours 466| 383| 861| 759|Figure 4C-5 or Figure 4C-6
Peds per hour for any 4 hours 3 6 0 0
B. 8:00 | 8:15 | 8:30 | 8:45
Veh per hour for any 1 hour 96 93 100 94|Figure 4C-7 or Figure 4C-8
Peds per hour for any 1 hour 1 4 0 1
Part 2 SATISFIED = YES
AND, The distance to the nearest traffic signal along the major street is greater than 90 m (300 ft) YES
OR, The proposed traffic signal will restrict progressive traffic flow along the major street. NO

WARRANT 5 - School Crossings
(Parts A and B, or Part C must be satisfied)

SATISFIED = NO

Part A Hr SATISFIED = NO
Gap/Minute and # of Children
Gaps vs Minutes Children using Crossing
Minutes Number of Adequate Gaps Gap < Minutes NO
School Age Pedestrian Crossing Street/ hr AND Children > 20/hr NO
| AND, Consideration has been given to less restrictive remedial measures. NO

Part B SATISFIED = NO
The distance to the nearest traffic signal along the major street is greater than 90 m (300 ft) NO
OR, The proposed traffic signal will restrict/progressive movement of traffic. NO

Part C (All Parts 1, 2, and 3 below must be satisfied)

SATISFIED = NO

U Ry*
1. Vehicles/hr 500 | 350 NO
AND, School Age Pedestrians Crossing Street / hr 100 70 NO
OR, School Age Pedestrians Crossing Street / day 500 350 NO
* When the critical (85th percentile approach speed exceeds 55 km/h (35 mph) or the sight distance to the
intersection is less than the required stopping distance, rural criteria should be used.
2. Other signal warrants are met. NO
3. The distance to the nearest controlled crossing is greater than 150 m (600 ft). NO

The satisfaction of a traffic signal warrant or warrants shall not in itself require the installation of a traffic control signal.

(® URBAN

CROSSROADS
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California MUTCD 2014 Edition

(FHWA's MUTCD 2009 Edition, including Revisions 1 2, as amended for use in California), Revision 5 (dated March 27, 2020)

Figure 4C-101 (CA). Traffic Signal Warrants Worksheet (Sheet 4 of 4)

Major Street:

Campus Avenue

Minor Street: St. Andrews Street

WARRANT 6 - Coordinated Signal System

(All parts must be satisfied)

SATISFIED = NO

MINIMUM REQUIREMENT DISTANCE TO NEAREST SIGNAL FULFILLED
> 300 m (1000 ft) N__ ft, S 1,400 ft, E ft, W ft YES
On a one-way street or a street that has traffic predominantly in one direction, the adjacent traffic control signals are
so far apart that they do not provide the necessary degree of vehicular platooning.
NO
OR, On a two-way street or a street, adjacent traffic control signals do not provide the necessary-degree of vehicular
platooning and the proposed and adjacent traffic control signals will collectively provide a progressive operation.

WARRANT 7 - Crash Experience Warrant

(All parts must be satisfied)

SATISFIED = NO

Adequate trial of alternatives with satisfactory observance and enforcement has failed to NO
reduce the crash frequency.
Number of crashes within a 12 month period susceptible to
REQUIREMENTS correction by a traffic signal, and involving injury or damage NO
exceeding the requirements for a reportable crash.
5 OR MORE Number Accidents = 0
REQUIREMENTS CONDITIONS \
Warrant-1, Condition A -
Minimum Vehicular Volume NO
ONE CONDITION IOI:, Wartr'ant 2]: Con:ition Bt— i NO NO
nterruption of continuous traffic
SATISFIED 80% OR, Warrant 4, Pedestrian Volume Conditions
Ped Vol = 152 for any hour NO
OR, ped Vol > 80 for any 4 hours

WARRANT 8 - Roadway Network
(All parts must be satisfied)

SATISFIED = NO

MINIMUM VOLUME ENTERING VOLUMES - ALL APPROACHES FULFILLED
REQUIREMENT v
During typical weekday peak hour 841.25 veh/hr and
has 5-year projected traffic volumes that meet one or more of No
1000 VEH/HR Warrants 1, 2, and 3 during an average weekday. NO
OR, During Each of Any 5 Hrs. of
a Sat. and/or Sun Veh/hr
MAIJOR MAJOR
CHARACTERISTICS OF MAJOR ROUTES ROUTE A ROUTE B
Hwy. System Serving as Principal Network for Through Traffic YES NO
Rural or Suburban Highway Outside of, Entering, or Traversing a Cit YES NO
Appears as Major Route on an Official Plan YES NO
Any Major Route Characteristics Met, Both Streets NO

The satisfaction of a traffic signal warrant or warrants shall not in itself require the installation of a traffic control signal.
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CROSSROADS

Item B - 137 of 438



California MUTCD 2012 Edition
(FHWA's MUTCD 2009 Edition, as amended for use in California)

Major Street Name = Campus Avenue

Minor Street Name = St. Andrews Street

Figure 4C-3. Warrant 3, Peak Hour

Total of Both Approaches (VPH) = 849

Number of Approach Lanes on Major Street = 2

High Volume Approach (VPH) = 13

Number of Approach Lanes On Minor Street = 1
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California MUTCD 2014 Edition

Page 838

(FHWA’s MUTCD 2009 Edition, including Revisions 1 & 2, as amended for use in California)

TOTAL OF ALL
PEDESTRIANS
CROSSING
MAJOR STREET-
PEDESTRIANS
PER HOUR (PPH)

Figure 4C-5. Warrant 4, Pedestrian Four-Hour Volume
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*Note: 107 pph applies as the lower threshold volume.

Figure 4C-6. Warrant 4, Pedestrian Four-Hour Volume (70% Factor)
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November 7, 2014
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California MUTCD 2014 Edition Page 839
(FHWA’s MUTCD 2009 Edition, including Revisions 1 & 2, as amended for use in California)

Figure 4C-7. Warrant 4, Pedestrian Peak Hour
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Figure 4C-8. Warrant 4, Pedestrian Peak Hour (70% Factor)
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Chapter 4C — Traffic Control Signal Needs Studies November 7, 2014
Part 4 — Highway Traffic Signals
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California MUTCD 2014 (FHWA's MUTCD 2009, as amended for use in California)

Figure 4C-103 (CA). Traffic Signal Warrants Worksheet
(Average Traffic Estimate Form)

L L L . TRAFFIC CONDITIONS E+P

DIST co RTE PM CALC CS DATE 06/17/20
Jurisdiction:  City of Ontario CHK DATE
Major Street: Campus Avenue Critical Approach Speed (Major) 40 mph
Minor Street: St. Andrews Street Critical Approach Speed (Minor) 25 mph
Major Street Approach Lanes = 2 lane Minor Street Approach Lanes = 1 lane
Major Street Future ADT = 10,705 vpd Minor Street Future ADT = 253 vpd

Speed limit or critical speed on major street traffic > 64 km/h (40 mph); ..........

[ ]
or RURAL (R)
[ ]

In built up area of isolated community of < 10,000 population ..........cc............

