City of Orange
Design Review Committee Staff Report

AGENDA DATE:

October 2, 2013

TO:

Chair Fox and Members of the Design Review Committee

THRU:

Leslie Aranda Roseberry, Planning Manager

FROM:

Chad Ortlieb, Senior Planner

SUBJECT:

RIO SANTIAGO SPECIFIC PLAN - DESIGN REVIEW COMMITTEE
(DRC 4413-09) AND ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (EIR
1818-09)

SUMMARY
The project was heard by the Design Review Committee (DRC) on August 7, 2013, and the DRC
recommended that the applicant consider issues as discussed in this staff report and make changes
to the project Specific Plan. The project description is attached in the August 7, 2013 staff report
(Attachment 2).

RECOMMENDED ACTION
Recommendation to the City Council

BACKGROUND INFORMATION
Applicant/Owner:

JMI Properties/Santiago Partners, LLC

Property Location:

6118 East Santiago Canyon Road

General Plan Designation:

The project would result in changing the City’s General Plan
Designation for the site from Resource Area (RA) to Low Density
Residential (LDR 2.1-6 Du/Ac), Medium Density Residential
(MDR 15-24 Du/Ac), Open Space Park (OS-P) and Open Space
(OS); and from Low Density Residential (LDR 2.1-6 Du/Ac) to
Open Space (OS). The project also proposes to change the City’s
General Plan to remove portions of the project site from the 1975
East Orange General Plan (approximately 56.45 acres) and Orange
Park Acres Plan (approximately 40.3 acres). Those plans designate
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the respective site areas as “Santiago Creek Greenbelt and Regional
Park” and “Santiago Creek Green Belt Plan.”
Zoning Classification:

The project would result in a Zone Change to re-designate the site
from Sand and Gravel (S-G) and Single-family Residential 8,000 sf
(R-1-8) to Planned Community (P-C).

Existing Development:

The site is presently generally devoid of buildings or development
and is being utilized for a material recycling operation (i.e., asphalt
and concrete crushing) and backfilling operation.

Property Size:

The site is approximately 110 acres on-site and 2.01 acres off-site.
Off-site property exists on County of Orange land at the east end of
the project and is proposed to be utilized predominantly for fire fuel
modification of the project.

Associated Applications:

General Plan Amendment (GPA 2009-002)
Zone Change (ZC 1254-09)
Specific Plan (SP 001-09)
Tentative Parcel Map (TPM 2012-101)
Tentative Tract Map 17344 (TTM 025-09)
Major Site Plan Review (MJSP 0595-09)
Development Agreement (DA 5825)
Environmental Impact Report (EIR 1818-09)

Previous DRC Project Review: August 7, 2013

DESIGN REVIEW COMMITTEE

PURVIEW

The DRC purview is as stated in Attachment 2, DRC Staff Report dated August 7, 2013.

PUBLIC NOTICE
Noticing for the DRC and Draft Environmental Impact Report No. 1818-09 occurred as stated in
Attachment 2, DRC Staff Report dated August 7, 2013.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW
Environmental Review pertaining to the project is as stated in Attachment 2, DRC Staff Report
dated August 7, 2013.
Public and agency comments have been received on the DEIR. The DRC will not be receiving
the comments since they do not relate to items under the purview of the DRC. The City will
provide responses to comments received on DEIR No. 1818-09 to the commenting parties prior to
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Planning Commission and City Council consideration of the project. The Planning Commission
and City Council will receive both the letters submitted on the DEIR and the responses as part of
the Final Environmental Impact Report No. 1818-09 prior to consideration of the project.
Subsequent public noticing will occur for Planning Commission and City Council meetings.
Copies of the DEIR are available for review on the City website, at all City libraries, at the City
Clerk’s office and at the Community Development Department public service counter.

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

OF THE

ISSUES

Issue 1 - Resolution to DRC Comments from the August 7, 2013 DRC Meeting
At the August 7, 2013 DRC meeting, the DRC members voiced concerns and requested additional
information as shown in the table beginning on the next page. As of the date of staff report
preparation, additional architectural revisions representing Early 20th Century Spanish Revival
and California Contemporary architectural styles and a plan showing potential architecture style
groupings of neighborhoods were received from the applicant. Additional information from the
applicant may be presented at the October 2, 2013 meeting.
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No.
1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.
9.

