DESIGN REVIEW COMMITTEE
AGENDA ITEM
AGENDA DATE:

July 18, 2012

TO:

Chair Woollett and Members of the Design Review Committee

THRU:

Leslie Aranda Roseberry, Planning Manager

FROM:

Chad Ortlieb, Senior Planner

SUBJECT:

DRC 4615-12, America’s Tire, 1542 E. Chapman Avenue

SUMMARY
The applicant proposes to modify the existing north elevation of an 8,382 square foot building by
adding five bay doors where glazing currently exists, adding on-building signage to the north and
east elevations, eliminating 11 parking spaces for bay door access, and installing four tree wells
and a landscape finger in place of removed parking spaces with the intent to partially obscure the
bay doors from Chapman Avenue view. The project was previously reviewed by the Design
Review Committee (DRC) on June 6, 2012 and continued so that applicant could verify if
alternative design opportunities exist to orient bay doors away from street view.

R E C O M M E N D E D A C T I O N —R E C O M M E N D A T I O N
COMMISSION

TO

THE

PLANNING

Staff recommends that the DRC provide a recommendation to the Planning Commission
regarding the design of DRC 4615-12. The attached June 6, 2012 staff report provides findings
and conditions that may be used to recommend project approval. If the DRC elects to make a
denial recommendation, the DRC will need to craft Findings in their motion for the basis of the
recommendation.

BACKGROUND INFORMATION
Applicant:

Dan Wainwright/America’s Tire Co.

Owner:

Ben Herson, Trustee of the B and A Herson Trust U/D/T and WG
East Chapman Avenue, LLC

Property Location:

1542 E. Chapman Avenue

General Plan Designation:

General Commercial Max 1.0 FAR (GC)

Zoning Classification:

Limited Business (C-1)

Existing Development:

Two buildings exist in the commercial center. One building is
14,668 square feet and hosts a 24-hour Walgreens with a drive-thru
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Property Size:

window. The second building is the subject building which has
been vacant since it was constructed in November 2009.
1.99 acres (87,120 sq ft.)

Associated Applications:

CUP 2851-12 for the minor auto repair use

Previous DRC Project Review: June 6, 2012

PUBLIC NOTICE
The public hearing for the Planning Commission will be noticed. No Public Notice was required
for this project. However, two persons who noted an interest in the project were notified of the
meeting via electronic mail.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW
Categorical Exemption: The proposed project is categorically exempt from the provisions of
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) per State CEQA Guidelines 15301 (Class 1 –
Existing Facilities) because the project includes minor alterations to and leasing of an existing
private structure. There is no public review required.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION
Except for one exception, the project remains the same as stated in the attached June 6, 2012
staff report and as presented at the June 6, 2012 DRC meeting. The exception is that a partial
screen wall within the building is proposed to partially block views into the back of the building
where tires would be stored.

EXISTING SITE
The site is developed with a commercial center constructed in 2009. The center is constructed
with recent time/period colors and materials and architecture in that tan and brown stucco walls
interrupted by glazing are interspersed in vertical and horizontal indentations and projections.
Tower like features, stone veneer base accents, and awnings are present on the buildings.

EXISTING AREA CONTEXT
The center is located at the intersection of the Chapman Avenue and Tustin Street commercial
corridor. A single family residential neighborhood exists to the south of the site and is separated
from the site by a 15 foot high wall per a Variance approved for the 2009 construction of the site.

EVALUATION CRITERIA
Orange Municipal Code (OMC) Section 17.10.070 establishes the general criteria the DRC
should use when reviewing the project. This section states the following:
The project shall have an internally consistent, integrated design theme, which is reflected in the
following elements:
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1.

2.

Architectural Features.
a.

The architectural features shall reflect a similar design style or period.

b.

Creative building elements and identifying features should be used to create a
high quality project with visual interest and an architectural style.

Landscape.
a.

The type, size and location of landscape materials shall support the project’s
overall design concept.

b.