(Based on Estimated Average Daily Traffic - See Note)

URBAN RURAL Minimum Requirements
XX EADT
CONDITION A - Minimum Vehicular Volume Vehicles Per Day
Satisfied Not Satisfied Vehicles Per Day on on Higher-Volume
XX Major Street Minor Street Approach
Number of lanes for moving traffic on each approach (Total of Both Approaches) (One Direction Only)
Major Street Minor Street Urban Rural Urban Rural
1 1 8,000 5,600 2,400 1,680
2 + 10,705 1 253 9,600 * 6,720 2,400 1,680
2+ 2 + 9,600 6,720 3,200 2,240
1 2+ 8,000 5,600 3,200 2,240
CONDITION B - Interruption of Continuous Traffic Vehicles Per Day
Satisfied Not Satisfied Vehicles Per Day on Higher-Volume
XX on Major Street Minor Street Approach
Number of lanes for moving traffic on each approach (Total of Both Approaches) (One Direction Only)
Major Street Minor Street Urban Rural Urban Rural
1 1 12,000 8,400 1,200 850
2 + 10,705 1 253 14,400 10,080 1,200 850
2+ 2+ 14,400 10,080 1,600 1,120
1 2+ 12,000 8,400 1,600 1,120
Combination of CONDITIONS A + B
Satisfied Not Satisfied
XX 2 CONDITIONS 2 CONDITIONS
No one condition satisfied, but following conditions 80% 80%
fulfilled 80% of more ..... A B
11% 21%

Note: To be used only for NEW INTERSECTIONS or other locations where it is not reasonable
to count actual traffic volumes.

The satisfaction of a traffic signal warrant or warrants shall not in itself require the installation of a traffic control signal.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

1.1 Purpose of Analysis

This Noise Impact Report has been prepared to determine the noise impacts associated with the proposed
Campus Avenue Residential project (proposed project). The City of Ontario (City) has provided Project
Review Comments on March 17, 2020 that provides the following noise-related comments that have been
addressed in this analysis:

18.0  The Project shall be constructed and operated in a manner so as not to exceed the maximum
interior and exterior noise levels set forth in Ontario Municipal Code Title 5 (Public Welfare,

Morals, and Conduct), Chapter 29 (Noise).

The maximum interior and exterior noise levels for single-family residential from Title 5, Chapter
29 is shown in Table A.

Table A - City of Ontario Municipal Code Title 5 Single-Family Residential Noise Standards

Allowed Equivalent Noise Level (dBA Leq)

Single-Family Residential Noise Standards 7 a.m. to 10 p.m. 10 p.m.to 7 a.m.
Exterior Noise Standard? 65 45
Interior Noise Standard? 45 40
Notes:

! Exterior Noise Standard from Section 5-29.04 of the Municipal Code
2 Interior Noise Standard from Section 5-29.05 of the Municipal Code

18.1  Pursuant to Exhibit S-3a (Future Roadway Noise Contour Map) of the Policy Plan Safety Element,
the Project is within the 65-70 dBA CNEL noise contour of Future Roadway Noise Contours. An
acoustical analysis is required showing compliance with City noise standards. The analysis shall be
approved by the Planning Department prior to Development Advisory Board review and action.

General Plan Policy S4-1 states that the City utilizes the City’s Noise Ordinance to mitigate
roadway noise impacts to the proposed single-family homes. As such, the same noise standards
shown above in Table A will be utilized to meet the 18.1 requirements.

1.2 Site Location and Study Area

The project site is located in the City of Ontario (City) on a 7.3 acre vacant parcel that is located on the
west side of Campus Avenue between St Andrews Street and Doral Street. The project site is bounded by
single-family homes to the north, Campus Avenue and single-family homes to the east, single-family and
multi-family homes to the south, and single-family homes to the west. The project study area is shown in
Figure 1.

1.3 Proposed Project Description

The proposed project consists of the development of 92 single-family homes with a recreation area, and
23 guest parking spaces. The site plan is shown in Figure 2 and the conceptual wall and fence plan is
shown in Figure 3.

Campus Avenue Residential Project, Noise Impact Report Page 1
City of Ontario
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1.4 Project Design Features Incorporated into the Proposed Project

This analysis was based on implementation of the following project design features that are depicted on
the plans for the project.

Project Design Feature 1:

The project applicant shall construct the proposed walls shown on the Wall/Fence Plan (see Figure
3) that requires a minimum 6-foot high block wall on the east side of Lots 1 and 47 and a minimum
5.5-foot high block wall on the east side of Lots 48, 49, 51, 90, 91, and 92.

Campus Avenue Residential Project, Noise Impact Report Page 2
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2.0 NOISE FUNDAMENTALS

Noise is defined as unwanted sound. Sound becomes unwanted when it interferes with normal activities,
when it causes actual physical harm or when it has adverse effects on health. Sound is produced by the
vibration of sound pressure waves in the air. Sound pressure levels are used to measure the intensity of
sound and are described in terms of decibels. The decibel (dB) is a logarithmic unit which expresses the
ratio of the sound pressure level being measured to a standard reference level. A-weighted decibels (dBA)
approximate the subjective response of the human ear to a broad frequency noise source by
discriminating against very low and very high frequencies of the audible spectrum. They are adjusted to
reflect only those frequencies which are audible to the human ear.

2.1 Noise Descriptors

Noise Equivalent sound levels are not measured directly, but are calculated from sound pressure levels
typically measured in A-weighted decibels (dBA). The equivalent sound level (Leq) represents a steady
state sound level containing the same total energy as a time varying signal over a given sample period.
The peak traffic hour Leq is the noise metric used by California Department of Transportation (Caltrans)
for all traffic noise impact analyses.

The Day-Night Average Level (Ldn) is the weighted average of the intensity of a sound, with corrections
for time of day, and averaged over 24 hours. The time of day corrections require the addition of ten
decibels to sound levels at night between 10 p.m. and 7 a.m. While the Community Noise Equivalent Level
(CNEL) is similar to the Ldn, except that it has another addition of 4.77 decibels to sound levels during the
evening hours between 7 p.m. and 10 p.m. These additions are made to the sound levels at these time
periods because during the evening and nighttime hours, when compared to daytime hours, there is a
decrease in the ambient noise levels, which creates an increased sensitivity to sounds. For this reason the
sound appears louder in the evening and nighttime hours and is weighted accordingly. The City of Ontario
relies on the CNEL noise standard to assess transportation-related impacts on noise sensitive land uses.

2.2 Tone Noise

A pure tone noise is a noise produced at a single frequency and laboratory tests have shown that humans
are more perceptible to changes in noise levels of a pure tone. For a noise source to contain a “pure
tone,” there must be a significantly higher A-weighted sound energy in a given frequency band than in the
neighboring bands, thereby causing the noise source to “stand out” against other noise sources. A pure
tone occurs if the sound pressure level in the one-third octave band with the tone exceeds the average of
the sound pressure levels of the two contiguous one-third octave bands by:

e 5dB for center frequencies of 500 hertz (Hz) and above
e 8 dB for center frequencies between 160 and 400 Hz
e 15 dB for center frequencies of 125 Hz or less

2.3 Noise Propagation

From the noise source to the receiver, noise changes both in level and frequency spectrum. The most
obvious is the decrease in noise as the distance from the source increases. The manner in which noise
reduces with distance depends on whether the source is a point or line source as well as ground
absorption, atmospheric effects and refraction, and shielding by natural and manmade features. Sound
from point sources, such as air conditioning condensers, radiate uniformly outward as it travels away from

Campus Avenue Residential Project, Noise Impact Report Page 6
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the source in a spherical pattern. The noise drop-off rate associated with this geometric spreading is 6
dBA per each doubling of the distance (dBA/DD). Transportation noise sources such as roadways are
typically analyzed as line sources, since at any given moment the receiver may be impacted by noise from
multiple vehicles at various locations along the roadway. Because of the geometry of a line source, the
noise drop-off rate associated with the geometric spreading of a line source is 3 dBA/DD.