DRC Comments from the August 7, 2013 DRC Meeting
DEIR Aesthetics Section Comments:
A comment was made that Area A is listed as having natural vegetation but the commenter noted that the area is not very
natural and implied that additional efforts should be initiated to ensure natural vegetation. The intent of the comment seems to
request a natural native vegetative condition whereby non-native planting would be removed and the area would be
supplemented with native vegetation typical to the area conditions.
On page 5.1-12, PDF AES-6 states “Windows on prominent locations shall be designed and articulated in a manner that is
consistent with the building architectural style.” The commenter stated that the applicant needs to define what a prominent
window location is, or more importantly, require windows to be treated on all sides. The commenter implied that PDF AES-6
merits revision.
In association with the visual simulations, many lots are very narrow and smaller lots will change the massing character of the
houses to be designed. Therefore, the architectural images given do not work with this conceptual plan as well as the images
appear. As a result, the commenter opined that the objectives of PDF AES-2 may be jeopardized.
A comment was made that ridgelines may be blocked by the large building massing. As a result, the commenter opined that
PDF AES-5 may be ineffective in that the three story building proposed could cause massing and/or height that blocks ridgeline
views from around the site.
A comment was made that the proposed three-story structure may create a mass that is too looming and does not preserve the
rural character of the region. Allowable height in the Specific Plan seems to be a lot higher than it needs to be. As a result,
the commenter opined that PDF AES-21 may be ineffective.
Mitigation Measure AES-3 on page 5.1-31 discussed requirements for a sound wall. A comment was made that the sound wall
needs to be looked at more by the DRC.
View Simulation Comments:
A comment was made that, in relation to Figure 5-1.4 of the DEIR, a proportional amount of ground space will be needed for
landscape screening. This comment relates to how view of the community building relates to the ground plane. A suggestion
was also made for the developer to seek other spaces for the community building on the lot because the building looms very
high in relation to Santiago Canyon Road.
General Plan Urban Natural Resources Goal 7.1 is to “Protect significant view corridors, open space, and ridgelines within the
urban environment.” A comment was made that some of the view simulations obliterate the views.
Figure 5.1-5 represents the view from Mabury of the 3-story structure. A comment was made that the view simulation appears
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No.
10.

11.
12.

13.
14.

15.
16.

17.

18.

DRC Comments from the August 7, 2013 DRC Meeting
to depict the beginnings of an urban center which is not the character of the area. The commenter noted that the mass from the
viewing distance accentuates the building(s).
Figure 5.1-8 represents the view from The Reserve Tract. A comment was made that Lots 46-48 of the proposed tract show
openness around lot, but that the view does not represent the way the other lots will be. The commenter noted that the view
doesn’t show what could be there (on the rest of the lots).
Figure 5.1-10 represents the view looking at the assisted living/skilled nursing complex from across Santiago Canyon Road. A
comment was made that the view does not appear in rural character.
In Figure 5.1-11 represents the view looking at the assisted living/skilled nursing complex from eastbound Santiago Canyon
Road. A comment was made that the view shows the ridgeline is blocked.
General Plan Consistency Comments:
General Plan Policy 7.5 of the Natural Resources Element is to “Encourage the retention and enhancement of scenic corridors
and visual focal points within the community.” A comment was made that the project does not seem to accomplish this policy.
General Plan Goal 6.0 of the Urban Design Element is to “Encourage contextually appropriate infill development projects and
property renovations.” Policy 6.2 of the Urban Design Element is to “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.” A comment was made that the goal and policy are not being met for the quality of
the surrounding corridor or neighborhood.
Specific Plan Comments - Development Standards Section Comments
On page 6.2, a request was made to change bosque to bosk.
On page 6-5, the studio is listed as having a maximum floor area of 300 square feet. An inquiry was made as to if the intent to
have the 300 square feet is a minimum requirement. Additionally an observation was noted that the independent living square
footage almost doubles between a one and two bedroom unit and it was requested that the applicant verify if that is indeed the
intent.
It was noted that the skilled nursing and independent living buildings do not have any stepbacks between the first and second
floors but that villas would utilize stepbacks. A comment followed that implementing required stepbacks for the skilled nursing
and independent living buildings would mitigate the mass of the buildings.
A comment was made in relation to the curb adjacent landscaping on Figure 6-1 in contrast to the lack of curb adjacent
landscaping on Figure 6-4. The comment noted that the two figures look like they came from two documents because on
Figure 6-1 it shows a curb and walkway separated by landscaping but Figure 6.4 shows no landscaping. The emphasis of the
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No.

19.
20.
21.

22.

23.
24.

25.
26.
27.
28.

