DESIGN REVIEW COMMITTEE
AGENDA ITEM
AGENDA DATE:

OCTOBER 15, 2014

TO:

Chair Imboden and Members of the Design Review Committee

THRU:

Leslie Aranda Roseberry, Planning Manager

FROM:

Marissa Moshier, Associate Planner – Historic Preservation

SUBJECT:

DRC No. 4740-14 – CC Properties Residence

SUMMARY
A proposal to rehabilitate an existing contributing two-story residence, construct a two-story
building with two new apartment units, and construct a one-car garage on property in the Old
Towne Historic District.

RECOMMENDED
COMMISSION

ACTION

–

RECOMMENDATION

TO

PLANNING

Staff recommends that the DRC recommend denial to the Planning Commission.

BACKGROUND INFORMATION
Applicant/Owner:

CC Properties

Property Location:

128 N. Pixley Street, Old Towne Historic District

General Plan Designation:

Medium Density Residential, 15.1-24.0 du/ac

Zoning Classification:

R-3

Existing Development:

1,583 SF residence, 120 SF and 72 SF sheds

Property Size:

9,504 SF

Associated Applications:

MNSP 0783-14

Previous DRC Project Review:

Preliminary review on July 2, 2014

PUBLIC NOTICE
No Public Notice was required for this project.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW
Statutory Exemption: This project is statutorily exempt from the provisions of the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) per State CEQA Guidelines 15270 (Projects Which Are
Disapproved), because staff recommends that the proposed project be disapproved. There is no
environmental public review required for a Statutory Exemption.
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION
The applicant proposes to rehabilitate a contributing two-story residence in the Old Towne
Historic District, construct a new two-story building with two apartment units at the rear of the
property, and construct a new one-car garage. The proposed 2,102 square foot, two-story
building will be located at the rear of the contributing building on the south side of the property.
The new building is designed with a primary hip roof and secondary gable roofs and with the
second story inset from the east and west sides of the first floor. Two gable roof porch elements
cover the entrances to the two apartments. The new building will be clad with 8 inch Hardie
Plank siding with corner boards. The windows are wood double hung windows with wood trim,
similar in size and design to the historic windows on the contributing building.
On July 2, 2014, the DRC conducted a preliminary review of the proposed project. Per the
minutes of that meeting, the DRC provided comments on the following design elements:
The bulk and mass of the new structure in relation to its surroundings.
The need for design changes to make the new unit subordinate to the historic
structure.
The manner in which the proposed unit and garage affect the historic building
footprint.
The Committee suggested the applicant consider alternative roof forms and
orientation, modifications to the floor plan, and other creative strategies to make the
new unit subordinate to the historic structure.
In response to the DRC’s comments, the applicant reduced the height of the proposed building
by removing extraneous attic space and changing the primary roof structure of the second story
to a hip roof with a 4:12 pitch. The previous proposal had a gable roof with a 6:12 pitch. At 21
feet 4 inches tall, the proposed building is approximately 3 feet shorter than the contributing
building. To simplify the design of the proposed building, the applicant eliminated the decorative
gable end vents and outriggers. The applicant also reduced the size of the two-story projecting
element on the south elevation to 16 feet wide. In the previous proposal, this element was 20 feet
8 inches wide. As a result, the proposed building is 19 square feet smaller than the previous
proposal. Aside from the size of the two-story projecting element described above, the floorplan
and footprint of the proposed building are unchanged from the previous review.
The proposed building remains 57 feet long by 33 wide, including the entry porches and covered
parking, compared with the contributing building at 36 feet long by 39 feet wide. The proposed
total Floor Area Ratio (FAR) for the property remains unchanged from the previous proposal at
0.44. The first floor FAR remains at 0.30.
Since the DRC preliminary review on July 2, 2014, the applicant has completed the majority of
the rehabilitation of the contributing building. The non-compatible aluminum sliding window on
the façade has been removed and infilled with wood siding to match the existing siding. The
exterior stair on the south elevation has been removed. One of two non-contributing additions to
the rear of the building has been removed and the rear wall of the building has been infilled with
wood siding to match the existing siding. The other non-contributing addition remains in place
and is proposed for removal. Work on the interior of the building and foundation repairs received
building permits; the removal of the addition did not receive a building permit or staff approval.
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With the second non-contributing addition removed, the total square footage of the contributing
building will be 1,445.
In response to DRC comments about the effects of the new construction on the historic
streetscape, the applicant is proposing a one-car garage with attached carport, instead of a twocar garage. As in the previous proposal, the garage will be located at the rear of the property to
the north of the new residential building and will be accessed from the existing driveway apron
with a new concrete ribbon driveway. The structure is 11 feet 3 ¾ inches in height with a front
gable roof, 6 inch Hardie Plank siding with wood corner trim, and wood barge boards and
exposed rafter tails.