2.4 Ground Absorption

The sound drop-off rate is highly dependent on the conditions of the land between the noise source and
receiver. To account for this ground-effect attenuation (absorption), two types of site conditions are
commonly used in traffic noise models, soft-site and hard-site conditions. Soft-site conditions account for
the sound propagation loss over natural surfaces such as normal earth and ground vegetation. For point
sources, a drop-off rate of 7.5 dBA/DD is typically observed over soft ground with landscaping, as
compared with a 6.0 dBA/DD drop-off rate over hard ground such as asphalt, concrete, stone and very
hard packed earth. For line sources a 4.5 dBA/DD is typically observed for soft-site conditions compared
to the 3.0 dBA/DD drop-off rate for hard-site conditions. Caltrans research has shown that the use of soft-
site conditions is more appropriate for the application of the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)
traffic noise prediction model used in this analysis.

Campus Avenue Residential Project, Noise Impact Report Page 7
City of Ontario

Item B - 155 of 438



3.0 EXISTING NOISE CONDITIONS

To determine the existing noise levels, noise measurements have been taken in the vicinity of the project
site. The field survey noted that noise within the proposed project area is generally characterized by
vehicles on South Campus Avenue that is located adjacent to the east side of the project site. The
following describes the measurement procedures, measurement locations, and measurement results of
the existing noise environment.

3.1 Noise Measurement Equipment

The noise measurements were taken using three Larson Davis Model LXT1 Type 1 sound level meters
programmed in “slow” mode to record the sound pressure level at 1-second intervals for 24 hours in “A”
weighted form. In addition, the L.q averaged over the entire measuring time and Lmax were recorded with
both sound level meters. The sound level meters and microphones were mounted on fences in the vicinity
of the project site, were placed between four and six feet above the ground and were equipped with
windscreens during all measurements. The noise meters were calibrated before and after the monitoring
using a Larson Davis Cal200 calibrator. All noise level measurement equipment meets American National
Standards Institute specifications for sound level meters (S1.4-1983 identified in Chapter 19.68.020.AA).

Noise Measurement Location

The noise monitoring locations were selected in order to obtain noise levels on the project site and in the
vicinity of the nearby sensitive receptors. Descriptions of the noise monitoring sites are provided below
in Table B and are shown in Figure 4. Appendix A includes a photo index of the study area and noise level
measurement locations.

Noise Measurement Timing and Climate

The noise measurements were recorded between 3:32 p.m. on Tuesday, June 9, 2020 and 3:57 p.m. on
Wednesday, June 10, 2020. When the noise measurements were started the sky was clear (no clouds),
the temperature was 99 degrees Fahrenheit, the humidity was 14 percent, barometric pressure was 29.09
inches of mercury, and the wind was blowing around three miles per hour. Overnight, the temperature
dropped to 60 degrees Fahrenheit. At the conclusion of the noise measurements, the sky was clear, the
temperature was 75 degrees Fahrenheit, the humidity was 49 percent, barometric pressure was 29.75
inches of mercury, and the wind was blowing around five miles per hour.

3.2 Noise Measurement Results

The results of the noise level measurements are presented in Table B. The measured sound pressure levels
in dBA have been used to calculate the minimum and maximum L.q averaged over 1-hour intervals. Table
B also shows the Leg, Lmax, and CNEL, based on the entire measurement time. The noise monitoring data
printouts are included in Appendix B. Figure 5 shows a graph of the 24-hour noise measurements.
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Table B — Existing (Ambient) Noise Level Measurements

Site Average (dBA L,;)  1-hr Average (dBA L.;/Time) Average
No. Site Description Daytime! Nighttime? Minimum Maximum (dBA CNEL)
Located north of project site on fence on
i 2.2 .2
1 south s.lde of St Andrews Street, 628 56.3 5 65 65.2
approximately 85 feet west of Campus 2:50 a.m. 4:26 p.m.
Avenue centerline.
Located on a fence on project site
. . 52.3 65.5
2 driveway, approximately 55 feet west of 64.3 57.9 66.8

Campus Avenue centerline. 2:58a.m. 4:17 p.m.

Located south of project site on fence of

driveway for home at 2862 Campus 50.9 64.1
3 Avenue, approximately 75 feet west of 62.7 >6.0 3:13 a.m. 2:45 p.m. 65.0
Campus Avenue centerline.
Notes:

! Daytime defined as 7:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m. (Section 5-29.04 of the Municipal Code)
2 Nighttime define as 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. (Section 5-29.04 of the Municipal Code)
Source: Noise measurements taken between Tuesday, June 9 and Wednesday, June 10, 2020.
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Figure 5

Field Noise Measurements Graph
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4.0 MODELING PARAMETERS AND ASSUMPTIONS

4.1 FHWA Traffic Noise Model Methodology

The proposed project would result in increases in traffic noise to the nearby roadways. The project
impacts to the offsite roadways were analyzed through use of the FHWA Traffic Noise Prediction Model -
FHWA-RD-77-108 (FHWA Model). The FHWA Model arrives at a predicted noise level through a series of
adjustments to the Reference Energy Mean Emission Level (REMEL). Adjustments are then made to the
reference energy mean emission level to account for: the roadway active width (i.e., the distance between
the center of the outermost travel lanes on each side of the roadway), the total average daily traffic (ADT)
and the percentage of ADT which flows during the day, evening and night, the travel speed, the vehicle
mix on the roadway, which is a percentage of the volume of automobiles, medium trucks and heavy trucks,
the roadway grade, the angle of view of the observer exposed to the roadway and site conditions ("hard"
or "soft" relates to the absorption of the ground, pavement or landscaping). The following section
provides a discussion of the software and modeling input parameters used in this analysis and a discussion
of the resultant existing noise model.

FHWA Model Traffic Noise Prediction Model Inputs

The proposed single-family homes would be impacted by noise created from vehicles on Campus Avenue.
According to the site plan, the built out right-of-way for Campus Avenue adjacent to the project is 100
feet, which was entered into the FHWA model. The posted speed limit in the vicinity of the project site is
40 miles per hour (mph), which was also entered into the FHWA model. Since landscaping will be planted
between Campus Avenue and the proposed homes, soft site conditions were modeled.

The daily traffic volume for Campus Avenue was obtained from Campus Residential Due Diligence Traffic
Assessment (Traffic Assessment), prepared by Urban Crossroads, October 18, 2019, which found that for
the year 2024 with project, that Campus Avenue north of proposed Driveway 2 would have a volume of
10,000 average daily traffic (ADT) and south of proposed Driveway 2 would have a volume of 9,800 ADT.

