CITY OF ONTARIO
PLANNING COMMISSION/
HISTORIC PRESERVATION
MEETING AGENDA

February 22, 2022

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

6:30 PM

WELCOME to a meeting of the Ontario Planning/Historic Preservation

Commission.

All documents for public review are on file in the Planning Department located at 303 E. B Street,
Ontario, CA 91764 and on the City website at www.ontarioca.gov/Agendas/PlanningCommission.

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

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

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

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

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

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

ROLL CALL

Anderson  Dean DeDiemar __ Gage Lampkin _  Ricci_ Willoughby

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE TO THE FLAG

ANNOUNCEMENTS



http://www.ontarioca.gov/Agendas/PlanningCommission
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1) Agenda Items
2) Commissioner Items

PUBLIC COMMENTS

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

Please note that while the Planning/Historic Preservation Commission values your comments, the
Commission cannot respond nor take action until such time as the matter may appear on the
forthcoming agenda.

CONSENT CALENDAR ITEMS

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

A-01. MINUTES APPROVAL

Planning/Historic Preservation Commission Minutes of January 25, 2022, 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, unless there are a number of person’s
wishing to speak and then the Chairperson will allow only three (3) minutes, to accommodate for more
persons. 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.

B. ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT., PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT, TENTATIVE
PARCEL MAP, DEVELOPMENT PLAN, AND CERTIFICATE OF
APPROPRIATENESS REVIEW FOR FILE NOS. PUD22-001, PMTT21-009, PDEV21-
017, AND PHP21-021: A request for the following entitlements: [1] a Planned Unit
Development (File No. PUD22-001) to establish development standards, design guidelines, and
infrastructure requirements for the Project site; [2] a Tentative Parcel Map (File No. PMTT21-
009 (TPM 20394)) to subdivide a 0.86-acre property into a single lot to establish 22 commercial
airspace condominium units; [3] a Development Plan (File No. PDEV21-017) to construct two
commercial buildings totaling 33,787 square feet; and [4] a Certificate of Appropriateness (File
No. PHP21-021) to allow for the construction of the proposed Project within the Euclid Avenue
Overlay Zoning District. The Project Site is located at 125 West Emporia Street, within the MU-
I/LUA-2N (Downtown Mixed-Use/Arts District — North) and EA (Euclid Avenue Overlay)
zoning districts. The project is categorically exempt from the requirements of the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) pursuant to Section 15332 (Class 32, In-Fill Development

-
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Projects) of the CEQA Guidelines. The proposed project is located within the Airport Influence
Area of Ontario International Airport and was evaluated and found to be consistent with the
policies and criteria of the Ontario International Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP);
(APN: 1049-059-14) submitted by RWSS Development LLC. City Council action is
required.

1. CEQA Determination

No action necessary — Exempt: CEQA Guidelines Section § 15332

2. File No. PUD22-001 (Planned Unit Development)

Motion to Recommend Approval/Denial

3. File No. PHP21-021 (Certificate of Appropriateness)

Motion to Approve/Deny

4. File No. PMTT21-009 (Tentative Parcel Map)

Motion to Approve/Deny

5. File No. PDEV21-017 (Development Plan)

Motion to Approve/Deny

C. ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT, DEVELOPMENT PLAN. AND CONDITIONAL
USE PERMIT REVIEW FOR FILE NOS. PDEV21-021 AND PCUP21-009: A Development
Plan (File No. PDEV21-021) to construct a 4-story, 128-room Extended Stay/Residence Inn
Hotel, in conjunction with a Conditional Use Permit (File No. PCUP21-009) to establish and
operate the hotel use on 1.83 acres of land located at 5060 East Fourth Street, within the Freeway
Commercial land use district of The Exchange Specific Plan. The project is categorically exempt
from the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) pursuant to Section
15332 (Class 32, In-Fill Development Projects) of the CEQA guidelines. The proposed project is
located within the Airport Influence Area of Ontario International Airport and was evaluated and
found to be consistent with the policies and criteria of the Ontario International Airport Land Use
Compatibility Plan (ALUCP); (APN: 0238-012-30) submitted by Roger Barbosa. City Council
action is required.

1. CEQA Determination

No action necessary — Exempt: CEQA Guidelines Section § 15332

2. File No. PCUP21-009 (Conditional Use Permit)

Motion to Recommend Approval/Denial

3. File No. PDEV21-021 (Development Plan)

Motion to Approve/Deny
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MATTERS FROM THE PLANNING/HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION

1) Old Business
e Reports From Subcommittees

- Historic Preservation (Standing): Met on February 10, 2022.

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.

440000000

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, February 18, 2022, at least 72 hours
prior to the meeting per Government Code Section 54954.2 at 303 East “B” Street, Ontario.

L

wen Berendsgn, Secretary Pro Tempore

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

MINUTES

January 25, 2022

REGULAR MEETING:  Virtual Meeting
Called to order by Chairman Gage at 6:30 PM

COMMISSIONERS

Present: Chairman Gage, Vice-Chairman Willoughby, Dean, DeDiemar,
Lampkin, and Ricci

Absent: Anderson

OTHERS PRESENT: Planning Director Zeledon, City Attorney Maldonado, Principal

Planner Mercier, Senior Planner Ayala, Senior Planner Mejia,
Senior Planner Hutter, Associate Planner Aguilo, Assistant Planner
Vaughn, Assistant City Engineer Lee, and Planning Secretary
Berendsen

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE TO THE FLAG

The Pledge of Allegiance was led by Commissioner Gage.

ANNOUNCEMENTS

Mr. Zeledon stated that there are redlines for Item A-03 on their Conditions of Approval and
Resolution, for Item C there are also redlines on the EIR Resolution and 6 public comments were
received for this item and Item D is being requested to be continued to a future date.

PUBLIC COMMENTS

Mr. Zeledon stated no public comments were received.
Mr. Mercier stated there were no persons wishing to speak at this time.

CONSENT CALENDAR ITEMS

A-01. MINUTES APPROVAL

Planning/Historic Preservation Commission Minutes of December 20. 2021 approved as
written.

A-02. ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT AND DEVELOPMENT PLAN REVIEW FOR FILE
NO. PDEV21-016: A Development Plan to construct a 37,309-square-foot industrial building on

-
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1.60 acres of land located at the southeast corner of the Sunkist Street and Taylor Avenue, within
the IG (General Industrial) zoning district. The project is categorically exempt from the
requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) pursuant to Section 15332
(Class 32, In-fill Development Projects) of the CEQA Guidelines. The proposed project is located
within the Airport Influence Area of Ontario International Airport and was evaluated and found to
be consistent with the policies and criteria of the Ontario International Airport Land Use
Compatibility Plan (ALUCP); (APNs: 1049-212-05, 1049-212-06, 1049-212-07, 1049-212-08,
1049-212-09, 1049-212-10, 1049-212-11, and 1049-212-12) submitted by OC Engineering.

