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Executive Summary

Transit Oriented Development, or TOD as they are commonly referred, is a fast growing trend in linking land use
with transportation. It is a creation of compact mixed use land use (a combination of office, retail and housing) and
walkable communities around successful transit corridors, particularly rail corridors. Starting as a “concept” in the
1980s to limit urban sprawl and revitalize decaying downtown, TODs have moved from the academic realm to
implementation around the country, as law and policy makers, developers and planners have become
enthusiastic and champions of building high density development around stations.

This study, in collaboration with San Bernardino Associated Governments (SANBAG) and the City of Upland,
examines the development potential of two parcels located immediately south of the Metrolink Station in Upland.
The two parcels located east and west of 2" Avenue, are bounded by the San Bernardino Line (SB Line) on the
north and Stowell Street to the south; Euclid Avenue to the west and Sultana Avenue to the east. The west parcel,
which is currently vacant, was the home of Hoyt Lumber for 16 years, before it closed in 2012. The east parcel,
historically used for industrial purposes is currently not vacant and is occupied by Scheu Manufacturing Company.

ES.1. Study Area

On the south side of the Upland Metrolink Station, and north of Stowell Street between Euclid and Sultana
Avenues, SANBAG owns two properties. These have immense development potential based on their adjacency
to the Metrolink Station and being located within the downtown area of the City. The City of Upland along with
SANBAG wanted to develop these two properties, one of which (west parcel) is currently vacant. In light of this,
the “Project” involved conducting a land use and constraints analysis to create a conceptually entitled land use
and circulation plan in support of the preparation of a Request for Proposals (RFP) for development of SANBAG
properties #1 and #2 (Figure ES.1 and Figure ES.2), as well as potential partnering with City of Upland for the
current Metrolink parking located in the vicinity of the SANBAG parcels, including the upgrade of the Upland
Metrolink Station to support expansion of the SB Line.

Developer Interest

At the onset of this analysis, the Project Development Team (PDT) arranged a meeting with surrounding
developers and property owners. The purpose of this meeting and ensuing communications was to define private
sector development interests and private sector opportunities for coordination and collaboration on, or with, the
Project. Based on the Project overview provided at the meeting, the following is a summary of the major initial
issues identified by the surrounding property owners and developers:

e A desire for walkable mixed-use development at pedestrian densities
e Residential density of 35 dwellings per acre or more

e Youth and young professionals residential markets
e Retirement residential demand
e Site consolidation important

e Parking costs
e Local and National developers interested in Los Angeles Metro area TOD

e Historic Downtown Upland Specific Plan (HDUSP) was updated in 2011
e Need to increase bus access and connectivity to the Metrolink Station

'—) Executive Summary ES-1
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Figure ES.1: Location of SANBAG Property #1

.......

Source: HDR
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Source: HDR

F)? Executive Summary ES-3
Final Report June 2016



| Governments |
SANBAG SANBAG

Upland Metrolink Land Use and Constraints Analysis

ES.2. Project Objectives and Principles

Based on the feedback from the PDT, surrounding property owners, and developers, at the onset of the Project,
planning assumptions, responsibilities of partnering agencies and entities (SANBAG, City of Upland and
Consultants), Project objectives and principles were delineated to help complete this study.

Project Objectives

e Summarizes the key assumptions of the planning options that optimize development feasibility and land
use planning consistent with the project principles;

e Proposes strategies for how SANBAG and the City of Upland define responsibilities to collaborate on the
implementation of the development; and

e Outlines key principles that should be included in a potential Request for Proposals (RFP) to implement
the development.