EXISTING SITE
The site is developed with a 1,583 square foot, two-story contributing building, constructed circa
1910, and two detached shed structures, totaling 120 and 72 square feet respectively. The
existing FAR is 0.19. From aerial photographs of the property, the shed structures appear to have
been constructed after 1976 and are considered non-contributing structures to the Historic
District. Prior to 2011, the property also contained a large accessory structure (approximately
890 square feet) on the south side of the property, behind the contributing building. From aerial
photographs, this accessory structure appears to have been constructed during the period of
significance of the Historic District. The accessory structure was demolished without a permit
between 2010 and 2011, prior to the current property owner’s acquisition of the property.

EXISTING AREA CONTEXT
The property is surrounded by commercial, industrial and residential uses. Properties to the north
and west are zoned Multiple Family Residential (R-3). Properties to the east are zoned Old
Towne Mixed Use-15 (OTMU-15), and properties to the south are zoned Old Towne Mixed Use
Spoke Street (OTMU-15S). Surrounding residential properties on the 100 block of N. Pixley
Street are primarily one-story single family residences. Properties to the west on N. Parker Street
are a combination of one-story single family residences and two-story multi-family residences.
The average FAR for properties surrounding 128 N. Pixley Street is 0.30. The west side of N.
Pixley Street is developed with ten residential parcels, including the subject property. Eight of
the parcels have FARs between 0.20 and 0.39. Two of the parcels, including the subject property,
have FARs less than 0.19. On the east side of N. Pixley Street, six parcels have FARs between
0.20 and 0.39. One parcel has an FAR below 0.19. On the east side of N. Parker Street, to the
west of the subject property, five residential properties have FARs between 0.20 and 0.39, and
four multi-family residential properties have FARs above 0.60. The commercial properties
fronting Chapman Avenue have FARs ranging from 0.11 to 0.70.
All properties on the west side of N. Pixley are contributors to the local Historic District. Two
properties on the east side of the block are also contributors. Two properties immediately south
of the subject property, fronting Chapman Avenue, are contributors. Three properties on N.
Parker Street are contributors.
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EVALUATION CRITERIA
Orange Municipal Code (OMC) Section 17.10.070 establishes the general criteria the DRC
should use when reviewing the project. This OMC Section states the following:
The project shall have an internally consistent, integrated design theme, which is reflected in the
following elements:
Architectural Features
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
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.
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).
Applicable Design Standards
In addition to the above general criteria, the Old Towne Design Standards apply to
the project.