Landscaping shall not obstruct visibility of required addressing, nor shall it
obstruct the vision of motorists or pedestrians in proximity to the site.

c.

Landscape areas shall be provided in and around parking lots to break up the
appearance of large expanses of hardscape.

3.

Signage. All signage shall be compatible with the building(s) design, scale, colors,
materials and lighting.

4.

Secondary Functional and Accessory Features. Trash receptacles, storage and loading
areas, transformers and mechanical equipment shall be screened in a manner, which is
architecturally compatible with the principal building(s).

A N A L Y S I S /S T A T E M E N T

OF THE

ISSUES

Because the plans remain substantially the same as when presented for the June 6th DRC
meeting, the issues for the project remain the same as stated in the June 6th staff report. Those
issues are as follows:
Issue 1 - Lack of specificity of Landscaping
Issue 2 - Monument Sign
Issue 3 - Bay Doors Facing Chapman Avenue
Two additional issues have been analyzed for the subject project as follows:
Issue 4 – Project Nexus to General Plan Goals and Policies
At the June 6th DRC meeting, some DRC members requested specific quotations from the City’s
General Plan regarding Goals and Policies that may be related to the proposed project in terms of
the open bay design in context with the location of the center at a major node that leads into the
City’s Old Towne area. Below is a list of General Plan Goals and Policies that may pertain to
the proposed open bay design for the subject building.
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Land Use
Policy 1.4
Policy 1.6
Policy 6.2

Policy 6.10

Ensure that new development reflects existing design standards, qualities, and
features that are in context with nearby development.
Minimize effects of new development on the privacy and character of surrounding
neighborhoods.
In areas where residential uses abut commercial or industrial land uses, use
buffering techniques to improve compatibility. Such techniques include the use of
setbacks, screening, soundwalls with pedestrian access, and appearance standards.
Mitigate adverse air, noise, circulation, and other environmental impacts caused
by new development adjacent to existing neighborhoods through use of sound
walls, landscaping buffers, speed limits, and other traffic control measures.

Urban Design
Policy 2.3

Goal 3.0

Policy 3.1
Policy 3.3

Goal 4.0
Policy 4.3

Goal 6.0
Policy 6.1

Improve the appearance of arterials and corridors that pass through commercial
and mixed-use areas. Use street trees and other landscape and hardscape
improvements to improve the visual and spatial experience of drivers, transit
riders, and pedestrians using City streets.
Express the City’s distinct community identity and sense of place through
improvements to the appearance of new development and commercial and mixeduse corridors.
Promote community identity through streetscape enhancements, building designs,
and treatments marking the primary entrances to the City.
Strengthen the urban form of the City’s commercial, industrial, institutional, and
mixed-use districts by working within the character of the existing historical and
architectural fabric of the community, while allowing for the addition of
complementary new development and urban design elements.
Establish and reinforce district and neighborhood characteristics recognized both
within the community and throughout the region.
Create an attractive, walkable pedestrian environment within and between
commercial districts and neighborhoods though careful site planning, architectural
design, and provision of pedestrian amenities such as sidewalks, benches, plaza
areas, information kiosks, and other street furniture.
Encourage contextually appropriate infill development projects and property
renovations.
Encourage consistent high quality design of development projects, and provide
development standards that ensure building and site design that is well integrated
with infrastructure and circulation systems.

In addition to the above goals and policies, the below two policies which pertain to infill and
upgrading older developments may apply in spirit to the proposed project especially considering
that they would have been applicable in 2009 when redevelopment of the site and design of the
subject buildings were considered. The recently approved existing building may be argued to
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have greater consistency with the below two policies as opposed to the bay door replacements
proposed.
Urban Design
Policy 6.2

Policy 6.4

Ensure that new infill development contributes positively to the quality of the
surrounding corridor or neighborhood, including the potential to provide
additional park space, and minimize the visibility of on-site parking.
Promote the renovation and upgrading of older commercial developments to
create more attractive and functional retail environments.