A-03. ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT AND DEVELOPMENT PLAN REVIEW FOR FILE
NO. PDEV21-026: A Development Plan to construct a 44,885-square-foot industrial building on
2.03 acres of land located at 1030 and 1042 East Holt Boulevard, within the IP (Industrial Park)
zoning district. The project is categorically exempt from the requirements of the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) pursuant to Section 15332 (Class 32, In-Fill Development
Projects) of the CEQA Guidelines The proposed project is located within the Airport Influence
Area of Ontario International Airport and was evaluated and found to be consistent with the
policies and criteria of the Ontario International Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP);
(APNs: 1049-131-13 and 1049-131-14) submitted by Holt LPIV 8 LLC.

PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION

It was moved by DeDiemar, seconded by Willoughby, to approve the Consent
Calendar including the Planning Commission Minutes of December 20, 2021,
as written, the Development Plan, File No. PDEV21-016 and the Development
Plan, File No. PDEV21-026, subject to conditions of approval. Roll call vote:
AYES, DeDiemar, Dean, Gage, Lampkin, Ricci, and Willoughby; NOES, none;
RECUSE, none; ABSENT, Anderson. The motion was carried 6 to 0.

PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS

B. ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT AND TENTATIVE PARCEL MAP REVIEW FOR
FILE NO. PMTT20-005: A Tentative Parcel Map (TPM 20253) to subdivide 53.53-acres of
land into 27 numbered lots and 3 “common” lettered lots generally bordered by Guasti Road to
the north, Old Guasti Road to the south, Turner Avenue to the east and Archibald Avenue to the
west, within Planning Areas 2 and 3 of the Guasti Plaza Specific Plan. The environmental
impacts of this project were previously reviewed in conjunction with the Guasti Plaza Specific
Plan, File No. 4413-SP, for which an Environmental Impact Report (FEIR No. 90-4/State
Clearinghouse No. 91-122-009) was certified by the City Council on August 20, 1996 and in
conjunction with an amendment to the Guasti Plaza Specific Plan, File No. PSPA08-006, for
which a Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (State Clearinghouse No. 2008111072) was
certified by the City Council on May 3, 2011. 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:
0210-192-11 and 0211-201-15) submitted by Ontario Airport Venture, LLC.

Senior Planner Ayala, presented the staff report. She stated that staff is recommending the
Planning Commission approve File No. PMTT20-005, pursuant to the facts and reasons
contained in the staff report and attached resolution, and subject to the conditions of approval.

Ms. DeDiemar wanted to know the current condition of buildings on the property.
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Ms. Ayala stated the buildings have been mothballed to preserve and there is a condition of
approval to the project, that a conditions assessment of each building is to be completed.

Ms. DeDiemar wanted to know when the assessment would need to be completed.
Ms. Ayala stated before the recordation of the final parcel map.

Mr. Willoughby wanted to know if the new owner must take steps to preserve the buildings
according to the assessment.

Ms. Ayala stated that is correct.

Mr. Gage wanted clarification on the PAP referenced being waived.

Ms. Ayala explained the PAP options.

Mr. Gage wanted clarification on parcels being sold individually in reference to the PAP.

Ms. Ayala explained they would have the option to either use this PAP or present a new PAP or
a Development plan.

Mr. Gage wanted to know if parking would be evaluated at that time.
Ms. Ayala stated yes, those items would be considered at that time.

Mr. Gage wanted clarification regarding the staff report on page 6 — the red letter conditions
reroof structure

Ms. Ayala stated it was condition 2.15a (page 22 of 49), that was requested to be added by the
applicant, to clarify the intent of the conditions assessment and resolve eminent threats, but not
to include rehabilitation or reroofing.

Mr. Gage wanted further clarification on what their obligations would be regarding the roofs.

Ms. Ayala responded that it is difficult to say at this time without the conditions assessment.

Mr. Gage wanted to know if the red letter condition prevents reroofing from being completed.

Ms. Ayala responded that the conditions assessment is critical to see what the next step is.

Mr. Gage wanted to know big picture if dividing the parcels what is in place to make sure this
area is cohesive in the final build out.

Ms. Ayala stated the Guasti Plaza Specific Plan that will unify the site, and preserves the
rehabilitation of the historic core.

Mr. Lampkin wanted to know if project comes forward is it a requirement for a Historian to be
on staff.
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Ms. Ayala stated there is no requirement but a Certificate of Appropriateness would be required
from HPSC.

PUBLIC TESTIMONY

Mr. Pat Russell with Saris Regis Group was present virtually and spoke in favor of the project.

Ms. DeDiemar wanted an explanation regarding the impetus to add residential instead of
business park.

Mr. Russell stated this was presented by the previous owner.
Ms. DeDiemar wanted to clarify it was existing.

Mr. Russell stated that is correct and that those residential units are included in the updated
housing element.

Mr. Gage wanted to know why he wanted to change item 2.15 regarding no reroofing.

Mr. Russell responded what they were trying to clarify what the future uses are going to be,
mainly the warehouses, and want to protect in place, not do structural rebuilds at this time.

Mr. Gage wanted to know if they are marketing cohesively around the historic aspects.

Mr. Russell responded that the SP has controls in place to compliment the historic era and
structures and make it cohesive.

Mr. Gage wanted to know if Planning Area 3 is being marketed for three parking structures.

Mr. Russell responded this was a plan created by the previous owner and they will look at the
allowed uses and what is compatible with what is existing.

Mr. Lampkin wanted to know what damage has been done from winds and what are they doing
to protect them.

Mr. Russell stated the only damage is to the plastic sheeting that protects the bungalows and they
are looking to repair and replace that sheeting.

Mr. Mercier stated no other persons wanted to speak on this item.

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

Mr. Lampkin spoke in favor of moving this project forward.

Mr. Gage spoke regarding the history of the project area and about adding a condition regarding
the roofs and preserving the historic structures.

PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION

-5-
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It was moved by Lampkin, seconded by DeDiemar, to adopt a resolution to
approve the Tentative Parcel Map, File No., PMTT20-005, subject to conditions
of approval. Roll call vote: AYES, DeDiemar, Dean, Lampkin, Ricci, and
Willoughby; NOES, Gage; RECUSE, none; ABSENT, Anderson. The motion
was carried 5 to 1.

C. ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT., GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT, AND SPECIFIC
PLAN REVIEW FOR FILE NOS. PGPA19-004 AND PSP19-001: A public hearing to
consider certification of the Final Environmental Impact Report (State Clearinghouse No.
2021010318), including the adoption of a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program and a
Statement of Overriding Considerations, in conjunction with the following: [1] A General Plan
Amendment (File No. PGPA19-004) to modify the Policy Plan (General Plan) Land Use Plan
(Exhibit LU-01), changing the land use designation on 219.39 acres of land from 157.06 acres of
Low-Medium Density Residential (5.1-11 dwelling units per acre) and 62.36 acres of Business
Park (0.6 FAR) to 184.22 acres of Industrial (0.55 FAR) and 35.17 acres of Business Park (0.6
FAR), and modify the Future Buildout Table (Exhibit LU-03) to be consistent with the proposed
land use designation changes; and [2] A Specific Plan (File No. PSP19-001, South Ontario
Logistics Center Specific Plan) to establish the land use districts, development standards,
guidelines, and infrastructure improvements for the potential development of up to 5,333,518
square feet of Industrial and Business Park land uses on the project site, generally bordered by
Eucalyptus Avenue to the north, Merrill Avenue to the south, existing right-of-way for the future
Campus Avenue extension to the west, and Grove Avenue to the east. 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
Compeatibility Plan (ONT 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: 1054-071-01, 1054-071-02, 1054-081-03, 1054-
091-01, 1054-091-02, 1054-101-01, 1054-101-02, 1054-231-01, 1054-231-02, 1054-241-01,
1054-241-02, 1054-321-01, 1054-321-02, 1054-311-01, 1054-311-02, 1054-051-01, 1054-051-
02, 1054-061-01, 1054-061-02, 1054-251-01, 1054-251-02, 1054-301-01, and 1054-301-02);
submitted by Grove Land Venture, LLC. City Council action is required.

