DESIGN REVIEW COMMITTEE
AGENDA ITEM
AGENDA DATE:

JUNE 19, 2013

TO:

Chair Fox and Members of the Design Review Committee

THRU:

Leslie Aranda Roseberry, Planning Manager

FROM:

Doris Nguyen, Associate Planner

SUBJECT:

DRC No. 4684-13 – Perez Addition

SUMMARY
The applicant proposes to remodel and add to an existing 2,165 SF residence. After the remodel,
the home would be 3,276 SF.

RECOMMENDED ACTION – FINAL DETERMINATION
Staff is requesting that the DRC approve the proposed project.

BACKGROUND INFORMATION
Applicant/Owner:

Mary-Alice Perez

Property Location:

1932 West Sycamore Avenue

General Plan Designation:

LDR Density Residential (LDR)

Zoning Classification:

R-1-6 (Single-Family Residential)

Existing Development:

2,165 SF Residence

Property Size:

8,201 SF lot

Associated Applications:

None

PUBLIC NOTICE
No Public Notice was required for this project.

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 (Existing
Facilities) because the project includes an addition to an existing building that is not greater than
10,000 SF. There are public services and facilities available to serve the addition and it is in
compliance with the General Plan designation of Low Density Residential. This area is not

Design Review Committee Staff Report
June 19, 2013
Page 2 of 6

designated as environmentally sensitive by the 2010 General Plan. There is no environmental
public review required for a Categorical Exemption.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION
The applicant is requesting to modify the existing 1,720 SF house and 445 SF attached garage by
demolishing 635 SF of the residence and 22 SF of the garage. They will add 970 SF to the
residence and 141 SF to the garage. The house would total 2,690 SF plus a 586 SF attached
garage. After the remodel, the home would be 3,276 SF. The remodel is proposed to
accommodate the medical needs of the owner’s elderly parents and their caregiver. Therefore,
several ramps and interior accessibility modifications are proposed. This remodel is intended for
the private needs of this individual family and is not proposed to be used as a commercial care
facility.
A majority of the walls for the existing house would be demolished with few original walls
proposed to remain. Despite adding 1,111 SF to the existing 2,165 SF house, it will still have 4
bedrooms, 2-car garage, kitchen, dining, family, and living rooms. The laundry room is
proposed to be moved from the garage to inside the house. The home currently has 2 full
bathrooms, and the applicant proposes to construct 5 full and 2 powder bathrooms.
The garage door currently faces the street (north) and would be rotated to face east. A window
would be added to break up the north elevation of the garage. The driveway would be widened
from the existing 18’ to 20’, and would be moved from the west side of the parcel to the east
side. This allows for a vehicle to enter the driveway and turn into the garage. Although the SF
of hardscape is increasing, the property would meet the required 40% landscape requirement.
The front (north) elevation currently is characterized by a predominant view of the roof since the
house in an “L” shape. The applicant is proposing to add two larger gables to the front entry,
increasing the height of the house by nearly a foot and a half. The new aluminum windows are
proposed to have diamond shaped muntins, not true divided lites. Planter boxes would be added
underneath the windows. Exposed rafters will be added to the garage and other horizontal roof
ends surrounding the house. The exterior house walls would continue to be mostly stucco.

EXISTING SITE
The existing single-story home is 1,720 SF with a 445 SF attached garage. It was constructed in
the late 1950’s according to assessor data. The house is currently a single-story, stucco home in
the ranch style with dutch gable and gable roof forms. The covered entry has a steep roof pitch
and ornate columns to distinguish it from the rest of the house; which is likely a modification to
the original home. There are exposed rafters on the north elevation and a chimney. The fascia
over the garage is embellished with a scalloped design and the windows have been changed out
to vinyl. The side yard setback on the west is currently 4’, which was permitted in the late
1950’s. The east side yard setback is 5’, which meets the current code requirements.
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EXISTING AREA CONTEXT
Surrounding property to the north, south, east, and west are other single-family residences in the
R-1-6 zone. The homes on the southern side of Sycamore Avenue are single story, while the
homes on the north side are 2-story, from a different tract, and have much larger massing.

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:
1.

Architectural Features.
a.
b.

2.

The architectural features shall reflect a similar design style or period.
Creative building elements and identifying features should be used to create a
high quality project with visual interest and an architectural style.

Landscape.
a.
b.
c.