Project Principles

e The site’s proposed land use and development pattern/intensity was consistent with adopted plans and
zoning, or the City of Upland should be able to update the adopted plans and zoning to incorporate the
selected Project site plan.

e The site’s proposed site plan was compatible with planned improvements to the rail corridor and station.

e The site’'s proposed land use supported the Vision of the Historic Downtown Upland Specific Plan
(HDUSP) and development of a walkable and transit-oriented downtown around the Upland Metrolink
Station.

e The City of Upland and SANBAG would need to collaborate in order to minimize public costs while
achieving the goal of privately-developed transit-oriented development for the sites.

e The City of Upland should be able to update adopted plans and zoning to incorporate this study’s land
use and circulation plan recommendations. The City also would provide as much conceptual entitlement
approval as practical within the bounds of the Project scope to promote SANBAG’s implementation of an
RFP for development of the sites.

e SANBAG would assist the City in pursuing implementation of a Quiet Zone (QZ) through the area if
possible.

ES.3. Land Use Analysis

The land use analysis incorporated the review of key planning documents — The City of Upland’s adopted General
Plan of 1982 and the HDUSP, adopted in 2011. Subsequent to the completion of findings and recommendation of
this Study, the City adopted a General Plan Update in September 2015. This update has incorporated current
data and Federal, State and Regional policy relative to local land use and planning; and provides a
comprehensive and integrated direction for growth and preservation within the City, and will be the guiding
document for all other City plans, programs, ordinances and operations.

Review of Planning Documents

The City’s General Plan provides the policy foundation for implementing City planning standards and public
works, such as are documented in the HDUSP that covers the Project area. The current General Plan, due to its
date of adoption, does not provide significant comprehensive and specific policy direction for encouraging TOD
that would be relevant and supportive of the Project. The comprehensive General Plan update currently underway
is expected to provide an excellent opportunity for the City to systematically incorporate TOD policy and planning
direction that would support the Project.

The HDUSP provides policy, regulations, and public works plans to implement the General Plan and guide
individual development and community proposals in the Project area, and will be the focus of the assessment in

'—) Executive Summary ES-4
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this memo. Importantly, the HDUSP recognizes the importance of significant housing and population density that
is both transit and pedestrian/bike oriented as a means to revitalize Downtown Upland and meet other City goals
as well as to promote land use and transit goals supported by State and regional planning.

Historic District Upland Specific Plan - Citrus Transportation and Euclid Districts

The stated purpose of a Development Code is to provide “precise specifications” for uses, building heights,
setbacks, and parking.

The HDUSP divides the specific plan area into several districts that have similar, but separate development code
standards. SANBAG properties #1 and #2 are contained within the HDUSP’s Citrus Transportation and Euclid
Transportation Districts. Approximately 60% of the eastern part of property #2 and the entirety of property #1 are
contained in the Citrus Transportation District. The remaining 40% western part of property #2 lies within the
Euclid District. Figure ES.3 identifies the primary setbacks for property #1 as identified in the HDUSP, and Figure
ES.5 identifies the primary setbacks for property #2. The Citrus Transportation District setback and height limits
are illustrated in Figure ES.4, and Figure ES.6 illustrates the Euclid District setback and height limits.

Figure ES.3: Setback for SANBAG property #1 — APN:1046-605-01
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Source: HDR, 2014
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Figure ES.4: HDUSP Citrus Transportation District Setback and Height Limits

Citrus Height Diagram

10" min front
upper floor setback

)| 2 stories min,

oy 4
or

7 first floor

stories
55' max

12" min

Source: HDUSP, Page 5-33, 2011

Citrus Setbacks Diagram

o
0 min - 5' min

Q' min - 10" max corner lot

———

0'min

REAR

5" min on alley

Figure ES.5: Setback for SANBAG property #2 — APN:1046-605-03
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Figure ES.6: HDUSP Euclid District Setback and Height Limits
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Potential Planning and Policy Issues

Some of the larger possible planning and policy issues requiring Project discussion and possible inclusion into the
General Plan or HDUSPS updates include:

Future rail corridor ROW and configuration needs

Rail corridor noise planning and funding

Potential future rail transit services

Potential future bus and rail transit interconnection routes, services, and facilities

The City’s loss of Redevelopment Project authority and funding

City pedestrian and bike infrastructure funding

Mutual cost savings and increased benefits by City and SANBAG coordination of effort
Entitled concept land use approvals for both SANBAG properties and quiet zone infrastructure