Assistant Planner Vaughn, presented the staff report. She stated that staff is recommending the
Planning Commission recommend approval to City Council for File Nos. PGPA19-004 and
PSP19-001, pursuant to the facts and reasons contained in the staff report and attached
resolution, and subject to the conditions of approval.

Mr. Lampkin wanted to know what is in the surrounding area and how it effects what can be
built.

Mr. Zeledon responded regarding the area and the surrounding industrial and Chino Airport
restrictions.

Mr. Lampkin wanted clarification regarding the potential buildout of the buildings and the
cohesiveness.

Mr. Zeledon responded projects will be evaluated for consistency and usually go with a theme.

Mr. Lampkin wanted to know if this was designed with the intent for residents to live and work
local.

-6-
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Mr. Zeledon stated job house balance is the goal.

Mr. Lampkin wanted clarification regarding the surrounding streets current use.

Mr. Zeledon stated currently traffic has increased with construction in the area, and Eucalyptus is
being used as an east west connector to get to Euclid, Merrill is seeing more use as it is a truck
route, and Grove Ave. is currently limited and not heavily used, but they will be used more as
development continues in the area.

Mr. Lampkin wanted to know when the NOP was circulated for this project.

Ms. Vaughn stated it went together with the Community meeting in December 2020.

Mr. Lampkin wanted to know about community input at that time.

Mr. Zeledon stated there were a few comments.

Mr. Lampkin wanted to clarify there was virtual participation at the meeting.

Ms. Vaughn stated that is correct.

Mr. Willoughby wanted south side of Merrill city of Chino will those improvements done on the
North and South side concurrently.

Mr. Zeledon stated that is the idea and they are working with City of Chino regarding the south
side improvements.

Mr. Willoughby wanted to make sure Merrill would be able to handle the truck traffic.

Assistant City Engineer Lee stated they have been working with City of Chino regarding some of
the area right of ways, and we currently have enough room for the circulation lanes for both
directions and are working on the sidewalk and parkway areas.

Mr. Willoughby wanted to clarify the airport impact regarding residential.

Mr. Zeledon stated that is correct and yes impacts from the airport are not conducive to
residential, but also with Industrial already to the east and west.

Mr. Willoughby wanted to know in PA 5 that has an airport zoning area loverlay, is parking
allowed there.

Mr. Zeledon stated there are limits to what is allowed and it would need to be analyzed.

Ms. DeDiemar wanted to know within the 600 foot noticing radius, how many residential
addresses are in that area.

Mr. Zeledon stated that not a lot of residential are in more of the AG area.

-7-
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Ms. Vaughn stated a lot of PO boxes to the south property owners at the airport, and 500 total
mailers, which includes the interest list that includes about 60.

Mr. Zeledon stated the mailing didn’t included any of the Ontario Ranch communities.

Mr. Lampkin wanted to clarify one of the CEQA guidelines issue to resolve land use
compatibility.

Mr. Zeledon stated yes land use compatibility was looked at and residential is not compatible.

Mr. Lampkin wanted to know if we would be in violation of CEQA guidelines if we put in
residential.

Mr. Zeledon stated not necessarily, that any land use would have an impact and you would need
to evaluate it.

Mr. Lampkin wanted to clarify this is more of a holistic approach.
Mr. Zeledon stated that is correct.

PUBLIC TESTIMONY

Jeff Johnston with Grove Land Ventures and REDA, was present virtually and spoke in favor of
the project.

Samuel Nateo spoke in opposition of the project.

Louie Lopez with Ironworks Local 433, spoke in opposition of the project.

Godfrey Washtiera with CARE, spoke in opposition of the project.

Lois Sicking Dieter with LOCCA, spoke in opposition of the project.

David Hansen with Local 398 Plumbers and Steam Cutters, spoke in opposition of the project.
Ayda Marshall with CARE, spoke in opposition of the project.

Eli Gonzalez with District [ronworks, spoke in opposition of the project.

Anthony Noriega with LULAC, spoke in opposition of the project.

Randy Wetmur with Ironworkers Local 416, spoke in opposition of the project.

Irene Chisholm spoke in opposition of the project.

Juan Amado with Southwest Regional Council of Carpenters, spoke in favor of the project.

Mario Vasquez with Teamster Local 1932, spoke in opposition of the project.

-8-
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Ivan with Anchor Church, spoke in opposition of the project.

Andrea Galvan spoke in opposition to the project.

Desiree Vincenta spoke in opposition to the project.

Pastor Zack with CARE California, spoke in opposition to the project.

Shawn Silva with CARE California, spoke in opposition to the project.

Albert Duarte with Ironwork Local 416, spoke in opposition to the project.

Frankie Jimenez with Ironworks Local 416, spoke in opposition to the project.
Thomas Ruiz with Labors and National Union #783, spoke in support of the project.
Raymond Smith a resident in South Ontario, spoke in opposition of the project.

Mr. Johnston the applicant rebutted the opposition.

Steven Peekcorn with Golden State Environmental Justice Alliance, spoke in opposition of the
project.

Mr. Lampkin wanted to know if the commission could include in the COA, a condition to have a
certain percentage of local workers used in the project.

Attorney Albert Maldonado spoke to clarify that this would be inappropriate to require such a
condition at this time.

Kevin Thomas with Kimley Horn, the EIR consultant, spoke in rebuttal of the comments
received regarding the EIR.

Mr. Willoughby wanted to clarify that they would look at all the comments and they would be
addressed in the Final EIR.

Mr. Thomas stated that is correct.
Mr. Willoughby wanted to know when the Final EIR would be circulated.

Mr. Thomas stated the Final EIR would be available to the public 10 days before City Council.

Mr. Zeledon stated CEQA doesn’t require any changes to the DEIR and the Final EIR must be
10 days before City Council for circulation.

Mr. Willoughby wanted to clarify that all comments are being addressed appropriately.
Mr. Zeledon stated yes.

Mr. Thomas responded to the EIR air quality with an overriding of consideration.
-9-
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Ms. DeDiemar wanted to know why the commission is approving the DEIR.

Mr. Zeledon stated the only difference in the Final EIR would be the response to comments
which will be part of the City Council packet.

Ms. DeDiemar wanted to know if the EIR should be recirculated after the response to comments.