DRC Comments from the August 7, 2013 DRC Meeting
comment is that trees need to be in a sustainable zone of viability, such as a landscape barrier between the curb and sidewalk.
The landscape separation of Figure 6.1 is favored and recommended for all sidewalk interfaces. The commenter noted that,
without a landscape area separating the curb and sidewalk, street trees would have to be planted on private property and people
that didn’t want trees on the property would remove them. In contrast, people would be prohibited from removing trees from
the right-of-way.
The DRC agreed that sidewalks on one side of the street with landscaping between the curb and sidewalk would be preferable
to sidewalks on both sides of the street whereby no landscape separation occurred between the curb and sidewalk.
On page 6-6, in relation to building separation, a comment was made that a standard for window offsets is needed.
In relation to Comment Number 5, it was noted that three-story buildings may or may not be appropriate due to the urban
character of this part of Orange. It was noted that a three-story building would need to be looked at carefully and could be
accomplished so long as they build up to it gradually.
Specific Plan Comments - Area C Comments
A comment was made that the 50 foot setback from Santiago Canyon Road should be larger so the independent living building
won’t obstruct ridgelines. The increased setback was requested to be codified. Comments were also made that stepping should
occur on the façade.
A request was made to clarify in the Specific Plan the amount of landscaping between Area C buildings and Santiago Canyon
Road.
A comment was made that, commensurate to the height of the building, the setback could increase. 50 feet was discussed as the
starting point for architectural elements. The DRC contemplated including a clause to mitigate the building height and mass
with more than a 50 foot setback but did not discuss specific language. A discussion of 42 foot building height being the
baseline occurred as a basis for the potential recommended condition.
Specific Plan Comments - Area D Comments
The applicant was asked to clarify garage setbacks.
The applicant was asked to define primary windows for the single-family dwellings and to note occasions where translucent
windows would be appropriate or required.
A comment was made that Lot 102 of the tract map contains Easement E which is a road considered part of the persons
property. Several other properties have the same concern in that the easement acts to reduce lot size because it acts as a flag lot.
Specific Plan Section 6.5.2 establishes the minimum lot frontage as 45 feet whereby the Orange Municipal Code is 60 feet). A
concern was voiced that the narrower lot requirement reduces the lot size, creates a character of smaller narrower structures,
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No.
29.
30.

31.
32.
33.
34.
35.

DRC Comments from the August 7, 2013 DRC Meeting
causes garages to be a dominant frontage feature and causes driveway needs to hamper landscape needs.
A comment was voiced that 6,000 square foot lots, as authorized in the Specific Plan, are too small.
Specific Plan Comments -Area B Comments
The DRC inquired to themselves if the project is keeping faith with City trail standards for the creek adjacent trail for access
and trail standard purposes. An inquiry was made as to why there is no row of trees in the middle of the trail, making the trail a
dual use. The DRC recommended that the Planning Commission look at the trail uses and how the trails will connect.
Specific Plan Comments on Section 4.3.1, Architectural Character and Style
A comment was made that page 4.1 notes the Specific Plan intent for rural scheme. This comment was made in response to an
applicant representative statement that the area is not rural.
A comment was made that Figure 4.3 on page 4-11 should contain provisions to make variable setbacks a little more random as
opposed to regularly or predictably occurring.
In reiteration of Comment Numbers 18 and 19 the DRC unanimously opined that the walkway adjacent to the sidewalk in
Figure 4.3 should be separated and the image should be revised.
A recommendation was made to have a single shared driveway where driveways are next to each other on adjacent lots.
DRC recommendations on styles are summarized as follows:

Architectural Styles
Craftsman

Carol Fox
Not Acceptable (per
consensus)

Monterey

Not Acceptable

Andalusian

Not Acceptable

Spanish

Not Acceptable

Cottage

Not specifically

Committee Member Comments:
Joe Woollet
Craig Wheeler
Not specifically
Not Acceptable.
discussed
Does not want to see
craftsman imitations.
Not specifically
discussed
Not Acceptable

Okay

Not specifically
discussed
Not specifically

Okay

Okay

Okay

Tim McCormack
One story is fine. Some
two stories may be okay
with a very minimal 2nd
level.
One or two stories are
okay.
Not acceptable. The
style is too tropical
One or two stories are
okay.
One story is okay. Two
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discussed

discussed

American Revival

Okay

Not Acceptable

Could do variations on
ranch motifs.

Ranch

Okay
Ranch might have
limited 2-story
elements, and there
should not be stucco,
but mostly siding on
them.
Mid century modern is
okay. Irving Gill could
also fit. (per consensus)

Not specifically
discussed

Could do variations on
ranch motifs.