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

OF TH E

ISSUES

Issue 1: Rehabilitation of Contributing Building
Rehabilitation of the contributing building appears to be in conformance with the Old Towne
Design Standards. At the previous DRC meeting, the applicant proposed demolition of two small
additions to the rear of the contributing building. The DRC did not make a recommendation on
removal of the additions, but after the meeting, the applicant chose to remove one of the
additions without staff’s or the DRC’s recommendation. The second addition at the southwest
corner of the building remains in place and is still proposed for removal. Based on review of
Sanborn Fire Insurance maps, the additions appear to have been constructed between 1922 and
1950 and may have been constructed outside of the Historic District’s period of significance (See
Attachment 4: Sanborn Fire Insurance maps: 1922 and 1950). The remaining addition may be the
remnant of a service porch that was enclosed with horizontal wood siding and small aluminum
windows (See Attachment 2: Site Photographs). Given the differences in siding and windows,
the remaining addition appears to have substantial alterations that have impacted its integrity.
Staff recommends that removal of the remaining addition will not negatively impact the
contributing building or the Historic District.
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As described above, rehabilitation of the contributing building has been substantially completed.
The exterior stair has been removed, and the enclosed second floor porch on the south side of the
building will be returned to a screened porch as shown on Sanborn Fire Insurance maps of the
property from 1922 and 1950. The non-compatible aluminum sliding window on the second
floor front elevation has been removed and infilled with new wood siding to match the existing
siding. These alterations have removed later, non-historic materials from the building and are in
conformance with the Old Towne Design Standards.
Issue 2: Compatibility of New Construction
Mass and Scale
At the DRC meeting on July 2, 2014, the DRC recommended that the applicant consider changes
to the floorplan and design of the proposed building to reduce its bulk and mass in the context of
the historic streetscape. The applicant substantially reduced the height of the proposed building
by changing the primary roof form to a hip roof with a 4:12 pitch and removing attic space. The
proposed building will be approximately 3 feet shorter than the contributing building. The
applicant also reduced the size of the projecting two-story element on the south elevation from
20 feet 8 inches to 16 feet wide. These changes help to reduce the appearance of the two-story
building wall on the south elevation, facing the alley, and reduced the total building square
footage by 19 square feet from the previous proposal. Aside from the reduction in the size of
two-story projecting element on the south elevation, the floorplan remains unchanged. At 2,102
square feet, the proposed building is 657 square feet larger than the contributing building. The
proposed building is also substantially larger than the majority of the primary contributing
buildings on the block (See Attachment 5: FAR Radius Review Map).
The existing FAR of the property is 0.19; the proposed total FAR is 0.44 with a first floor FAR
of 0.30. According to staff’s analysis of FAR on the surrounding blocks, the proposed project has
a higher FAR than the surrounding residential properties on N. Pixley Street. Staff’s analysis of
FAR is based on data from the Orange County Office of the Assessor, building permits, and
visual analysis of aerial photographs. The applicant also provided an FAR study (Attachment 6:
Applicant FAR study), which differs from some of the analysis created by staff. According to
staff’s analysis, the next highest FAR on the block is 0.38 at 174 N. Pixley Street. While the east
side of the block has been altered with industrial and commercial properties, the west side of N.
Pixley has a high degree of integrity from the Historic District’s period of significance. All of the
buildings on the west side of the block are contributors to the Historic District. The primary
buildings are one story or one and a half stories. Accessory buildings are typically small, single
story structures, and the maximum FAR for the block does not exceed 0.38. The contributing
building at 128 N. Pixley Street is the only two-story building on the west side of the block. By
adding a second two-story building on the only property on the block with an existing two-story
building, the proposed project substantially increases density and massing within the historic
streetscape. The proposed two-story construction at the rear of the lot is not typical of the historic
streetscape and is not compatible with the mass and scale of buildings on this block.
The proposed project is more in keeping with the FAR, size and scale of multi-family
developments on N. Parker Street. Three of the buildings on N. Parker Street are contributors to
the Historic District; the remaining seven properties are non-contributors. Four multi-family
developments have two-story buildings, including the property immediately west of 128 N.
Pixley Street. N. Parker Street has a much greater level of alteration to the historic streetscape,
and the proposed bulk, mass and scale of this project are more compatible with the existing
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developments on N. Parker Street. However, given the level of integrity of the historic
streetscape on N. Pixley Street, staff recommends that the proposed project is not compatible
with this block of the Historic District.
Although the revised new building is approximately 3 feet shorter than the contributing building,
it remains approximately 20 feet longer than the contributing building, including the covered
parking area. As in the previous proposal, the applicant reduced the mass of the proposed
building with a second floor inset from the east and west sides of the first floor. By locating the
new building at the south side of the property, the width of the new building is also shielded
from view from the street by the contributing building. Despite these design elements and the
reduction in total building height, the new building remains substantially longer than the
contributing building. The long south and east elevations of the new building will be visible
when looking west down the alley. The building length of 57 feet and two-story building wall
will be visible from both the south and north on the block. Given the level of integrity of the
historic streetscape, staff recommends that the bulk and mass of the proposed building is not
compatible with this block of the Historic District and is not subordinate to the contributing
building. Staff recommends that the applicant did not adequately address the DRC comments
regarding reconfiguring the floorplan to reduce the mass and bulk of the proposed building.
Design and Materials
The DRC recommended that the applicant consider design changes to make the proposed
building subordinate to the historic building. In response, the applicant eliminated the decorative
gable end vents and outriggers to simplify the design of the proposed building. With these
changes, the proposed building is more in keeping with the simple and relatively utilitarian
design of the contributing building. As in the previous proposal, the applicant is proposing 8 inch
Hardie Plank horizontal siding as an alternate siding material, differentiated from the historic
wood siding with a 6 inch exposure on the contributing building. The proposed windows are
double hung wood windows trimmed with wood that are comparable in size, design and
materials to the windows on the contributing building. Staff recommends that the relatively
simple design elements and application of the alternate material are compatible with the Historic
District and are in keeping with the contributing building. However, the overall bulk and mass of
the proposed building is not compatible with the scale and context of the historic streetscape, as
described above.
Accessory Structures and Site Development
The DRC recommended that the applicant consider how the proposed new units and garage
affect the historic building footprint and the historic streetscape. In response, the applicant
eliminated the two-car garage from the proposal and is proposing in its place a one-car garage
with an attached carport. The proposed one-car garage is set back from the street by
approximately 82 feet and from the rear of the contributing building by 28 feet. It is accessed
from a new concrete ribbon driveway in the location of the existing driveway. The cladding is
proposed to be 6 inch Hardie Plank siding with wood corner trim. The garage doors are wood
multi-panel doors. The one-car garage is more in keeping with comparable accessory structures
in the Historic District, and staff recommends that the size, location and setbacks of the proposed
garage are compatible with the historic streetscape.
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ADVISORY BOARD RECOMMENDATION
On June 18, 2014, the Staff Review Committee reviewed the project for compliance with
relevant sections of the Orange Municipal Code and recommended to the DRC that the project
meets code requirements.