Mr. Zeledon stated the response to comments is not required to recirculate and does not change
the Draft EIR.

Mr. Gage wanted to clarify where the pollution comes from and what safeguards are put in place
to help mitigate.

Mr. Thomas responded regarding regulations with emissions from warehouses.
Mr. Gage want to know if diesel emissions were the main contributor.

Mr. Thomas stated yes, the majority and energy consumption.

Mr. Mercier stated no other persons wished to speak on this item.

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

Ms. DeDiemar broke down the public comments into three main issues: The EIR is a draft and
not the Final EIR which includes the response to comments, the use of union labor, and the
project being a warechouse and all the issues that come with that. She stated that the EIR
consultant and applicant adequately answered all those areas and spoke in favor of the project.
Mr. Willoughby wanted to know the number of warehouses in the City.

Mr. Zeledon stated he doesn’t have an exact number.

Mr. Willoughby wanted to know how many warehouses in the city exceed 1 million square feet.
Mr. Zeledon stated about 10.

Mr. Willoughby spoke regarding emission regulations coming down, the compatibility with the
surrounding warehouses and airport, the much needed infrastructure, and spoke in favor of the

project.

Mr. Lampkin reiterated DeDiemar and Willoughby’s comments and spoke in favor of the public
participation and the project.

Mr. Gage reiterated the other Commissioners comments and spoke in favor of the project.

PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION

It was moved by Willoughby, seconded by DeDiemar, to recommend adoption of
the EIR with a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program and a Statement

-10-
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of Overriding Considerations Roll call vote: AYES, DeDiemar, Dean, Gage,
Lampkin, Ricci, and Willoughby; NOES, none; RECUSE, none; ABSENT,
Anderson. The motion was carried 6 to 0.

It was moved by Willoughby, seconded by DeDiemar, to recommend adoption of
a resolution to approve the General Plan Amendment, File No., PGPA19-004,
subject to conditions of approval. Roll call vote: AYES, DeDiemar, Dean, Gage,
Lampkin, Ricci, and Willoughby; NOES, none; RECUSE, none; ABSENT,
Anderson. The motion was carried 6 to 0.

It was moved by Willoughby, seconded by DeDiemar, to recommend adoption of
a resolution to approve the Specific Plan, File No., PSP19-001, subject to
conditions of approval. Roll call vote: AYES, DeDiemar, Dean, Gage, Lampkin,
Ricci, and Willoughby; NOES, none; RECUSE, none; ABSENT, Anderson.
The motion was carried 6 to 0.

D. ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT AND DEVELOPMENT CODE AMENDMENT
REVIEW FOR FILE NO. PDCA22-001: A public hearing to consider a Development Code
Amendment proposing the repeal of Division 6.07 (Public Art) of Chapter 6.0 (Development and
Subdivision Regulations) and Reference I (Public Art Program) of the Development Code (Title 9
of the Ontario Municipal Code). This Amendment will facilitate the future establishment of a
substantially revised Public Art Ordinance within Title 5 (Public Welfare, Morals, and Conduct)
of the Ontario Municipal Code. The project 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, in that the activity is covered by the
common sense exemption (general rule) that CEQA applies only to projects that have the
potential for causing a significant effect on the environment; City Initiated. City Council action
is required.

Mr. Zeledon stated this Item is being requested to be continued to a future date.
No one responded.

PUBLIC TESTIMONY

Mr. Mercier stated no persons wished to speak on this item.

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

There was no Planning Commission deliberation.

PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION

It was moved by Gage, seconded by Dean, to continue this item to a future
meeting. Roll call vote: AYES, DeDiemar, Dean, Gage, Lampkin, Ricci, and
Willoughby; NOES, none; RECUSE, none; ABSENT, Anderson. The motion
was carried 6 to 0.

MATTERS FROM THE PLANNING COMMISSION
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Old Business Reports From Subcommittees

Historic Preservation (Standing): This subcommittee met on January 13, 2022.

Mr. Willoughby stated they removed some tier determinations for the airport, as HPSC was not
the lead authority for the properties.

Development Code Review (Ad-hoc): This subcommittee did not meet.
Zoning General Plan Consistency (Ad-hoc): This subcommittee did not meet.
New Business
Mr. Willoughby requested an update on industrial buildings within the city, at a future briefing.

NOMINATIONS FOR SPECIAL RECOGNITION

None at this time.

DIRECTOR’S REPORT

Mr. Zeledon stated the Monthly Activity Reports for November and December are in their
packets.

ADJOURNMENT

Lampkin motioned to adjourn, seconded by Willoughby. The meeting was adjourned at 10:00
PM.

Secretary Pro Tempore

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

PLANNING DEPARTMENT February 22, 2022

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

FILE NOS: PUD22-001, PMTT21-009(TPM 20394), PDEV21-017, and PHP21-021

SUBJECT: A request for the following entitlements: [1] a Planned Unit Development (File
No. PUD22-001) to establish development standards, design guidelines, and
infrastructure requirements for the Project site; [2] a Tentative Parcel Map (File No.
PMTT21-009 (TPM 20394)) to subdivide a 0.86-acre property into a single lot to establish
22 commercial airspace condominium units; [3] a Development Plan (File No. PDEV21-
017) to construct two commercial buildings totaling 33,787 square feetf; and [4] a
Certificate of Appropriateness (File No. PHP21-021) to allow for the construction of the
proposed Project within the Euclid Avenue Overlay Zoning District. The Project Site s
located at 125 West Emporia Street, within the MU-1/LUA-2N (Downtown Mixed-Use/Arts
District — North) and EA (Euclid Avenue Overlay) zoning districts. (APN: 1049-059-14)
submitted by RWSS Development LLC. City Council action is required.

PROPERTY OWNER: City of Ontario

RECOMMENDED ACTION: That the Planning/Historic Preservation Commission consider
and adopt the following:

(1) A resolution recommending the City
Council approve File No. PUD22-001; and

(2) Resolutions approving File  Nos.
PMTT21-009 (TPM 20394), PDEV21-017, and
PHP21-021, pursuant to the facts and
reasons contained in the staff report and
attached resolutions, and subject to the
conditions of approval contained in the
departmental reports included as
“Aftachment A" to each respective
resolution.