ES.4. Conceptual Alternatives

Conceptual land use and circulation alternatives were developed to account for future growth at the Upland
Metrolink Station due to future expansion of the SB Line.
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Assumptions

A feasibility analysis of adding two Metrolink tracks and continuing the future Gold Line alignment was conducted.
The two additional Metrolink tracks would provide for separate tracks to carry the eastbound Metrolink trains and
a pass through track for express and freight trains. The existing track would carry the westbound trains. During
the course of the study however, it was determined that one additional rail track through the Upland Station area
would be adequate to accommodate Metrolink service expansion planned through this station. Current Gold Line
plans extend the light rail system from its existing terminus at Sierra Madre Villa to Montclair.

The analysis examined the impacts of carrying the Gold Line through the Upland Station to serve Ontario
International Airport. For the light rail to serve the airport from its planned terminus at Montclair, it is necessary for
the Gold Line tracks to cross over the Metrolink tracks to continue southward towards the airport, possibly along
the Cucamonga Channel. The Gold Line tracks could either cross the Metrolink tracks west of or east of the
Upland Station, thereby, keeping the Gold Line tracks south of, or north of the Metrolink tracks, respectively at the
Upland Station.

The analysis determined that there will be significant ROW impacts either in the downtown area if the Gold Line
tracks are on the north side of the Metrolink tracks. If the Gold Line tracks are on the south side of the Metrolink
tracks, both SANBAG properties would impacted, leaving them undevelopable. Even with two Metrolink tracks,
instead of three, Gold Line double tracks will have significant ROW impacts regardless of whether they are
planned along the north or south side of the Metrolink tracks. With that in mind, land use alternatives only
considered double tracking of Metrolink tracks and no Gold Line tracks through the Upland Station area.

Descriptions of Alternatives

Three land use alternatives were developed by the study team in consultation with the PDT, and are presented in
Figures ES.7 through ES.12.

Alternative 1 proposes a mixed land use development on the west SANBAG parcel (property #2) and possibly on
the existing Metrolink parking lot that is located on the southwest corner of 2" Avenue and Stowell Street and
owned by the City of Upland. The development calls for a total of 77,860 square feet of developable land. A
surface parking lot and 3,110 square foot pedestrian plaza is proposed on the east SANBAG parcel (property #1).

In Alternative 2, property #2 is partially developed into a mixed land use, while the remainder of the parcel and
entirety of property #1 is a proposed parking lot with more parking spaces than Alternative 1. This alternative
proposes a total of 56,210 square feet of developable land. A surface parking lot and 3,110 square foot
pedestrian plaza, similar to Alternative 1, is proposed on the east SANBAG parcel (property #1).

Alternative 3 consists of developing both parcels #1 and #2, along with the existing city owned Metrolink parking
lot. This alternative provides a total of 124,430 square feet of developable land, but eliminates the existing 67
parking spaces dedicated to the Metrolink Station. No pedestrian plaza is proposed.

Proposed Project features common to all three alternatives include the following:

e Two bus bays for OmniTrans future direct service to the Upland Station. For Alternatives 1 and 3, these
bays are proposed along Stowell Street, between 15t Avenue and 2" Avenue, while for Alternative 2,
these bus bays are proposed along 2" Avenue, south of Stowell Street.

e Half of Stowell Street right-of-way (ROW), west of 15t Avenue is to be included within SANBAG parcel #2
for development.

e Station improvements of a new south platform and an extension of the existing north platform to
accommodate Metrolink trains with eight cars and two locomotives (this could be a stand alone project or
can be included as part of the development of the SANBAG parcels).

e A pedestrian overpass bridge to facilitate safe crossing of railroad tracks (this could be a stand alone
project or can be included as part of the development of the SANBAG parcels).
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Figure ES.7: Alternative 1 Layout (1 of 2)
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Figure ES.8: Alternative 1 Layout (2 of 2)
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Figure ES.9: Alternative 2 Layout (1 of 2)
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Figure ES.10: Alternative 2 Layout (2 of 2)
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Figure ES.11: Alternative 3 Layout (1 of 2)
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Figure ES.12: Alternative 3 Layout (2 of 2)
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ES.5.Circulation Patterns

A robust multimodal transportation network includes transit and auto connectivity, parking, bike and pedestrian
connections and is an essential consideration as development grows.