Mid century modern is
okay. Irving Gill could
also fit. (per consensus)

Architecture should fit
the uniqueness of
Orange.
The look should not be
like most of the other
newer developments in
south Orange County.
The Committee would
be in favor of a
grouping of styles that

Would allow variety.
Does not believe the
architectural examples
or descriptions provided
are accurate.
The Committee should
try to find a
combination of styles
that is uniquely Orange.
The architectural style

A new take on mid
century modern may be
a good fit.
Styles of Irving Gill and
Cliff May were cited.
Building a new
architectural style is
also encouraged.
There are far too many
styles. Should limit to
compatible styles and
focus on variety.

Other

General comments

stories would be
unacceptable.
One story is okay. Two
stories would be
unacceptable.
One story is the best
option.

Mid century modern
such as the Eichler
styles would be an
option.
Building a new
architectural style is
encouraged.
The architectural style
that fits the size of the
lot is encouraged.
An eclectic mix of styles
for the neighborhood
like OPA is encouraged.
Barn appearance
architecture should be
discouraged due to lot
sizes.
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can work well together
in a group.

No.
36.

37.
38.
39.
40.
41.
42.
43.
44.
45.
46.

47.
48.
49.

that fits the size of the
lot is encouraged.

DRC Comments from the August 7, 2013 DRC Meeting
A comment was made that the Specific Plan gives very little idea of what the architectural styles the buildings in Areas B and
C would need to exhibit. The applicant was asked how the City will know the styles of the Area B and C buildings will agree
with the architecture for the single family residences.
A recommendation was made for the applicant to study the idea of grouping styles for a motif.
Recommendations were made to have small lots suited towards compatible architectural styles.
A request was made to have the applicant provide clarification on how architectural styles would relate to one another.
Specific Plan Comments on Section 4.3.2, General Architectural Standards
Regarding page 4-30 of the Specific Plan, a comment was made that the limitations on building materials is too stringent and
should be taken out.
Regarding page 4-30 of the Specific Plan, a comment was made that the roof overhang requirement does not seem consistent
with the styles and the Specific Plan should allow for contextual assessment.
Regarding page 4-32 of the Specific Plan a comment was made that all sides of the building should have windows and
openings with trim surrounds or headers.
Regarding page 4-34 of the Specific Plan a comment was made that provisions should be implemented to allow detached
garages to have flat roofs with parapets.
A request was made to have carport locations clarified.
A request was made to include language in the Specific Plan to encourage builders to gang up vents.
Regarding page 4-33 of the Specific Plan, a comment was made that walls and fences can cause disarray to tracts and
inclusion of many options could create the disarray. The comment requested a wall or fence program for continuity. A
recommendation was made for inclusion of a materials description and statement for a continuous aesthetic. A comment was
made that walls should be rough-hewn.
Specific Plan Comments on Section 4.4, Landscape Design Criteria
A comment was made to have Figure 4.11 corrected such that the linear park references Figure 4.31.
A request was made to see less turf in the project.
Consistent with Comment Numbers 18 and 19, a comment was reiterated that a six-foot parkway should be a consistent design
element between street and sidewalk.
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No.
50.
51.

52.

53.
54.
55.
56.
57.
58.
59.
60.

61.
62.
63.
64.