PROJECT SETTING: The Project site s
comprised of 0.86-acre of land located at
the easterly terminus of Emporia Street,
north of the Union Pacific Railroad right-of-

Figure 1: Project Location

Case Planner:| Jeanie Irene Aguilo Hearing Body Date Decision Action
Planning Director| DAB 02/07/2022 Approval | Recommend
Approval: / )Z ' PC 02/22/2022 Final
Submittal Date: 04/21/2021 CcC 03/15/2022 PUD-Finall
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Planning Commission Staff Report
File Nos.: PUD22-001, PMTT21-009 (TPM 203%94), PDEV21-017, and PHP21-021
February 22, 2022

way, at 125 West Emporia Street, as depicted in Figure 1. Project Locatfion Map.
Emporia Street terminates at the Project site where Euclid Avenue is approximately 20
feet below grade. Located within the proposed Downtown Historic District, the site is
currently developed with a paved public parking lot. The Emporia Street frontage is
improved with a 5-foot-wide scored sidewalk, rock curb in poor condition, and a 7-foot-
wide parkway with mature Washingtonia filifera (California palm) and heritage
Grevillea robusta (silk oak) street trees. Surrounding the Project site are several historic
buildings, including the Pacific Electric Bus Depot (Local Landmark No. 37) located at
the northeast corner of Laurel Avenue and Emporia Street, the Old Post Office (Local
Landmark No. 38) located at the southeast corner of Laurel Avenue and Transit Street,
the Charles Frankish Building (Local Landmark No. 12 and listed on the National
Register) located at the southwest corner of Transit Street and Euclid Avenue, the
Salvation Army building (Eligible Historic Resource) located at the northwest corner of
Emporia Street and Euclid Avenue, the Ontario Museum of History and Art located at
the southeast corner of Euclid Avenue and Transit Street, and the Euclid Avenue
median and parkway (Local Landmark No. 67 and listed on the National Register).
Other development in the area includes a mix of light industrial, office, commercial,
residential, and civic buildings constructed in varying architectural styles and
construction dates. The existing surrounding land uses, zoning, and general plan are
summarized in the “Surrounding Zoning & Land Uses” table located in the Technical
Appendix of this report.

PROJECT ANALYSIS:

(1) Background — During Ontario’s early settlement period, several grand Victorian
style homes were constructed for prominent city pioneers along Emporia Street, facing
the railroad tracks, in a marketing strategy to attract town settlers, which was referred
to as “Developer’'s Row.” The Project site was part of Developer's Row but was
developed as a parking lot in the 1950s, which is presently underutilized. In the 1980s,
the Euclid Avenue Grade Separation project was constructed, providing an underpass
for tfrucks and passenger vehicles, and a bridge for railway lines (Southern and Union
Pacific Railroads) that altered street intersections/connections on Euclid Avenue, within
the surrounding area. Due to the grade separation, Emporia Street’s direct access to
Euclid Avenue was eliminated and cul-de-sacs were constructed on the east and west
side of Euclid Avenue, limiting access to the parking lot. The Euclid Avenue public right-
of-way, from Philadelphia Street to Interstate 10, was designated as Local Landmark
No. 67 on January 16, 2001. On August 10, 2005, the Euclid Avenue right-of-way, from
Philadelphia Street in Ontario to 24th Street in Upland, was listed on the National
Regqister of Historic Places as a significant cultural landscape.

The Ontario Plan describes the Downtown Mixed-Use Area as an intensive vertical and
horizontal mixture of retail, office, and residential uses in a pedestrian friendly
atmosphere, where the historic character is prominent. The most intensive uses are
envisioned along Euclid Avenue and Holt Boulevard. The Downtown Mixed-Use Areaq is
the historic core of Ontario, which has a unique blend of historic, social and cultural
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uses set in a compact street grid. The Downtown Mixed-Use Area includes the Civic
Center, City library and surrounding diverse residential neighborhoods that provide
increased demand for retail opportunities along Euclid Avenue, Holt Boulevard and B
Street.

The Policy Plan specifies that the Downtown Mixed-Use Area is to be implemented
through the approval of an Area Plan or Planned Unit Development (“PUD”) prior to the
development of properties within the Area. In compliance with this requirement, the
Applicant has submitted the Art District West Planned Unit Development (included as
Attachment A to the attached PUD Resolution), which is consistent with this vision, and
the goals and policies of the Policy Plan.

The purpose of the PUD is to secure a fuller realization of the Policy Plan than would
result from the strict application of present zoning district regulations and to: [d]
promote high standards in urban design; [b] encourage the development of
exceptionally high quality, mixed-use, medium to high intensity projects, while
establishing regulations and standards for uses with unique regulatory and design
needs; and [c] ensure harmonious relationships with surrounding land uses. In addition,
the Art District West Planned Unit Development (“*ADWPUD”) is intended to function as a
set of planning and design principles, development regulations, and performance
standards to guide and govern the development of the 0.86-acre site. The ADWPUD will
facilitate the development of retail and commercial services that will help achieve the
City’'s goals to economically revitalize and aesthetically enhance the historic downtown
areaq.

A PUD is comparable to a Specific Plan in that it sets development regulations that are
unique to a specific area; however, it is also unlike a Specific Plan in that a PUD is
typically intended to apply to a single development project or several interrelated
development projects that function together as a single, comprehensive project.

On April 21, 2021, the Applicant submitted four applications to facilitate the
development of the Project site, as follows:

» A Planned Unit Development (File No. PUD22-001: Art District West Planned Unit
Development) to establish development standards, design guidelines, and
infrastructure requirements for the Project site;

» A Certificate of Appropriateness (File No. PHP21-021) to allow for the construction
of the proposed Project within the Euclid Avenue Overlay Zoning District and
ensure that the development does not cause an adverse effect on the
character-defining features of Euclid Avenue;

» A Tentative Parcel Map (File No. PMTT21-009 (TPM 20394)) to subdivide 0.86-acre
of land into single lot for condominium purposes; and
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» A Development Plan (File No. PDEV21-017) to construct two commercial
buildings totaling 33,787 square feet.

On February 7, 2022, the Development Advisory Board (“DAB”) conducted a hearing to
consider the Tentative Parcel Map (File No. PMTT21-009 (TPM 20394)) and Development
Plan (File No. PDEV21-017), 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.

On February 10, 2022, the Historic Preservation Subcommittee considered the
Certificate of Appropriateness (File No. PHP21-021) application and recommended
Historic Preservation Planning Commission approval.

(2) Planned Unit Development (File No. PUD22-001: Art District West PUD)

a. Land Use and Development Regulation — Consistent with  the
requirements of the MU-1 (Downtown Mixed-Use) zoning district, the
proposed PUD allows for uses infended as a dynamic destination for locals
and ftourists, while creating a fulfilling urban experience energized by
artistic, educational, and commercial participants. The focus of the Area
is fo increase the number of collaborated events and programs within the
Areq, with the intent fo atfract visitors, promote economic vitality, and
boost revenue. Street fairs, artist festivals, restaurants, galleries, work/live
lofts, breweries, and artisan co-ops will contribute to the physical and
cultural diversity of the Arts District. The development regulations set forth
in the ADWPUD will govern the placement, height, and bulk of permitted
buildings and structures; to establish locational criteria for vehicular
access to site, parking and loading requirements, landscape, sign
standards; and identify historic preservation features to be incorporated
and/or considered for development plans. Buildings may be developed
to a maximum height of 35 feet. Building setbacks are limited to 0 to 5 feet
from the Euclid Avenue right-of-way and 0 to 3.5 feet from the Emporia
Street right-of-way, 0 feet from the interior and rear (adjacent to the rail)
property lines.

b. Landscaping and Drainage — Landscaping elements provide significant
confributions to the aesthetic quality and character of the ADWPUD, with
respect to public and private spaces. Water conservation shall be
provided through low water using plant materials, hydro zones, water
efficient irrigation and weather-based controllers consistent with Assembly
Bill 1881 and other applicable State laws.