The vehicle mix used in the FHWA-RD-77-108 Model is shown in Table C and is based on the vehicle mix
for Campus Avenue provided in Appendix G Noise Modeling Data of The Ontario Plan Draft Environmental
Impact Report, April 2009. The vehicle mix provides the hourly distribution percentages of automobiles,
medium trucks, and heavy trucks for input into the FHWA model.

Table C — Roadway Vehicle Mix

Traffic Flow Distributions

Day Evening Night
Vehicle Type (7a.m.to 7 p.m.) (7 p.m. to 10 p.m.) (10 p.m.to 7 a.m.) Overall
Automobiles 83.8% 0.7% 8.4% 92.9%
Medium Trucks 2.1% 0.1% 0.7% 2.9%
Heavy Trucks 3.5% 0.1% 0.7% 4.3%

Source: Vista Environmental and City of Ontario, 2009.
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FHWA Model Source Assumptions

To assess the roadway noise generation in a uniform manner, all vehicles are analyzed at the single lane
equivalent acoustic center of the roadway being analyzed. In order to determine the height above the
road grade where the noise is being emitted from, each type of vehicle has been analyzed independently
with autos at road grade, medium trucks at 2.3 feet above road grade, and heavy trucks at 8 feet above
road grade. These elevations were determined through a noise-weighted average of the elevation of the
exhaust pipe, tires and mechanical parts in the engine, which are the primary noise emitters from a
vehicle.
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5.0 IMPACT ANALYSIS

As detailed in Section 1.1, this Noise Impact Report has been prepared in order to determine if the noise
level at the proposed single-family homes would exceed the single-family residential exterior noise
standards provided in Section 5-29.04 of the Municipal Code of 65 dBA between 7 a.m. and 10 p.m. and
45 dBA between 10 p.m. and 7 a.m., as well as the interior noise standards provided in Section 5-29.05 of
the Municipal Code of 45 dBA between 7 a.m. and 10 p.m. and 40 dBA between 10 p.m. and 7 a.m..

The proposed project would consist of the development of a residential community with 92 single-family
homes. It is anticipated that the primary source of noise impacts to the project site will be traffic noise
from Campus Avenue. The proposed homes will also experience some background traffic noise impacts
from the proposed project’s internal roadways and neighboring residential roadways. As the traffic on
these local streets would consist of low traffic volumes at slower speeds and the traffic noise from these
roads would not make a significant contribution to the noise environment, the noise levels from these
local roads were not analyzed. The FHWA traffic noise prediction model parameters used in this analysis
are discussed above in detail in Section 4.1 and the FHWA model printouts are provided in Appendix C.
The exterior and interior noise impacts to the proposed homes have been analyzed separately below.

5.1 Exterior Noise Impacts to Proposed Homes

The anticipated exterior noise levels have been calculated for the backyards of the nearest proposed
homes to Campus Avenue and the results are shown below in Table D.

Table D — Proposed Homes Exterior Noise Levels

Building Exterior Backyard Noise Levels (dBA Leq) Minimum Sound
Number Roadway 7 a.m. to 10 p.m. 10 p.m. to 7 a.m. Wall Height (feet)
1 Campus Avenue N 53.2 44.7 6.0
47 Campus Avenue S 52.9 44.5 6.0
48 Campus Avenue N 53.0 44.6 5.5
49 Campus Avenue N 53.1 44.6 5.5
50 Campus Avenue N 53.1 44.6 5.5
90 Campus Avenue N 49.0 40.5 5.5
91 Campus Avenue N 48.9 40.4 5.5
92 Campus Avenue N 48.9 40.4 5.5
City Exterior Noise Standard? 65 45
Exceed City Noise Standard? No No
Notes:

1 City’s exterior noise standard from Section 5-29.04 of the Municipal Code
Source: FHWA RD-77-108 Model.

Table D shows that with implementation of Project Design Feature 1, all analyzed exterior private
backyard noise levels would be within the City’s residential exterior noise standards of 65 dBA between 7
a.m. and 10 p.m. and 45 dBA between 10 p.m. and 7 a.m.. Therefore, with implementation of Project
Design Feature 1, the proposed project would comply with the City’s residential exterior noise standards.
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5.2 Interior Noise Impacts to Proposed Homes

To assess the interior noise levels, the same proposed homes analyzed for the exterior private backyard
analysis were also analyzed for their interior noise levels. The exterior noise level at the fagade of the first
and second floors were calculated through use of the same methodology detailed above for the outdoor
noise calculations and in Section 4.1 above and the results are shown below in Table E. Table E also shows
the interior noise levels calculated based on 25 dB of attenuation, which is the minimum exterior to
interior noise reduction rate for new homes that are constructed to meet the required California Code of
Regulations Title 24, Part 6 building energy-efficiency standards that require the installation of dual-paned
windows as well as enhanced insulation requirements.

Table E — Proposed Homes Interior Noise Levels from Nearby Roads

Daytime Noise Levels Nighttime Noise Levels
(dBA Leq) (dBA Leq)
Building Exterior Noise Level Interior Exterior Noise Level Interior
Number Roadway Floor at Building Fagade  Noise Level'  at Building Facade  Noise Level®
1 Campus 1 53.6 28.6 45.1 20.1
Avenue N 2 59.7 33.9 50.4 25.4
47 Campus 1 52.6 27.6 44.2 19.2
Avenue S 2 58.9 33.9 50.4 25.4
Campus 1 52.6 27.6 44.1 19.1
48
Avenue N 2 57.9 329 49.4 24.4
Campus 1 52.8 27.8 44.3 19.3
49
Avenue N 2 58.1 331 49.6 24.6
50 Campus 1 51.8 26.8 433 18.3
Avenue N 2 57.2 32.2 48.7 23.7
90 Campus 1 49.1 241 40.6 15.6
Avenue N 2 54.3 29.3 45.7 20.7
o1 Campus 1 495 24.5 41.0 16.0
Avenue N 2 54.6 29.6 46.1 211
92 Campus 1 49.0 24.0 40.5 155
Avenue N 2 54.2 29.2 45.7 20.7
City Interior Noise Standards 45 40
Exceed Standard? No No
Notes:

! Based on standard dual pane windows and doors with a 26 STC rating, which are required per Title 24 energy saving requirements.
2 City’s interior noise standard from Section 5-29.05 of the Municipal Code

Source: FHWA RD-77-108 Model.