Review of Transportation Plans

This study drew upon previous planning work conducted in the study area to combine planned and proposed
improvements, present possible transportation network scenarios adjacent to the Upland Metrolink Station, and
identify strategies to be responsive to the changes in land use. Recommendations and strategies taken from
these plans were analyzed within two time periods: Existing (2014-2015) and Short Term (2020). The following is
a listing of the previous plans that are referenced in this analysis.

e SANBAG The Advanced Regional Rail Integrated Vision — East (ARRIVE) Corridor, Existing Conditions
Report, August 2014

San Bernardino County Long Range Transit plan Interim Draft Report (LRTP), October 2009

SANBAG Access to Transit (ATT), November 2012

San Bernardino County Non-Motorized Transportation Plan (NMTP), May 2014

Omnitrans System-wide Transit Corridor Plan for the San Bernardino Valley (TCP), October 2010
OmniCONNECTS - Omnitrans FY2015 - 2020 Short-Range Transit Plan (SRTP), 2014

Existing Conditions Analysis

Existing year conditions includes the current land use and transportation network near the Upland Metrolink
Station, as well as planned solutions that are underway or will occur within the 2015-2016 time frame.

The analysis assumes all planned development is in place. This development will affect the transportation
network by adding more auto trips in the study area. Based on the existing levels of service on roads near the
Upland Metrolink Station, there is significant capacity available before the roadways would be considered
congested. Even with the additional development approved, the existing roadway capacity is sufficient to handle
the trips.

The transit services in the study area include Metrolink and Omnitrans Routes 63, 68, and 83. Due to the modest
levels of planned development, and a decrease in Metrolink service that took effect in October, 2014, under the
Existing condition, only minor changes to the transit network are proposed. Current ridership on the three
Omnitrans lines does not make it operationally feasible for Omnitrans to serve the Upland Metrolink Station
directly.

It is assumed that development and increased Metrolink ridership, the major contributors towards increases in
parking demand, will not occur under the Existing condition.

Near Term Analysis

A description of near term conditions roughly covers the period of time 2015-2020.

At a coordination meeting with Omnitrans staff, it was determined that Omnitrans could possibly reroute Route 83
to serve the Metrolink Station in the future, if ridership levels warrants the service. Key factors in establishing
sufficient ridership are developing a significant density of transit oriented land uses within a short walking
distance; particularly land uses that Omnitrans thinks would use the bus network for access.

For this study, 2" Avenue remains as a through street, serving as a direct access from I-10 to the SANBAG
properties as well as the downtown. Since safety is of paramount importance when considering changes to the
roadway network in and around railroad tracks, in the future if railroad activities and ridership at the Upland
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Station significantly increases, 2" Avenue may be recommended for closure to augment safety measures at this
crossing.

A significant amount of analysis was conducted to both establish existing parking supply and estimate future
parking needs based on future land development patterns. While the existing parking supply adequately serves
the Downtown community, future development and increased Metrolink ridership may cause a shortage of
parking. In the event that neither increased on-street nor shared parking arrangements provide sufficient parking
capacity for the future levels of demand, the final option is to construct a new parking structure. This option is
considered a last resort because it is preferable that available land be allocated to development.

ES.6. Environmental Analysis

The environmental constraints analysis provided a high level, desktop constrained evaluation of the three
alternative scenarios currently under consideration by SANBAG and the City of Upland. This evaluation provides
a conceptual and land use constraints analysis for future TOD along the Upland Metrolink Station. The main
objective of this evaluation was to identify environmental “fatal flaws” for each alternative scenario with particular
focus on biological and cultural resources.