c. Off-Street Parking — Parking requirements within the ADWPUD will be
governed by the established parking requirements of the City of Ontario
Development Code. The ADWPUD allows one parking space within each
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Car Condo Unit to be counted towards the required parking for the
vehicle storage (Car Condo) use. In addition, the Ontario Development
Code allows parking to be analyzed using the Downtown Ontario Parking
Model.

d. Design Guidelines — Section 6.8 (Architectural Character\Details) of the
ADWPUD complies with the Ontario Downtown Design Guidelines of the
historic downtown area. The Downtown Ontario Design Guidelines were
adopted in 1998 to guide the physical revitalization of Ontario’s historic
downtown. The Guidelines provide architectural and design principals, as
well as design concepts for downtown districts. The project area is located
within the Education Center, a mixed-use area with a focus on
commercial, retail, public, and educational uses. The design principles
and desired architectural features for the mixed-use blocks are derived
from the architectural style and elements set forth in Section 3.5.3 of the
Downtown Design Guidelines, with respect to storefront modulation,
enfrances, roof design, mechanical equipment, building elements
(cornices, storefront frame, mid-floor panel, transom windows, bulkheads),
awnings, materials, and colors.

(3) Tentative Parcel Map (File No. PMTT21-009 / TPM 20394) — The proposed
Tentative Parcel Map (TPM 20394) will subdivide the 0.86-acre Project site info a
single numbered lot for condominium purposes (see Exhibit B—Tentative Parcel
Map) and one lettered lot consisting of private drive aisles, parking areas, and
common open space. The condominium plan will establish 22 commercial
condominium units that will be recorded with the Department of Real Estate,
delineating the airspace for each unit, off-street parking, and common areas.
The Development Code does not include provisions for a minimum lot size or
project size within the MU-1/LUA-2N (Downtown Mixed-Use/Arts District — North)
zoning district; however, it does require the approval of a PUD, which was filed
concurrently with the Tentative Parcel Map and Development Plan. Final
approval of the Tentative Parcel Map and Development Plan is contingent upon
the City Council adopting the PUD for the Project site. Additionally, the proposed
map will be required to provide Covenants, Conditions, and Restrictions
(“CC&R’s"), which will establish the rules, regulations, rights, and responsibilities of
the property owner’s association and condominium owners.

(4) Development Plan (File No. PDEV21-017)

a. Site Design/Building Layout — Proposed, is the construction of two
commercial buildings totaling 33,787 square feet (see Exhibit C—Site Plan,
attached). Building A (front building) is 9,669 square feet in size and is
cenfrally located along the northern portion of the site, oriented in an
east-west configuration, with the primary entrance facing north, towards
Emporia Street. The building contains a 3,455-square-foot flex-space (for
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retail uses and public/private
art activities) six “Car Condo”
suites and mezzanine areas
totaling 6,214 square feet
designed for the storage of
personal vehicles (such as cars
and recreational vehicles), and
a trash enclosure and restrooms
totaling 576 square feet. Two
off-street  parking lots are
located to the east and west of
Building A.

Building B (rear building), located along the
east, south and west property lines, is 24,012
square feet in size and is configured in a U-
shape. The building contains a 2,470-square-
foot retail space with mezzanine designed to
accommodate a tap room with both ground
and second floor outdoor patio areas
located at the northeast corner of the site.
The remainder of the building is 21,542

BB EET T T T rTrnd

Figure 2: Car Condo Examples

square feet in size and is divided into fourteen Car Condo suites.

There is a total of 20 car condo suites proposed within portions of Buildings A and B. The
ADWPUD defines car condos as space you own and customize to house your vehicles.
The car condos offer car aficionados a safe, secure, and private space to store and
display their vehicles (sports, classic, racing, exotics, hot rods, and/or other collectible
cars), motorized toys, and/or personal freasures. Each unit includes a mezzanine area
that can be customized to include a loft area, office, TV viewing area and/or
refreshment kitchenette area (See Figure 2. Car Condo Examples, below). The unit’s
footprint range in size from 420 to 1,836 square feet, which range from 30 to 68 feet in
depth and 14 to 68 feet in width. Residential occupancy of the Car Condo units will be

prohibited by the CC&Rs.

b. Site Access/Circulation — The Project site will be accessed from two points
along Emporia Street (see Exhibit C—Site Plan, attached). The driveways
are located at the northwest and northeast corners of the Project site,
immediately to the east and west of Building A. A 20-foot to 35-foot-wide
U-shaped drive-aisle is proposed between Buildings A and B, connecting
the two points of access and providing on-site circulation and access to

each Car Condo unit.

c. Parking — The ADWPUD requires the Project to provide off-street parking
at the rates required by the Development Code and allows one parking
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space within each Car Condo Unit to be counted towards the required
parking for the vehicle storage (Car Condo) use. The Project has provided
off-street parking pursuant to the "“Drinking Places” and “General Business
Offices” parking standards specified in the Development Code. The
Project requires a total of 59 passenger vehicle parking spaces and 29
parking spaces have been provided, resulting in a deficit of 30 parking
spaces. Table 1, below, provides the off-street parking calculations for the
proposed Project.

Table 1: On-Site Parking Summary Table
- . . Spaces | Spaces

Type of Use Building Area Parking Ratio Required | Provided
Motor Vehicle
Storage (Car 27,756 SF 1 space per Car Condo Unit 20 20
Condos):
Restaurant/
Drinking Place 2,470 SF 10 spaces per 1,000 SF (0.01/SF) of GFA 25
(Tap Room): 9
Office (Flex 3 455 SF General Business Office — 4 spaces per 14
Space): ! 1,000 SF (0.004/SF) of GFA
TOTAL 59 29
Parking Deficit (-30)

Although, the Project does not provide sufficient off-street parking, the Project site is
located within the Downtown Mixed Use District, which pursuant to the Ontario
Development Code, allows parking to be analyzed using the City’s Downtown Ontario
Parking Model (see Exhibit G—Downtown Parking Model Blocks Map, attached). The
Downtown Parking Model specifically evaluates each block within the Downtown Area
and calculates the parking demand on an hourly basis, from 6:00 A.M. to 12:00 A.M.
Additionally, it allows a project’s parking demands to be met by utilizihg the available
parking on the project site block, in combination with the surrounding blocks. The
Project site is located on Block 72 (see Exhibit H—Parking Model Blocks Map: Blocks 67,
68, 71, and 72, attached) and can accommodate a total of 14 parking spaces (5 on-
street and 9 on-site). The surrounding blocks utilized to analyze the parking demand for
the proposed Project include:

= Block 67 (City of Ontario Community Improvement Office), located north of the
Project site, which provides 92 parking spaces (32 on-street and 60 off-street);

= Block 68 (multiple-family units, retail, office and service uses), located northwest
of the Project site, which provides 65 parking spaces (20 on-street and 45 off-
street); and

= Block 71 (live/work units), located directly west of the Project site, which provides
38 parking spaces (11 on-street and 27 off-street).
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The Tables 2 and 3, below, illustrate the available parking for Blocks 67, 68, 71 and 72,
with the proposed uses. Within Table 4 (see Technical Appendix), the Parking Model
found a deficit of 1 to 14 parking spaces on Blocks 71 and 72, between the hours of
10:00 A.M. to 8:00 P.M.; however, there is a surplus of 56 to 100 parking spaces within the
combined four Blocks, addressing any single block deficiencies. Therefore, staff has
determined that based upon the Downtown Ontario Parking Model, sufficient parking
exists on the Project site and its’ surrounding blocks, to support the proposed Project.