Table E shows that the interior noise levels for both the first and second floors of the proposed homes
would be within the City’s residential interior noise standards of 45 dBA between 7 a.m. and 10 p.m. and
40 dBA between 10 p.m. and 7 a.m.. Therefore, the proposed project would comply with the City’s

residential interior noise standards.
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Field Noise Measurements Photo Index
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APPENDIX B

Field Noise Measurements Printouts
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Site 1 - South Side of St Andrews St 85 ft W of Campus Ave CL
June 9, 2020 2:13 PM Leq Daytime = 62.8
ampling Time = 1 s Freq Weighting=A Leq Nighttime = 56.3

Record Num = 86402 CNEL(24hr)= 65.2
Leq = 60.6 Ldn(24hr)= 64.9
Min = 38.3 Min Leq hrat  2:50 AM 52.2
Max = 90.5 Max Leq hrat  4:26 PM 65.2
Site 1 - South Side of St Andrews St 85 ft W of Campus Ave CL
SPL Time Leq (1 hour Avg.) Ldn CNEL
68.4 68.4 68.4|
69.7 69.7 69.7|
68.5 68.5 68.5|
66.8 66.8 66.8|
718 718 71.8|
69.7 69.7 69.7|
66.9 66.9 66.9|
65.5 65.5 65.5|
61.6 61.6 61.6|
59.0 59.0 59.0|
62.7 62.7 62.7|
65.2 65.2 65.2|
66.1 66.1 66.1
64.7 64.7 64.7|
64.7 64.7 64.7|
65.0 65.0 65.0|
65.0 65.0 65.0|
64.8 64.8 64.8|
65.7 65.7 65.7|
65.2 65.2 65.2|
64.5 64.5 64.5|
64.8 64.8 64.8|
66.9 66.9 66.9|
68.3 68.3 68.3|
671 671 67
675 675 675
65.7 65.7 65.7|
63.5 63.5 63.5|
61.9 61.9 61.9|
61.7 61.7 61.7|
60.2 60.2 60.2|
61.8 61.8 61.8|
65.2 65.2 65.2|
65.3 65.3 65.3|
677 677 677
69.3 69.3 69.3|
672 672 672
671 671 671,
66.0 66.0 66.0|
62.8 62.8 62.8|
59.7 59.7 59.7|
62.1 62.1 62.1
59.4 59.4 59.4|
58.1 58.1 58.1
59.6 59.6 59.6|
60.8 60.8 60.8|
62.3 62.3 62.3|
63.2 63.2 63.2|
62.7 62.7 62.7|
60.5 60.5 60.5|
64.6 64.6 64.6|
678 678 678
676 676 676
678 678 678
77 77 717
715 715 71.5|
72.0 720 72.0|
72.6 726 72.6|
716 716 71.6|
72.3 723 72.3|
74.2 742 74.2|
74.9 749 74.9|
712 712 71.2|
673 673 673
63.6 63.6 63.6|
60.4 60.4 60.4|
58.1 58.1 58.1
77 77 717
73.8 738 73.8|
69.9 69.9 69.9|
66.8 66.8 66.8|
679 679 679
70.3 703 70.3|
716 716 71.6|
70.4 70.4 70.4|
68.9 68.9 68.9|
715 715 71.5|
66.1 66.1 66.1
65.8 65.8 65.8|
72.9 729 72.9|
72.6 726 72.6|
72.1 721 72.1]
68.3 68.3 68.3|
66.7 66.7 66.7|
73.8 738 73.8|
715 715 71.5|
70.4 70.4 70.4|
68.9 68.9 68.9|
66.0 66.0 66.0|
64.2 64.2 64.2|
63.2 63.2 63.2|
65.3 65.3 65.3|
63.1 63.1 63.1
61.8 61.8 61.8|
60.5 60.5 60.5|
61.2 61.2 61.2|
63.9 63.9 63.9|
68.2 68.2 68.2|
69.8 69.8 69.8|
69.2 69.2 69.2|
66.8 66.8 66.8|
63.8 63.8 63.8|
60.5 60.5 60.5|
572 572 572
55.6 55.6 55.6|
58.3 58.3 58.3|
64.4 64.4 64.4)
65.0 65.0 65.0|
62.8 62.8 62.8|
61.0 61.0 61.0|
60.5 60.5 60.5|
60.1 60.1 60.1
58.6 58.6 58.6|
56.3 56.3 56.3|
53.5 53.5 53.5|
51.8 51.8 51.8|
52.5 52.5 52.5|
53.8 53.8 53.8|
573 573 573
61.2 61.2 61.2|
62.4 62.4 62.4|
62.1 62.1 62.1
59.9 59.9 59.9|
570 570 570
55.5 55.5 55.5|
61.7 61.7 61.7|
66.6 66.6 66.6|
66.8 66.8 66.8|
64.0 64.0 64.0|
60.6 60.6 60.6|
58.0 58.0 58.0|
56.9 56.9 56.9|
59.0 59.0 59.0|
60.4 60.4 60.4|
61.4 61.4 61.4)
60.5 60.5 60.5|
58.2 58.2 58.2|
58.1 58.1 58.1
60.3 60.3 60.3|
61.0 61.0 61.0|
60.4 60.4 60.4|
58.5 58.5 58.5|
55.3 55.3 55.3|
51.9 51.9 51.9|
48.6 48.6 48.6)
45.7 45.7 45.7|
43.8 43.8 43.8,
42,5 42,5 42.5)
45.5 45.5 45.5)
50.4 50.4 50.4|
48.4 48.4 48.4]
48.3 48.3 48.3)
514 51.4 51.4|
615 615 61.5|
66.1 66.1 66.1
65.0 65.0 65.0|
61.8 61.8 61.8|
58.4 58.4 58.4|
55.2 55.2 55.2|
53.2 53.2 53.2|
52.3 52.3 52.3|
50.6 50.6 50.6|
49.8 49.8 49.8)
52.7 52.7 52.7|
58.0 58.0 58.0|
60.5 60.5 60.5|
65.6 65.6 65.6|
68.2 68.2 68.2|
68.7  15:35:01 68.7 68.7|
68.5  15:35:02 68.5 68.5|

Site 2 - On North Project DW Fence, 55 ft W of Campus Av CL
June 9, 2020 3:38:38 PM Leq Daytime = 64.3
ampling Time = 1 s Freq Weighting=A Leq Nighttime = 57.9