DRC Comments from the August 7, 2013 DRC Meeting
A request was made to add a bullet to page 4-55 for the main entry roadway that specifies a five-foot minimum parkway planter
dimension.
Consistent with Comment Numbers 18, 19 and 49, a comment was made that the street section exhibits need to match with the
private local street requirement on Page 4-56, that says “curb separated walkway with shrub and groundcover planning in parkway
at single family residential.” It was specifically noted that page 4-61, is the start of conflicting cross sections (sections J, K and L).
The commenter noted that people don’t seek to walk in the apron of sidewalks (as would occur with no parkway) and instead tend
to walk in the street.
With regard to Section K, Figure 4.24 it was noted that two-story structures would be 8 feet away from the curb and a comment was
made that such a situation is too cramped. An inquiry was made as to if the situation meets the building code. An inquiry was also
made as to if parallel parking could be implemented for Section K.
It was noted that Figure 4.30 on page 4-75 would be different because driveways would cross over the paseo and change the image
character. It was implied that the image should be made accurate.
Regarding Figure 4.31 on page 4-77, and inquiry was made to have the slope edge of the linear park undulate.
A request to prohibit chain link fencing in Specific Plan Section 4.4.7.c (page 4-79) was made.
Regarding page 4-89, a comment was made to resolve white vs. brown fences and to have just one or another. The comment also
reiterated prior comments that walls should be cohesive. The commenter requested tan walls of slump stone.
Regarding the plant palette, a comment was made that a shrub/tree category should be included.
A comment was made that the Zone 3 plant pallet has too many choices and planting should be demonstrated for compatibility with
the other zones.
Regarding page 4-106, a request was made to have the highlighted word added to the statement: “Avoid tree species which have
vigorous migrating linear root systems”
A request was made to add a statement for slope planting so that the minimum tree density is two trees per thousand and that the
applicant may want to increase the tree count to save water.
Concluding Comments
A comment was made that a correction needs to be made in the sixth paragraph of page 2-9 to reference Figure 2.5 instead of Figure
2.3.
A comment was made that the illustration on page 3-10, is nowhere on the site plan.
A concern was voiced that Figure 3.3 on page 3-15 shows the age qualified assisted living building as a long straight line.
A comment/request for consistency was made regarding Figure 3.4 on page 3-21 because the road profiles have a different
nomenclature for sections when compared to other Figures and sections in the Specific Plan.
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Issue 2 - Sidewalks on One Street Side
Attachment 8 is a memo from the Public Works Department with their position on sidewalks on
only one side of the street. The Public Works position is that such a scenario should only occur
when no driveways and parking occur on the side of the street where sidewalk is omitted.
Therefore, the DRC should evaluate their prior comments and determine if they wish to continue
to recommend alternatively to the Public Works position.
Issue 3 - Overall Specific Plan Adequacy
At their August 7, 2013 meeting, the Design Review Committee (DRC) did not finish their initial
review of the project. The DRC completed discussions pertaining to Issue Items 1-7 from the
attached August 7, 2013 staff report but felt that they needed to provide the applicant an
opportunity to consider their comments and recommendations before completing a discussion of
Issue Item 8 from the August 7, 2013 staff report titled “Overall Specific Plan Adequacy.”
As a continued issue from the August 7, 2013 staff report, staff recommends that the Design
Review Committee answer the following questions as a group in order to make a recommendation
about the proposal before them:
a. Does the Specific Plan adequately describe the project for purpose of understanding the
project design?
b. Are the proposed Specific Plan Design Criteria appropriate, sufficient and adequate to
establish a design framework for all future projects in the plan area that would be
developed under the Specific Plan?
c. Do the proposed Specific Plan Development Standards justify superseding the standards
of the Zoning Code with regard to design? The Zoning Code is Title 17 of the Orange
Municipal Code and is located online at:
http://library.municode.com/index.aspx?clientId=16539
d. Are the proposed Specific Plan Development Standards appropriate, sufficient and,
adequate to cause appropriate design and regulation of all future developments on the
property?
e. Is the landscape pallet adequate?
f. Are the architectural styles compatible with one another?
g. Are the architectural styles compatible with the surroundings?
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
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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.
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).
The project meets this finding in that the project is not in the Old Towne Historic District.
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).
The project meets this finding in that the project is not in a National Register Historic District.
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 Design Review Committee will need to determine if they find that the overall
project, as submitted in the Specific Plan and Tentative Tract Map, meets this finding
and, if so, the Design Review Committee will need to verbalize why.
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).
The project meets this finding in that the project is not infill residential development, as
specified in the City of Orange Infill Residential Design Guidelines.

CONDITIONS
Conditions are not provided for Design Review Committee consideration for the reasons stated in
the August 7, 2013 DRC staff report. However, any applicant responses to the DRC’s comments
or recommendations that are not provided or fulfilled may be made into recommended conditions
if staff is so directed.
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Attachments:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

Vicinity Map
August 7, 2013 DRC Staff Report
August 7, 3013 DRC Meeting Minutes
Attachment Removed
Early 20th Century Spanish Revival Proposed Architecture
California Contemporary Proposed Architecture
Proposed Rio Santiago Neighborhood Enclaves
Public Works Memo Regarding Street Sidewalks
Previous Applicant Street and Sidewalk Sections

Exhibits:
All Exhibits provided for the August 7, 2013 DRC staff report continue to apply.

cc:

Bret B. Bernard, AICP
Director of Planning and Development
JMI Properties/Santiago Partners, LLC
888 South Disneyland Drive, Suite 101
Anaheim, CA. 92802
Megan Penn
KTGY Group, Inc.
17922 Fitch
Irvine, CA 92614
Jakki Tonkovich
Vista Community Planners
1278 Glenneyre Street, Suite 110
Laguna Beach, CA 92651