Table 2: Available Public Parking with Proposed Use: Daytime Hours (8:00 A.M.-3:00 P.M.)
Blocks 8 A.M. 9 AM. 10AM. | 11AM. | 12P.M. 1P.M. 2 P.M. 3 P.M.

67, 68,
718&72

103 28 92 81 67 61 56 72

Table 3: Available Public Parking with Proposed Use: Evening Hours (4:00 P.M.-12:00 A.M.)

Blocks 4 P.M. 5 P.M. 6 P.M. 7 P.M. 8 P.M. 9 P.M. 10 P.M. 11 P.M. 12 A.M.

67, 68,
71&72

67 78 80 99 100 128 132 133 131

d. Architecture — A contemporary industrial inspired architectural design is
proposed to complement the surrounding historic buildings and context of
the historic downtown area (see Exhibit D—Conceptual Elevations and
Exhibit E—Project Rendering, attached). Building’s A and B are single-story
buildings with a two-story massing (27 feet to 30 feet) consistent with the
existing surrounding buildings located to the north and west of the Project
site. Both buildings will incorporate a combination of vertical corrugated
metal panels, horizontal flat metal siding, brick veneer, metal canopies,
storefront glazing, and a conftrasting color palette that includes black,
grey, brown, and red tones.

The eastern elevation of Building B will be prominently seen from Euclid Avenue. The tap
room was strategically located on the northeast corner of the site as part of Building B,
to provide a prominent architectural element facing Euclid Avenue. The tap room
portion of the building incorporates a brick veneer, a 20-foot-long blade sign and a
round tower element designed to have the appearance of a beer vat. The upper
portion of the tower is treated with horizontal corrugated metal siding and a metal roof,
and the ground floor incorporates deep recessed clear storefront glazing that allow
views of the beer vat design from Euclid Avenue. To the west of the tower, the Project is
also incorporating a ground floor and second story outdoor patio that will face Emporia
Street and be visible from Euclid Avenue, which has been integrated into the overall
design of the building and features similar building materials.

The Project illustrates similar architectural features, building placement, scale and
massing to the surrounding historic buildings and within the context of the historic
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downtown area. The Project is appropriate in scale and massing and through use of
materials and design and will not detract or adversely affect the historic character of
neither Euclid Avenue nor the proposed Downtown Historic District. This is exemplified
through the use of:

» Arficulation in storefront modulation through color and material changes,
bulkhead/base, glass roll up doors, storefront glazing, and enhanced accent
banding; and

» Arficulation in the building parapet, roof lines, and a corner tower element which
serves to accentuate the building’s entries and openings, and breaks up large
expanses of building wall; and

= A mix of exterior colors, materials, finishes and fixtures; and

» |ncorporation of base and top freatments defined by changes in color,
materials, and recessed wall areas. Designed to ensure that it's massing and
proportion, along with its colors and architectural detailing, are consistent on all
building walls, giving a four-sided (360-degree) appearance; and

» Utilizing strong and identifiable building forms using the corner tower element to
demarcate street intersections.

Furthermore, the Project demonstrates the type of development and architecture
promoted by the proposed ADWPUD. The Project incorporates the design principles
and the desired architectural features of the proposed ADWPUD using:

» Simple, yet varied massing, with wall openings that create shadow line and
provide visual relief; and

= Incorporation of human-scaled details such as canopies, transparent
windows, and windows displays. These are required at public entrances and along
heavily trafficked outdoor areas; and

» Providing highly visible public entrances, oriented to streets and outdoor
spaces; with shop entrances clearly expressed with recesses, overhangs, special
materials, and detailing; and

» Creating visual interest by using at least three different building materials on
building facades including brick, flat metal siding, and corrugated metal panels.

e. Landscaping — Landscaping elements provide significant conftributions to
the aesthetic quality and character of Euclid Avenue and the historic
downtown areq, with respect to public and private spaces. The proposed
landscape design highlights building and driveway entries and softens the
appearance of the building along Emporia Street. Due to the
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configuration of the proposed buildings, landscaping is primarily featured
along the Emporia Street frontage and the northwestern parking lot. The
proposed landscape plant pallet includes Ginko Biloba, Tabebuia
Impetiginosa, Prunus Cerasifera 24-inch and 3é-inch box size frees, 8 shrub
varieties (Hemerocallis hybrid, Ruellia brittoniana, Rosea Floribunda,
Rosmarinus Officinalis, Loropetalum chinensis, atropurpurea, Lanvendula
agustina, Tulbaghia violacea and Pittosporum) and one groundcover
variety (Phyla nodifolia). The existing parkway and sidewalk will be altered
to accommodate the two proposed driveways which will require the
removal of two heritage Grevillea robusta (Silk Oak) frees and the onsite
relocation one Washingtonia filifera (California Palm) within the parkway.
The Project has been conditioned to replace the two Grevillea robusta
frees with trees that are equal in frunk diameter onsite and/or pay
appropriate mitigation fees to City of Ontario Historic Preservation Fund.
Moreover, the proposed landscaping, hardscape and lighting has been
designed to complement the architecture of the proposed building and
enhance vehicular entries, pedestrian walkways, and other key locations
throughout the Project site.

f.  Utilities (drainage, sewer) — Public utilities (water and sewer) are available
to serve the Project. Furthermore, 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 fransport by minimizing impervious surfaces
and maximizes low impact development (“LID”) best management
practices (“BMPs”), such as retention and infilfration, biotreatment, and
evapofranspiration. The onsite drainage will be conveyed to an
underground chamber located on the northwest portion of the Project
site underneath the parking lot and any overflow drainage will be
conveyed to the curb and gutter along Emporia Street.

(5) Certificate of Appropriateness (File No. PHP21-021) — Section 6.01.035, Overlay
Zoning Districts of the Ontario Development Code, requires Certificate of
Appropriateness approval for any development project within the Euclid Avenue
Overlay zoning district. The Euclid Avenue Overlay zoning district is infended to
recognize, protect, and enhance the visual character and quality of Euclid Avenue as
a major scenic and historic resource of the City, and to identify and safeguard Euclid
Avenue's position on the National Register of Historic Places. The intent of the Overlay
zoning district is not to create a false sense of history with any new development along
the Euclid Avenue Corridor, but rather to ensure that new development does not
adversely impact the visual character-defining features of Euclid Avenue, such as the
60-foot-wide landscaped median, rock curbs, and King’'s Standard lampposts.
Additionally, all new construction should be compatible with the surrounding
developments in site design, massing and scale.
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The Secretary of the Interior Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties, also
referred to as “the Standards,” provide a crifical part of the framework of the national
preservation program and are widely used at the federal, state and local levels to
guide work on historic resources and have been incorporated info the ADWPUD. The
Standards state that alterations will not destroy historic features and spatial relationships
that characterize the historic resource, and that new work will be differentiated from
the old and will be compatible with historic materials, features, size, scale, and
proportion, and massing to protect the integrity of the resource.