Record Num = 86402 CNEL(24hr)= 66.8
Leq=62.1 Ldn(24hr)= 66.4
Min = 38.2 Min Leq hrat 2:58 AM 52.3
Max = 88.1 Max Leq hrat  4:17 PM 65.5
Site 2 - On North Project DW Fence, 55 ft W of Campus Av CL
SPL Time Leq (1 hour Avg.) Ldn CNEL
704  15:38:38 704 70.4|
69.4 69.4 69.4|
671 671 671,
66.6 66.6 66.6|
66.9 66.9 66.9|
68.0 68.0 68.0|
68.5 68.5 68.5|
678 678 675
671 671 671,
70.7 70.7 70.7|
73.2 732 73.2|
713 713 71.3|
73.1 731 73.1]
69.3 69.3 69.3|
679 679 679
65.4 65.4 65.4|
62.6 62.6 62.6|
60.9 60.9 60.9|
64.7 64.7 64.7|
64.5 64.5 64.5|
63.2 63.2 63.2|
62.9 62.9 62.9|
66.0 66.0 66.0|
65.3 65.3 65.3|
63.4 63.4 63.4|
65.1 65.1 65.1
65.9 65.9 65.9|
63.1 63.1 63.1
61.9 61.9 61.9|
61.6 61.6 61.6|
59.2 59.2 59.2|
578 578 575
55.8 55.8 55.8|
56.7 56.7 56.7|
55.3 55.3 55.3|
56.0 56.0 56.0|
55.8 55.8 55.8|
55.5 55.5 55.5|
59.8 59.8 59.8|
60.5 60.5 60.5|
58.9 58.9 58.9|
575 575 575
577 577 577
63.6 63.6 63.6|
65.7 65.7 65.7|
64.1 64.1 64.1)
61.7 61.7 61.7|
58.7 58.7 58.7|
55.9 55.9 55.9|
53.5 53.5 53.5|
54.5 54.5 54.5|
53.9 53.9 53.9|
51.6 51.6 51.6|
50.7 50.7 50.7|
52.7 52.7 52.7|
58.0 58.0 58.0|
64.2 64.2 64.2|
62.6 62.6 62.6|
59.3 59.3 59.3|
55.7 55.7 55.7|
52.3 52.3 52.3|
49.7 49.7 49.7|
48.7 48.7 48.7|
49.6 49.6 49.6)
52.9 52.9 52.9|
573 573 573
64.6 64.6 64.6|
66.6 66.6 66.6|
64.9 64.9 64.9|
62.8 62.8 62.8|
61.1 61.1 61.1]
58.8 58.8 58.8|
60.1 60.1 60.1
58.1 58.1 58.1
575 575 575
59.2 59.2 59.2|
64.4 64.4 64.4|
69.1 69.1 69.1
716 716 71.6|
713 713 71.3|
68.4 68.4 68.4|
64.8 64.8 64.8|
615 615 61.5|
58.5 58.5 58.5|
56.6 56.6 56.6|
55.5 55.5 55.5|
74.4 74.4 74.4)
76.4 76.4 76.4|
72.3 723 72.3|
69.1 69.1 69.1
675 675 675
65.7 65.7 65.7|
63.3 63.3 63.3|
60.8 60.8 60.8|
60.2 60.2 60.2|
61.6 61.6 61.6|
64.7 64.7 64.7|
65.3 65.3 65.3|
63.8 63.8 63.8|
60.5 60.5 60.5|
56.9 56.9 56.9|
53.7 53.7 53.7|
51.9 51.9 51.9|
49.5 49.5 49.5
478 478 478
476 476 476
48.2 48.2 48.2
49.4 49.4 49.4]
51.3 51.3 51.3|
55.1 55.1 55.1
59.5 59.5 59.5|
63.1 63.1 63.1
64.5 64.5 64.5|
64.7 64.7 64.7|
64.4 64.4 64.4|
64.2 64.2 64.2|
65.6 65.6 65.6|
66.9 66.9 66.9|
66.2 66.2 66.2|
65.6 65.6 65.6|
64.9 64.9 64.9|
63.6 63.6 63.6|
62.8 62.8 62.8|
64.4 64.4 64.4|
66.2 66.2 66.2|
671 671 671
671 671 671,
673 673 673
65.5 65.5 65.5|
62.8 62.8 62.8|
59.6 59.6 59.6|
576 576 576
60.1 60.1 60.1
62.6 62.6 62.6|
61.3 61.3 61.3|
59.0 59.0 59.0|
55.8 55.8 55.8|
52.8 52.8 52.8|
50.3 50.3 50.3|
49.2 49.2 49.2
49.0 49.0 49.0
51.4 51.4 51.4|
54.4 54.4 54.4|
577 577 577
64.6 64.6 64.6|
65.8 65.8 65.8|
64.1 64.1 64.1
615 615 61.5|
58.2 58.2 58.2|
55.6 55.6 55.6|
55.3 55.3 55.3|
58.2 58.2 58.2|
63.1 63.1 63.1
671 671 671,
69.1 69.1 69.1
68.9 68.9 68.9|
68.1 68.1 68.1
65.4 65.4 65.4|
62.4 62.4 62.4|
61.0 61.0 61.0|
62.9 62.9 62.9|
64.7 64.7 64.7|
65.8 65.8 65.8|
66.3 66.3 66.3|
66.5 66.5 66.5|
670 670 670
670 670 670
66.8 66.8 66.8|
676 154126 676 676
684 154127 684 684

ite 3 - On 2862 Campus Av DW Fence 75 ft W of Campus Av Cl

June 9, 2020 3:43:57 PM Leq Daytime = 62.7
wmpling Time = 1's Freq Weighting=A Leq Nighttime = 56.0
Record Num = 86402 CNEL(24hr)= 65.0
Leq = 60.5 Ldn(24hr)= 64.7
Min = 38.3 Min Leq hrat 3:13 AM 50.9
Max = 90.0 Max Leq hrat  2:45 PM 64.1
pite 3 - On 2862 Campus Av DW Fence 75 ft W of Campus Av Cl
SPL  Time Leq (1 hour Avg.) Ldn CNEL
65.5 15:43:57 65.5 65.5
73.0 15:43:58 73.0 73.0
715 : s 75
69.2 69.2 69.2
743 743 743
734 734 734
7356 736 736
740 740 740
721 721 721
67.9 67.9 67.9
65.3 65.3 65.3
716 76 76
732 732 732
720 720 720
77 n7 n7
69.8 69.8 69.8
65.6 65.6 65.6
61.6 61.6 616
57.8 57.8 57.8
54.5 545 545
56.5 56.5 56.5
60.5 60.5 60.5
59.6 59.6 59.6
57.9 57.9 57.9
58.8 58.8 58.8
615 615 615
62.3 62.3 62.3
63.4 63.4 63.4
65.2 65.2 65.2
65.5 65.5 65.5
66.4 66.4 66.4
66.8 66.8 66.8
66.5 66.5 66.5
64.5 64.5 64.5
62.5 625 625
62.2 62.2 62.2
63.5 635 635
64.1 64.1 64.1
64.7 64.7 64.7
65.6 65.6 65.6
66.6 66.6 66.6
65.5 65.5 65.5
64.5 64.5 64.5
64.1 64.1 64.1
65.4 65.4 65.4
63.8 63.8 63.8
61.0 61.0 61.0
58.4 58.4 58.4
56.7 56.7 56.7
58.2 58.2 58.2
56.8 56.8 56.8
59.7 59.7 59.7
64.8 64.8 64.8
63.9 63.9 63.9
62.7 62.7 62.7
61.0 61.0 61.0
60.1 60.1 60.1
721 721 721
762 762 762
730 730 730
709 709 709
712 n2 n2
715 75 75
703 703 703
67.8 67.8 67.8
65.4 65.4 65.4
64.2 64.2 64.2
63.4 63.4 63.4
61.1 61.1 61.1
66.0 66.0 66.0
713 73 73
7456 746 746
747 747 747
709 709 709
68.3 68.3 68.3
66.8 66.8 66.8
763 763 763
735 735 735
74.4 74.4 74.4
742 42 42
713 7n3 7n3
69.0 69.0 69.0
66.2 66.2 66.2
63.8 63.8 63.8
61.2 61.2 61.2
60.9 60.9 60.9
64.3 64.3 64.3
63.4 63.4 63.4
59.5 59.5 59.5
58.3 58.3 58.3
67.3 67.3 67.3
65.6 65.6 65.6
62.2 62.2 62.2
60.4 60.4 60.4
58.9 58.9 58.9
62.2 62.2 62.2
63.8 63.8 63.8
63.0 63.0 63.0
59.5 59.5 59.5
61.7 61.7 61.7
66.3 66.3 66.3
69.9 69.9 69.9
67.6 67.6 67.6
64.8 64.8 64.8
62.9 62.9 62.9
61.1 61.1 61.1
59.1 59.1 59.1
59.0 59.0 59.0
58.9 58.9 58.9
59.4 59.4 59.4
60.2 60.2 60.2
61.2 61.2 61.2
62.4 62.4 62.4
62.9 62.9 62.9
62.2 62.2 62.2
62.7 62.7 62.7
65.5 65.5 65.5
66.8 66.8 66.8
65.5 65.5 65.5
64.2 64.2 64.2
64.8 64.8 64.8
66.6 66.6 66.6
69.7 69.7 69.7
721 721 721
719 79 79
715 75 s
725 725 725
710 70 70
69.9 69.9 69.9
68.9 68.9 68.9
69.3 69.3 69.3
69.9 69.9 69.9
67.3 67.3 67.3
66.0 66.0 66.0
66.0 66.0 66.0
712 n2 n2
725 725 725
720 720 720
706 706 706
68.4 68.4 68.4
65.6 65.6 65.6
64.9 64.9 64.9
61.6 616 616
58.1 58.1 58.1
54.5 545 545
51.3 51.3 51.3
48.6 486 486
47.1 471 471
46.5 465 465
48.0 48.0 48.0
49.4 49.4 49.4
57.2 57.2 57.2
57.9 57.9 57.9
58.2 58.2 58.2
58.7 58.7 58.7
58.5 58.5 58.5
56.8 56.8 56.8
54.6 54.6 54.6
52.2 52.2 52.2
49.7 49.7 49.7
476 476 476
45.7 457 457
44.3 443 443
43.6 436 436
44.2 442 442
45.9 459 459
48.4 48.4 48.4
52.8 52.8 52.8
574 45 574 574
64.5 15:46:46 64.5