The aforementioned General Plan Goals and Policies pertain exclusively to design. Policies
pertaining to use diversity, economic development, noise reduction, traffic, air quality, water
quality, or other areas will be considered by the Planning Commission and will be considered as
additional weighing factors for rendering a decision on the project aside from any applicable
design oriented goals and policies.
Issue 5 – Proposed Limiting Condition
At the June 6th DRC meeting some DRC members seemed inclined to view the project more
favorably if they have greater assurance that the project could be conditioned to limit the use of
the site exclusively to tire sales and installation. The applicant’s attorney has proposed a
condition and the City Attorney’s Office has made slight modifications to the condition.
Although the question of land use is outside the DRC purview, the aesthetics of a land use
certainly is within the purview for its considerations. The resulting condition is as follows:
“The use permitted by Conditional Use Permit No. 2851-12 shall strictly be
limited to the retail sale and installation of tires and wheels for passenger cars and
non-commercial light trucks. Conditional Use Permit No. 2851-12 does not
permit the use of the project site for any type of automotive repair or service not
expressly listed in this condition, or as that use may be defined in sections
17.18.070D, E, or F, of the Orange Municipal Code.”
Staff will provide the condition in the draft Planning Commission Resolution.

ADVISORY BOARD RECOMMENDATION
The Staff Review Committee (SRC) reviewed the project on February 15, 2012 and again on
May 23, 2012 at which time the SRC recommended that the project proceed to the Design
Review Committee and the Planning Commission.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

AND

REQUIRED FINDINGS

Staff recommends that the DRC provide a recommendation to the Planning Commission
regarding the design of DRC 4615-12.
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The courts define a “Finding” as a conclusion which describes the method of analysis decision
makers utilize to make the final decision. A decision making body “makes a Finding,” or draws
a conclusion, through identifying evidence in the record (i.e., testimony, reports, environmental
documents, etc.) and should not contain unsupported statements. The statements which support
the Findings bridge the gap between the raw data and the ultimate decision, thereby showing the
rational decision making process that took place. The “Findings” are, in essence, the ultimate
conclusions which must be reached in order to approve (or recommend approval of) a project.
The same holds true if denying a project; the decision making body must detail why it cannot
make the Findings.
The attached June 6, 2012 staff report provides findings and conditions that may be used to
recommend project approval. If the DRC elects to make a denial recommendation, the DRC will
need to state why the findings cannot be made in the motion for the basis of the recommendation.
Below are the required findings needed to support any DRC recommendation. For the purpose
of this project, only number 3 is applicable.
1. In the Old Towne Historic District, the proposed work conforms to the prescriptive
standards and design criteria referenced and/or recommended by the DRC or other
reviewing body for the project (OMC 17.10.070.F.1).
2. In any National Register Historic District, the proposed work complies with the Secretary
of the Interior’s standards and guidelines (OMC 17.10.07.F.2).
3. The project design upholds community aesthetics through the use of an internally
consistent, integrated design theme and is consistent with all adopted specific plans,
applicable design standards, and their required findings (OMC 17.10.07.F.3).
4. For infill residential development, as specified in the City of Orange Infill Residential
Design Guidelines, the new structure(s) or addition are compatible with the scale,
massing, orientation, and articulation of the surrounding development and will preserve
or enhance existing neighborhood character (OMC 17.10.07.F.4).

CONDITIONS
The June 6, 2012 staff report contains conditions that the DRC may utilize if an approval
recommendation is made. As always, the conditions are subject to modification, deletions or,
additions as the DRC sees necessary within the scope of the project design.

ATTACHMENTS
1. Vicinity Map
2. June 6, 2012 Staff Report
3. June 6, 2012 Meeting Minutes
4. Project Plans

Design Review Committee Staff Report
July 18, 2012
Page 7 of 7

cc: Noel Anasco
914 E. Katella Avenue
Anaheim, CA 92805