The west side of Euclid Avenue, from Holt Boulevard to the project site, can be
characterized as early twentieth century commercial development which includes the
First Nafional Bank constructed in the Art Deco style of architecture in 1928, the
McCann Building constructed in the Commercial style of architecture in 1917, the Envoy
Hotel also constructed in the Commercial style of architecture in 1920, the Frankish
Building constructed in a simplified Italianate architectural style in 1916, and the
Salvation Army Building constructed in Art Deco style of architecture in 1930. These
buildings are constructed of brick and concrete, are 2 and 3 stories in height with first
floor commercial and have a zero setback from the Euclid Avenue property line.
Prominent character-defining features include classic storefronts with large display
windows, bulkheads (base), fransom windows, mid-panel banding, a mix of materials
and colors, and vertical columns in the Art Deco style buildings.

Across Emporia Street from the project site is the historic Pacific Electric Bus Depot. The
building was constructed in a brick Commercial style of architecture in 1928. The single-
story brick building is square in floorplan, has a parapet roof, and a storefront. Adjacent
to the project site is the Emporia Street Lofts (work/live units). The buildings were
originally constructed for an industrial manufacturing purpose in 1968 but were
adaptively reused in 2003 to allow commercial and residential mixed-uses within a
flexible space. The buildings are designed with two-stories, brick and stucco finishes
and have a parapet roof.

The Project is a two-story construction featuring elements from Emporia Street Lofts
(work/live units) to the west and the Salvation Army Building to the north. The corner
tower element faces Euclid Avenue and Emporia Street providing emphasis to the
enfrance which is similar to the corner enfrances of the Frankish Building and Salvation
Army Building. In addition, Euclid Avenue is situated approximately 20-feet below grade
of the Project site ultimately minimizing the visual impacts to Euclid Avenue.

On February 10, 2022, the Historic Preservation Subcommittee (“*HPSC”) reviewed the
project and recommended approval to the Planning/Historic Preservation Commission,
subject to conditions of approval and are attached to this report.

The Planning Commission, serving as the Historic Preservation Commission, must
consider and clearly establish certain findings of facts for all Certificate of
Appropriateness applications. The proposed project is appropriate because:
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(1) The proposed project will not detrimentally change, destroy or adversely
affect any significant architectural feature of the resource. While there are no identified
historic resources within the Project site, the site has frontage along historic Euclid
Avenue and is within the Proposed Downtown Historic District. Through appropriate
scale, massing and use of materials, the new construction is compatible with the
surrounding buildings and therefore, will not detrimentally change, destroy or adversely
affect any significant architectural feature of the resource.

(2) The proposed project will not detrimentally change, destroy or adversely
affect the historic character or value of the resource. While there are no identified
historic resources within the Project site, the Project has frontage along historic Euclid
Avenue and is within the Proposed Downtown Historic District. The Project proposes
appropriate building massing and scale, site design, building layout, and architecture
that is in keeping with the area.

(3) The proposed project will be compatible with the exterior character-
defining features of the historic resource. Although the Project site is not considered
historic, the Project site has frontage along historic Euclid Avenue and is within the
proposed Downtown Historic District. Through enhanced architectural elements,
including the tower feature, the proposed project does not detract from the visual
character of Euclid Avenue and is compatible with the Proposed Downtown Historic
District.

(4) The proposed project will not adversely affect or detract from the
character of the historic district. Through compatible architectural elements the
proposed project does not detfract from the visual character of Euclid Avenue and is
compatible with the Proposed Downtown Historic District.

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

=  QOperate 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.
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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.

(4) Policy Plan (General Plan)

Land Use Element:

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

» LUI1-1 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.

Community Economics Element:

» 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.

» CDI1-2 Growth Areas. We require development in growth areas to be
distinctive and unique places within which there are cohesive design themes.

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

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

e A 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.

» CD2-7 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 into new and
existing developments to ensure the maximum safe travel and visibility on pathways,
corridors, and open space and at building entrances and parking areas by avoiding
physically and visually isolated spaces, maintenance of visibility and accessibility, and
use of lighting.

» CD2-92 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 frees, pervious surfaces, urban run-off
capture and infiltfration, 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 enfry to neighborhoods, commercial centers, mixed
use areas, industrial developments, and public places that reinforce them as uniquely
identifiable places.

» CD2-12 Site _and Building Signage. We encourage the use of sign
programs that utilize complementary materials, colors, and themes. Project signage
should be designed to effectively communicate and direct users to various aspects of
the development and complement the character of the structures.

» 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.
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» Goal CD3: Vibrant urban environments that are organized around intense
buildings, pedestrian and transit areas, public plazas, and linkages between and within
developments that are conveniently located, visually appealing and safe during alll
hours.

> CD3-1 Design. We require that pedestrian, vehicular, bicycle and
equestrian circulation on both public and private property be coordinated and
designed to maximize safety, comfort, and aesthetics.

» CD3-3 Building Entrances. We require all building enfrances to be
accessible and visible from adjacent streets, sidewalks or public open spaces.

» CD3-5 Paving. We require sidewalks and road surfaces to be of a type
and quality that contributes to the appearance and utility of streets and public spaces.

» CD3-6 Landscaping. We utilize landscaping to enhance the aesthetics,
functionality and sustainability of streetscapes, outdoor spaces and buildings.

» Goal CDS: 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 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
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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 conditions 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 Project is categorically exempt from the requirements of
the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA") pursuant to Section 15332 (Class 32,
Infill Development Projects) of the CEQA Guidelines and meets all of the following
conditions: (a) the proposed Project is consistent with the applicable general plan
designation and all applicable general plan policies as well as with applicable zoning
designation and regulations; (b) the proposed development occurs within city limits
and the area being developed is 0.86-acre, less than the maximum 5-acre threshold,
and is substantially surrounded by urban land uses; (c) the Project site has no value as
habitat for endangered, rare, or threatened species; (d) approval of the Project would
not result in any significant effects relating to traffic, noise, air quality, or water quality;
and (e) the site is adequately served by all required utilities and public services.

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
MU-1/LUA-2N (Downtown
. . . _ Mixed-Use/Arts District — North)
Site Parking Lot Downtown Mixed-Use District and EA (Euclid Avenue
Overlay)
MU-1/LUA-2N (Downtown
North Office/Personal §erwces (Rojas Downtown Mixed-Use District Mixed-Use/Arts Dlsfrlcf — North)
Enterprises) and EA (Euclid Avenue
Overlay)
South el (Sou’r.hern Feriiie Rail RC (Rail Corridor)
Transportation Company)
East CUICILS) Muselj;?,r CIf Al e e Downtown Mixed-Use District CIV (Civic)
Work/Live Lofts 