ltem B - 170 of 438



Site 1 - South Side of St Andrews St 85 ft W of Campus Ave CL

SPL
693
712
696
66.7
693
653
66.7
732
710
701
68.4
66.4

Time
15:35:03
15:35:04
15:35:05
15:35:06
153507
15:35:08
15:35:00
153510
1535111
153512
153513
1535114
153515
153516
153517
153518
1535110
153520
153521
153522
153523
153524
153525
15:35:26
153527
15:35:28
153529
15:35:30
1535:31
153532
15:35:33
1535:34
1535:35
15:35:36
1535:37
15:35:38
15:35:30
15:35:40
1535:41
1535:42
15:35:43
15:35:44
15:35:45
15:35:46
1535:47
15:35:48
15:35:49
15:35:50
1535551
153552
153553
153554
153555
1535156
153557
1535158
1535150
15:36:00
1536:01
15:36:02
15:36:03
15:36:04
15:36:05
15:36:06
15:36:07
15:36:08
15:36:00
15:36:10
1536111
153612
1536:13
1536114
1536:15
15:36:16
153617
1536:18
15:36:10
15:36:20
1536:21
1536:22
153623
1536:24
1536:25
15:36:26
1536:27
15:36:28
15:36:20
15:36:30
1536:31
1536:32
15:36:33
1536:34
1536:35
15:36:36
1536:37
15:36:38
15:36:30
15:36:40
1536:41
1536:42
15:36:43
1536:44
1536:45
15:36:46
1536:47
15:36:48
15:36:49
15:36:50
1536551
1536552
153653
153654
1536155
15:36:56
1536557
15:36:58
15:36:59
15:37:00
1537.01
1537.02
15:37.08
15:37.04
15:37.05
15:37.06
1537.07
15:37.08
15:37.00
1537:10
1537:11
1537:12
1537:13
1537:14
1537.15
1537:16
1537.07
1537:18
1537:10
1537:20
1537:21
1537:22
1537:23
1537:24
1537:25
15:37:26
1537:27
15:37:28
1537:20
15:37:30
1537:31
1537:32
1537:33
1537:34
1537:35
15:37:36
1537:37
15:37:38
15:37:30
15:37:40
1537:41
1537.42
15:37:43
1537.44
15:37.45
15:37.46
1537:47
15:37:48
15:37:49
15:37:50
153751
153752
1537:53
1537:54
153755
15:37:56
1537:57
15:37:58
15:37:50
15:38:00
15:38:01
15:38:02
15:38:03
15:38:04

Leq (1 hour Avg.)

Ldn CNEL
693 69.3
712 712
696 69.6
66.7 66.7
693 69.3
653 653
66.7 66.7
732 732
710 710
701 701
684 68.4
66.4 66.4
633 633
602 60.2
578 57.8
558 55.8
555 555
586 58.6
612 612
619 619
604 604
573 57.3
540 540
510 510
486 8.6}
471 471
461 6.1
457 45.7]
453 53]
48 48]
443 44.3]
441 241
444 4.4
441 241
49 49|
456 56|
449 49|
436 436}
423 23]
414 a1.4]
408 08|
404 0.4
404 0.4
405 05|
405 05|
406 406}
408 08|
412 12|
a8 18]
425 25|
35 35|
439 39|
442 42|
458 58]
500 500
531 531
558 558
607 60.7
623 623
611 611
502 50.2
569 56.9
543 543
514 514
488 88|
480 48.0)
484 48.4]
416 76|
414 7.4
487 48.7]
523 523
555 555
580 58.0
627 627
660 66.0
672 67.2
684 68.4
669 66.9
642 64.2
641 64.1
638 638
620 620
500 50.0
555 555
526 526
505 505
509 509
544 544
638 638
673 67.3
654 654
619 619
585 585
560 56.0
507 50.7
682 68.2
687 68.7
657 65.7
623 623
589 58.9
559 55.9
560 56.0
501 50.1
656 656
689 68.9
719 719
735 735
707 707
690 69.0
693 69.3
688 68.8
679 67.9
66.4 66.4
641 64.1
628 628
629 629
635 635
656 656
671 67.1
659 659
628 628
601 60.1
585 585
586 58.6
610 610
653 653
654 654
648 648
631 631
614 614
628 628
632 632
615 615
583 58.3
552 55.2
523 523
503 503
499 99|
533 533
589 58.9
637 637
702 702
712 712
685 68.5
650 65.0
611 611
574 57.4
545 545
520 520
498 298]
416 47.6)
459 59|
455 55|
465 65|
501 501
539 539
563 56.3
617 617
657 65.7
669 66.9
660 66.0
631 631
595 505
561 56.1
533 533
506 506
492 92|
484 48.4]
471 471
418 18]
512 51.2
521 521
517 517
511 511
521 521
543 543
560 56.0
588 58.8
636 636
671 67.1
672 67.2
67.0 67.0

Site 2 - On North Project DW Fence, 55 ft W of Campus Av CL

SPL
686
67.8
665
648
62.4
617
66.2
66.4
66.7
643
610
57.8
56.0
58.1
65.7
65.1
626
50.8
595
621
65.4
69.8
709
711
696
665
63.1