The type, size and location of landscape materials shall support the project’s
overall design concept.
Landscaping shall not obstruct visibility of required addressing, nor shall it
obstruct the vision of motorists or pedestrians in proximity to the site.
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

Issue 1: Remodel and Addition
The applicant is proposing to demolish or reconstruct nearly every wall of the house. Only a few
walls will remain in their existing location and condition. The front living spaces and garage
would be extended in the front nearly 4’ closer to the north property line, but still comply with
the setback. The massing and single story remodel would be consistent with the homes in the
same tract on the south side of Sycamore Ave, despite the increase in height of roughly a foot
and a half. The house retains its “L” shape, which is a prominent feature in the neighborhood
and sets the living area back from the street over 42’. Rotating the garage to open east helps
improve the street façade by reducing the visibility of the garage door. The proposal retains the
exposed rafters, but does not include the scalloped fascia on the north elevation.
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Although the home is designed to accommodate the accessibility needs of the family, the
proposed ramps do not detract from the design on the front (north) elevation. There are other
proposed ramps on the west and south sides, but would not be visible from the street. There are
no entrances to the home on the east side, so ramps are not required. The west side of the home
currently has a 4’ side yard setback. It will be increased to 5’-2.5” to comply with the setback,
allow for the ramp, and access around the ramp.

ADVISORY BOARD RECOMMENDATION
None

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

AND

REQUIRED FINDINGS

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 Findings are applied as appropriate to each project. Based on the following Findings and
statements in support of such Findings, staff recommends the DRC approve the project with
recommended conditions.
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).
This project site is not within the Old Towne Historic District; therefore, this finding does
not apply.
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).
This project site is not within the National Register Historic District; therefore, this
finding does not apply.
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).
The project is not located within an adopted specific plan or area with required design
standards; however, the massing and single story remodel would be consistent with the
homes in the same tract on the south side of Sycamore Ave. The house retains its “L”
shape, which is a prominent feature in the neighborhood and sets the living area back
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from the street. Rotating the garage to open east helps improve the street façade by
reducing the visibility of the garage door. Other homes in the tract, including the
adjacent house to the east were originally designed this way. The proposal retains the
exposed rafters, but does not include the scalloped fascia on the north elevation.
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).
This project is an infill residential development. The proposal upholds the Infill
Residential Design standards and will uphold the existing neighborhood character. The
design is sensitive to the surrounding homes within the same tract. Although, the home
loses the long ranch style design with prominent side roof planes, it retains the “L” shape,
exposed rafters, multi-paned windows, smaller outdoor area, and extended hardscape,
which is traditional of the ranch style.

CONDITIONS
The approval of this project is subject to the following conditions:
1. All construction shall conform in substance and be maintained in general conformance with
plans and exhibits labeled Attachment 4 in the staff report (date stamped received June 11,
2013), including modifications required by the conditions of approval, and as recommended
for approval by the Design Review Committee. Further, exterior building color and
materials shall conform to the plans and color and materials board approved by the Design
Review Committee on June 19, 2013. Any change to the exterior of the building from the
approved plans shall be subject to review and approval by the Design Review Committee.
2. The applicant agrees to indemnify, hold harmless, and defend the City, its officers, agents
and employees from any and all liability or claims that may be brought against the City
arising out of its approval of this permit, save and except that caused by the City’s active
negligence.
3. The applicant, business owner, managers, successors, and all future assigns shall comply
with all Federal, State and local laws, including all City regulations. Violation of any of
those laws in connection with the use will be cause for revocation of this permit.
4. Except as otherwise provided herein, this project is approved as a precise plan. After any
application has been approved, if changes are proposed regarding the location or alteration of
any use or structure, a changed plan may be submitted to the Community Development
Director for approval. If the Community Development Director determines that the proposed
change complies with the provisions and the spirit and intent of the approval action, and that
the action would have been the same for the changed plan as for the approved plot plan, the
Community Development Director may approve the changed plan without requiring a new
public hearing.
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5. Prior to the issuance of building permits, the applicant shall pay all applicable development
fees including but not limited to: City sewer connection, Orange County Sanitation District
Connection Fee, Transportation System Improvement Program, Fire Facility, Police Facility,
Park Acquisition, Sanitation District, and School District, as required.
6. Construction permits shall be obtained for all construction work, as required by the City of
Orange, Community Development Department’s Building Division and Public Works
Grading Division. Failure to obtain the required building permits will be cause for
revocation of this permit.
7. All structures shall comply with the requirements of Municipal Code – Chapter 15.52
(Building Security Standards), which relates to hardware, doors, windows, lighting, etc. (Ord.
7-79). Approved structural drawings shall include sections of the security code that apply.
Specifications, details, or security notes may be used to convey the compliance.
8. The final approved conditions of approval shall be reprinted on the first or second page of the
construction documents when submitting to the Building Department for the plan check
process.
9. If not utilized, project approval expires twenty-four months from the approval date.
Extensions of time may be granted in accordance with OMC Section 17.08.060. The
Planning entitlements expire unless Building Permits are pulled within 2 years of the original
approval.

ATTACHMENTS
1.
2.
3.
4.

cc:

Vicinity Map
Site photos
Color Board
Site Plan, Existing and Proposed Floor Plans, Proposed Roof Plan, Existing and Proposed
Exterior Elevations (date stamped received June 11, 2013)
Jon Califf
369 N Harwood St.
Orange, CA 92866
File