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 recommend denial of the
project to the Planning Commission.
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 proposed project does not conform with the Old Towne Design Standards. The
proposed building with two apartment units at the rear of the property is not sufficiently
subordinate to the contributing building and is not compatible with the pattern of
development in the historic streetscape. The footprint of the new building is substantially
larger than the historic building. Given the surrounding primarily one-story buildings, the
proposed building will be highly visible from both the south and north on the block.
Although the proposed building is approximately 3 feet shorter than the historic building,
the reduction in height does not adequately address the mass and bulk of the proposed
new building in relation to the surrounding buildings in the historic streetscape. The
proposed building is more than 600 square feet larger than the contributing building and
is substantially larger than many of the primary contributing buildings on the block. The
large two-story construction, on a block with primarily one-story buildings, is not
consistent in size or scale with the surrounding development.
Rehabilitation of the contributing building does appear to be in conformance with the
Design Standards. The rehabilitation retains historic materials and removes non-historic,
later additions. Although the individual design elements of the new building appear to be
compatible with the Design Standards, the bulk, mass, and size of the new construction is
not compatible with the Historic District. The west side of N. Pixley Street has a high
degree of integrity, and the new building will adversely affect the historic streetscape by
introducing a development pattern at the rear of the lot that is substantially larger than
existing development on the block. The proposed project does not retain the historic
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relationship between primary buildings, accessory structures, and open space. The
proposed project is not compatible with the Historic District.
This finding cannot be made.
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).
As this property is not within the National Register Historic District, this finding does not
apply. However, projects not found to be in conformance with the Old Towne Design
Standards are generally considered not to be in conformance with the Secretary’s
Standards. While rehabilitation of the contributing building appears to be in conformance
with the Secretary’s Standards, the proposed building is not compatible with the size,
scale and massing of the historic development on the 100 block of N. Pixley Street. The
proposed building is substantially larger than the contributing building on the property
and the surrounding development and will negatively impact the integrity and character
of the Historic District.
This finding cannot be made.
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).
As described above, the proposed project does not conform to the Old Towne Design
Standards, which are the prescriptive standards and design criteria referenced and/or
recommended by the Design Review Committee for projects in the Old Towne Historic
District.
This finding cannot be made.
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).
As the City of Orange Infill Residential Design Guidelines do not apply to projects
located within the Old Towne Historic District, this finding does not apply.

ATTACHMENTS
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

Vicinity Map
Plans (Date stamped received September 23, 2014)
Site Photographs
DPR Form 523 for 128 N. Pixley Street
Sanborn Fire Insurance maps: 1922 and 1950
FAR Radius Review Map for N. Pixley Street
Applicant’s FAR study
Public comments received as of October 8, 2014
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cc:

CC Properties
28641 Rancho Grande
Laguna Niguel, CA 92677
Jon Califf
J.M. Califf AIA & Partners, Inc.
369 N. Harwood Street
Orange, CA 92866