Time
15:41:28
15:41:20
15:41:30
15.41:31
154132
15.41:33
15.41:38
15.41:35
15.41:36
15.41:37
15.41:38
15:41:30
15:41:40
15.41:41
15.41:42
15:41:43
15.41:04
15.41:45
15:41:46
15.41:47
15:41:48
15:41:49
15:41:50
154151
154152
154153
154154
154155
154156
154157
154158
154150
15:42:00
15.42:01
15.42:02
15.42:03
15:42:04
15:42:05
15:42:06
15:42:07
15:42:08
15:42:00
15:42:10
15.42:11
154212
154213
15.42:14
15.42:15
15.42:16
154217
15.42:18
15.42:10
15:42:20
154221
154222
15.42:23
15.42:24
15.42:25
15.42:26
15.42:27
15.42:28
15:42:20
15:42:30
15.42:31
1542:32
15.42:33
15.42:34
15.42:35
15.42:36
15.42:37
15.42:38
15:42:30
15:42:40
15.42:41
15.42:42
15.42:43
15.42:04
15.42:45
15:42:46
15.42:47
15.42:48
15.42:49
15:42:50
154251
154252
15.42:53
15.42:54
15.42:55
15.42:56
15.42:57
15.42:58
15.42:50
15:43:00
15.43.01
15.43.02
15.43.03
15.43.04
15:43.05
15:43:06
15:43.07
15:43:08
15:43:00
15:43:10
154311
154312
154313
154314
154315
15.43:16
154317
15.43:18
15.43:10
15:43:20
154321
154322
15.43:23
154324
15.43:25
15.43:26
154327
15.43:28
15:43:20
15:43:30
15.43:31
15.43:32
15.43:33
15.43:34
15.43:35
15.43:36
15.43:37
15.43:38
15:43:30
15:43:40
15.43:41
15.43:42
15.43:43
15.43:04
15.43:45
15.43:46
15.43:47
15:43:48
15:43:49
15:43:50
154351
154352
154353
154354
154355
154356
154357
15.43:58
15:43:50
15:44:00
15:44:01
15.44:02
15:44:03
15:44:04
15:44:05
15:44:06
15:44:07
15:44:08
15:44:00
15:44:10
154411
154412
154413
15.44:14
154415
15.44:16
154417
15.44:18
15:44:10
15:44:20
154421
154422
15.44:23
15:44:24
15.44:25
15:44:26
154427
15:44:28
15:44:20

Leq (1 hour Avg.)

Ldn CNEL
686 68.6
678 67.8
665 66.5
648 648
624 624
617 617
66.2 66.2
66.4 66.4
66.7 66.7
643 643
610 610
578 57.8
560 56.0
581 58.1
657 65.7
651 651
626 626
508 508
595 505
621 621
654 654
698 69.8
709 709
711 711
696 69.6
665 66.5
631 631
603 603
583 58.3
575 57.5
588 58.8
610 610
631 631
627 627
508 508
565 56.5
546 546
552 55.2
646 64.6
663 66.3
632 632
595 505
557 55.7
521 521
491 291
410 10|
507 507
485 85|
414 414
483 483
505 505
530 530
56.7 56.7
611 611
646 64.6
673 67.3
685 68.5
672 67.2
658 658
658 658
645 645
611 611
574 57.4
542 54.2
527 527
540 540
580 58.0
629 629
658 658
669 66.9
646 64.6
609 60.9
572 57.2
538 538
508 508
482 82|
460 46.0)
444 4.4
35 35|
431 431
429 29|
426 226)
a9 19|
424 224
438 38|
440 40|
436 436}
427 227]
426 226)
421 221
420 20|
425 25|
425 25|
427 227]
439 39|
a7 24.7]
444 4.4
452 52|
458 53]
465 65|
419 19|
471 471
450 50|
440 40|
467 46.7]
469 46.9)
458 58]
461 6.1
471 471
495 95|
528 528
617 617
66.4 66.4
640 64.0
606 60.6
569 56.9
538 538
510 510
484 48.4]
465 65|
46 4.6}
438 438]
451 51
453 53]
468 68|
501 501
539 539
584 58.4
644 64.4
668 66.8
653 653
623 623
652 652
668 66.8
639 639
614 614
659 659
669 66.9
639 639
603 603
571 57.1
559 55.9
624 624
623 623
601 60.1
573 57.3
549 54.9
545 545
577 57.7
600 60.0
623 623
645 645
650 650
659 659
67.7 67.7
691 69.1
67.9 67.9
652 652
615 615
578 57.8
545 545
532 53.2
546 54.6
581 58.1
627 627
660 66.0
682 68.2
688 68.8
66.2 66.2
624 624
587 58.7
553 553
534 534
545 545
587 58.7
643 64.3
674 67.4
669 66.9
636 636
507 59.7
560 56.0
524 524

Bite 3 - On 2862 Campus Av DW Fence 75 ft W of Campus Av Cl

SPL
653
626
59.4
56.2
532
50.4
48,0
459

Time
15:46:47
15:46:48
15:46:49
15:46:50
15:46:51
15:46:52
15:46:53
15:46:54
15:46:55
15:46:56
15:46:57
15:46:58
15:46:59
15:47:00
15:47.01
15:47.02
15:47.03
15:47.04
15:47.05
15:47:06
15:47.07
15:47:08
15:47:09
15:47:10
1547:11
1547:12
15:47:13
1547:14
1547:15
15:47:16
15:47:17
15:47:18
15:47:19
15:47:20
1547:21
15:47:22
15:47:23
15:47:24
15:47:25
15:47:26
1547:27
15:47:28
15:47:29
15:47:30
15:47:31
15:47:32
15:47:33
15:47:34
15:47:35
15:47:36
15:47:37
15:47:38
15:47:39
15:47:40
15:47:41
15:47:42
15:47:43
15:47:44
15:47:45
15:47:46
15:47:47
15:47:48
15:47:49
15:47:50
15:47:51
15:47:52
15:47:53
15:47:54
15:47:55
15:47:56
15:47:57
15:47:58
15:47:59
15:48:00
15:48:01
15:48:02
15:48:03
15:48:04
15:48:05
15:48:06
15:48:07
15:48:08
15:48:09
15:48:10
15:48:11
15:48:12
15:48:13
15:48:14
15:48:15
15:48:16
15:48:17
15:48:18
15:48:19
15:48:20
15:48:21
15:48:22
15:48:23
15:48:24
15:48:25
15:48:26
15:48:27
15:48:28
15:48:29
15:48:30
15:48:31
15:48:32
15:48:33
15:48:34
15:48:35
15:48:36
15:48:37
15:48:38
15:48:39
15:48:40
15:48:41
15:48:42
15:48:43
15:48:44
15:48:45
15:48:46
15:48:47
15:48:48
15:48:49
15:48:50
15:48:51
15:48:52
15:48:53
15:48:54
15:48:55
15:48:56
15:48:57
15:48:58
15:48:59
15:49:00
15:49:01
15:49.02
15:49:03
15:49:04
15:49:05
15:49:06
15:49.07
15:49:08
15:49:09
15:49:10
15:49:11
15:49:12
15:4