Based on the findings of this analysis, no environmental fatal flaws were identified for any of the alternative
scenarios that would otherwise preclude them from further consideration; however, each alternative possesses
unique challenges. This evaluation will be need to supplemented at a later date once preliminary engineering
becomes available in order to develop a project footprint (or area of potential effect) to allow for the completion of
a more detailed environmental analysis of the alternative scenario selected for further consideration.

It is anticipated that improvements associated with the Metrolink Upland Station (e.g. platform extensions, station
modernization) could be cleared under a Statutory Exemption per California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
Guidelines Section 15275 Specific Mass Transit Projects, which states:

CEQA does not apply to the following mass transit projects:

e The institution or increase of passenger or commuter service on rail lines or high-occupancy vehicle lanes
already in use, including the modernization of existing stations and parking facilities;

e Facility extensions not to exceed four miles in length which are required for transfer of passengers from or
to exclusive public mass transit guideway or busway public transit services.

While the station improvements currently contemplated may be cleared with a Statutory Exemption, the
development of either or both of the SANBAG properties would require further assessment under CEQA. The
level of CEQA document (e.g. Initial Study versus Environmental Impact Report) needed for the development of
the properties would be determined once a more defined project footprint and development scenario is identified.

ES.7. Funding and Financial Analysis

There are two recently-enacted funding programs in California that could be used to implement the land use
concepts described in the HDUSP and those developed in this study for the Upland Metrolink Station area:

e SB 628 Enhanced Infrastructure Financing Districts (EIFD)
e SB 862 Affordable Housing and Sustainable Communities (AHSC) Program.

The financial analysis was focused on EIFDs and the AHSC program because both are new opportunities to fund
TOD-related infrastructure improvements.
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Funding Programs

To implement the land use concepts around Upland Metrolink Station elaborated in this study, the City of Upland
could focus on two recently-enacted, complimentary funding programs: 1) SB 628 EIFD, which allows cities
limited use of tax increment financing (TIF) for local infrastructure projects and facilities; and 2) SB 862 AHSC
Program, which provides grants for integrated affordable housing and transportation infrastructure projects that
reduce greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. While only cities or counties may be sponsors of EIFDs, the AHSC
allows a broad range of (co)-applicants, including special districts and joint powers authorities.

This analysis provides an overview of each of these two programs as well as the revenue potential of a TIF-based
EIFD, assuming that EIFD boundaries cover a one-half mile radius around the Upland Metrolink Station.

e A TIF-based EIFD would generate a cumulative cash flow of $19.2 million to $45.2 million (Year of
Expenditure (YOE) dollars) over the first 20 years, with the range attributable to the level of new
development and the participation of taxing entities in the EIFD.

e The estimated bonding capacity of a TIF-based EIFD over the maximum 45-year maturity period
allowable under SB 628 ranges from $11.8 million to $27.1 million. The issuance of EIFD-backed debt
would require approval of 55 percent of the voters located in the district.

e The upfront proceeds from a bond issuance could be leveraged with a grant from the AHSC program to
accelerate implementation of a number of the high-priority infrastructure improvements identified in this
study and the HDUSP, including the construction of a public parking garage for Metrolink commuters.

e There are two project prototypes eligible to be funded under the AHSC program; however, the Metrolink
Upland Station area would only be eligible for one of these, the Integrated Connectivity Project (ICP)
category, with a maximum grant award of $8 million.

e |If the City were to partner with a private developer for an AHSC program grant, it could leverage a
number of publicly-owned parcels in the vicinity of the Upland Metrolink Station area to subsidize
construction of new housing units or adaptively reuse existing non-residential structures, such as the
historic packing houses located along A Street.

e Upland’s historic downtown ranks in the top 10 percent of Census tracts identified by the California
Environmental Protection Agency (CalEPA) as “disadvantaged,” meaning that any ICP Project proposed
around the Upland Metrolink Station would qualify for the 50 percent program set-aside for disadvantaged
communities under the AHSC program.

e Starting in Fiscal Year (FY) 15/16, the AHSC program will be funded on an ongoing basis with 20 percent
of cap-and-trade auction revenue proceeds. As such, it will generate anywhere from $250 million to $1
billion annually through FY 2020, according to the California Legislative Analyst's Office (LAO) and
independent estimates.

e The AHSC program can be expected to fund at least 30 projects statewide per year assuming the low
estimate for future cap-and-trade auction revenue, and possibly over 100 projects per year assuming the
high revenue estimate.

Financial Analysis for TOD

Three alternatives for use of the SANBAG-owned sites set aside different portions of the parcel for private
development and station-related uses. For each of the alternatives, using prevailing construction costs and
market values for residential properties in the City of Upland, the analysis assessed the financial feasibility of
three different residential building typologies, each of which is capable of accommodating increasing levels of
residential density:

¢ single-family attached townhomes at 20 dwelling units (DU) per acre (AC);
e podium construction at 35 DU per acre; and
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e wrap apartments at 46 DU per acre.

The residual land value for the three alternatives was calculated at the above range of development densities, as
summarized below in Table ES.1.

For the podium construction and wrap apartment building typologies, per-square foot development costs exceed
the per-square foot capitalized market value, resulting in a negative residual land value and indicating that these
development intensities are not yet feasible in the Upland market. Current rent levels/sale prices per square foot
in Upland do appear to support the development of single-family attached townhomes, at a density of 20 units per
acre. The analysis estimates that the residual land value of the SANBAG-owned sites under a townhome
configuration ranges from $2.3 million to $7.1 million, depending on the site alternative. This range represents the
maximum amount that a developer could afford to pay for the land at the specified density level. Conversely, a
negative value indicates the subsidy that would be required to underwrite development.

Table ES.1: Residual Land Values, by Alternative

Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3
Parcel Area (SF) 51,140 32,305 99,370
Building Typology Typical DU/AC Residual Land Value
Townhomes 20 $3,696,000 $2,310,000 $7,084,000
Podium 35 ($968,000) ($541,000) ($1,802,000)
Wrap Apartments 46 ($4,130,000) ($2,249,000) ($8,186,000)

Source: HDR

ES.8. Grade Crossings and Quiet Zones

The term “Quiet Zone” (QZ) refers to a segment of a railroad line that has one or more consecutive public
highway-rail crossings at which locomotive horns are not routinely sounded. However, when a locomotive
engineer perceives a dangerous condition, such as trespassers on the railroad or a car stopped on the tracks, he
or she can use the locomotive horn at their discretion. Railroad construction activities within a QZ require the
locomotive engineer to sound the train horn as an added safety measure. Under normal conditions within the QZ,
train horns will not be used. Trains entering a station are required to sound a bell as the train moves adjacent to
the platform. The requirement for trains to use their bell within the station area remains once a QZ is established.

QZ Approval Process

Establishment of a QZ is a City-initiated process. The City would need to obtain approval from the Southern
California Regional Rail Authority (SCRRA), the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC), and the Federal
Railroad Administration (FRA). An existing conditions analysis was performed at the City’s five grade crossings to
determine the feasibility of a QZ. Determination of the feasibility of a proposed QZ relies on two basic parameters:
Risk Index and Safety Measures. The term “risk index” refers to the predicted cost to society of casualties that are
expected to result from collisions at an individual crossing.

There are two categories of safety measures that can be implemented to establish a quiet zone:

e Supplemental Safety Measures (SSM)
0 SSMs are engineering improvements which, when installed at highway-rail grade crossings within
a quiet zone, would reduce the risk of a collision at the crossing.
e Alternative Safety Measures (ASM)
0 ASMs are a safety system or procedure provided by the appropriate traffic control authority
which, after individual review and analysis, is determined by the FRA to be an effective substitute
for the locomotive horn at specific highway-rail grade crossings.

'—) Executive Summary ES-18
Final Report June 2016



| Governments |
SANBAG SANBAG

Upland Metrolink Land Use and Constraints Analysis

QZ Implementation Scenarios

Although this study assumes that 2" Avenue will remain open, the SSM alternatives included scenarios where 2™
Avenue is permanently closed, in case in the future FRA mandates closure of this grade crossing based on safety
issues and vehicular volumes.

Key considerations in identifying the QZ implementation scenarios were:

e How many crossings to include?
e What SSMs are most appropriate or feasible at each crossing?2nd

Table ES.2 presents the summary of findings for SSM implementation scenarios.

Table ES.2: Summary of SSM Implementation Scenarios

) [}
sl ¢ | 2 | ¢ g
(] —_ c
_ » z 5 2| o3 2
Scenario Description " z <y ] =
g T E \U_)/ c 3: E
£ & S 3 5
8 u s
1 HDUSPA Crossings, 2nd Avenue. Closed v v v o] o]
2 HDUSPA Crossings, 2nd Avenue. Open v v v O] O]
3 Citywide Quiet Zone, 2nd Avenue. Closed v v v v v
4 Citywide Quiet Zone, 2nd Avenue. Open \/ \/ \/ \/ \/
Legend
\/ Crossing included in Quiet Zone
Q Crossing not included in Quiet Zone
Source: HDR

QZ Conceptual Cost Estimate

Table ES.3 presents estimated costs for each SSM implementation scenario. Based on existing site
characteristics, SSMs were selected for each crossing. The SSM number (No.) represents proposed SSM
installations at specific crossings within each quiet zone scenario;: SSM No. 1 indicates permanent closure; SSM
No. 6 is a four-quadrant gate installation and SSM No. 13 raised medians extending a minimum of 100 ft. from the
crossing gate arms.

Table ES.3: Estimated Costs for Each SSM Implementation Scenario

SSM Scenario 1- Historic | SSM Scenario 2- Historic SSM Scenario 3- SSM Scenario 4-
District Crossings Only, District Crossings Only, Citywide Quiet Zone, Citywide Quiet Zone,
2" Avenue Permanently Close 2" Avenue Permanently Close
Remains Open 2" Avenue Remains open 2" Avenue
SSM . SSM . SSM . SSM .
Street No. Estimated Cost No. Estimated Cost No. Estimated Cost No. Estimated Cost
Campus Avenue 6 $1,440,000 6 $1,440,000 6 $1,440,000 6 $1,440,000
'—) Executive Summary ES-19
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2" Avenue 6 $1,440,000 1 $100,000 6 $1,440,000 1 $100,000

Euclid Avenue (SR 83) 13 $480,000 13 $480,000 13 $480,000 13 $480,000

San Antonio Avenue 6 $1,440,000 6 $1,440,000

Mountain Avenue 13 $480,000 13 $480,000

Total $3,360,000 $2,020,000 $5,280,000 $3,940,000
Source: HDR

QZ Implementation

The FRA and SCRRA each have guidelines and procedures for implementation of a QZ. In summary, the next
steps of the QZ implementation process contain the following items:

Fund the project

Engineering design

Obtain CPUC approval

Submit a Notice of Intent to Create a Quiet Zone
Construct crossing improvements

Provide Notice of Quiet Zone Establishment

ES.9. Project Option and Implementation

The PDT established project principles in order to evaluate planning issues and the circulation, environmental,
funding, and rail corridor crossing issues. The outcomes of these evaluations led to the development of the
Project design alternatives and identification of several major planning preferences. The PDT's major planning
preferences regarding the Project’s regional rail corridor components, along with current and potential financial
feasibilities of the Project’'s TOD component, greatly influence planning options. Planning options that coordinate
optimal implementation of the rail transit and rail corridor facilities as well as the development feasibility of the
TOD sites are best expressed in a basic order that recognizes project principles, a logical sequence, likely timing,
and optimal implementation of possible actions to further each part of the Project. This basic order is presented in
the Table ES.4.

Based on the financial analysis, Alternatives 1 and 3 were recommended to be moved forward.

SANBAG — Upland Strategies
The City and SANBAG can together collaborate in a variety of ways to most effectively implement the project.
Key basic areas of collaboration include:
e Incorporating agreements, procedures and coordinated timing to minimize both City and SANBAG project
costs while maintaining project performance and quality goals
e Updating adopted plans, regulations and capital projects to incorporate the project and coordinate actions
e Providing as much conceptual entitlement approval as practical

e SANBAG assisting the City in pursuing implementation of a QZ if possible
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Table ES.4: Planning Options Summary

Project Principles for Development

Rail Corridor Facilities & Bus
service Planning Options

TOD Sites Development
Planning Options

Likely Timing

Logical Sequence

Optimal Implementation

Lead Agency or Agencies

The site’s proposed site plan is compatible with planned improvements to
the rail corridor and station.

Additional track

When track capacity is reached
and the project is funded

Same as Likely Timing

Just prior to capacity need and
with external funding

Before TOD development on
SANBAG sites due to construction
staging and land use compatibility

SANBAG, Metrolink, SCAG, FTA

The site’s proposed site plan is compatible with planned improvements to
the rail corridor and station.

Additional station platform and
passenger connection

When Metrolink passenger
capacity dictates and the project is
funded

Same as Likely Timing

Just prior to capacity need and
with external funding

Before TOD development on
SANBAG sites due to construction
staging and land use compatibility

SANBAG, Metrolink, SCAG, FTA

1. The site’s proposed land use will support the Vision of the Historic
Downtown Upland Specific Plan and development of a walkable and
transit-oriented downtown around the Upland Metrolink Station.

2. The City of Upland will update adopted plans and zoning to
incorporate this study’s land use and circulation plan
recommendations.

Bus Route 83 re-routing and bus
stop

When Omnitrans determines
sufficient bus ridership warrants

Most likely in next 10-20 years
with HDUSP implemented and
sufficient TOD land use
surrounding the Metrolink

As soon as justified by bus
ridership demand

City leads developing sufficient
TOD to create bus ridership
demand. Omnitrans to implement
re-routing and bus stop.

1. SANBAG will assist the City in pursuing implementation of a Quiet
Zone through the area if possible.

2. The City of Upland will update adopted plans and zoning to
incorporate this study’s land use and circulation plan
recommendations.

Quiet Zone improvements

Several years

When City has funded design and
construction

City funding program established
as soon as possible to allow
existing/future surrounding land
use to contribute

Construction coordinated with and
concurrent or after rail corridor
double tracking and double
platform construction

City leads in applying for Quiet
Zone improvements. CPUC, FRA,
SANBAG, Metrolink will be
involved.

Not applicable, as this would be a transportation safety issue

Maintaining safety of City 2™
Avenue Crossing of the Rail
Corridor

When required by rail safety
requirements

Crossing accidents or changes in
the rail corridor may trigger safety
improvements

City and SANBAG, CPUC, FRA

The City of Upland and SANBAG will collaborate in order to minimize public

Interim uses on SANBAG TOD

When request for interim use is

After SANBAG has defined any

After the Project analysis is
accepted by SANBAG, and

costs while achieving Fhe goal of privately-developed transit-oriented sites to help fund TOD feasibility received by SANBAG rail corridor uses for the sites SANBAG has defined any rail SANBAG
development for the sites. . .
corridor uses for the sites
As soon as possible. A land use
When SANBAG receives sufficient | Needed prior to definition of policy will define how SANBAG
Not applicable, as this would be a SANBAG policy Define SANBAG land use policy requests for lease/sale of their minimum required Return on land is planned, managed and SANBAG
land resource Investment (ROI) under what situations is available
for private use
As soon as possible. An ROI
Define the minimum desired ROI When SANBAG receives Needed prior to RFP preparation Threshold policy f_or SANBAG land
. . . based on surrounding market . . leases or sales will allow SANBAG
Not applicable, as this would be a SANBAG policy sufficient requests for lease/sale of | to inform proposers of the - SANBAG
values for lease/sale of SANBAG . . : to quickly respond to developer
their land resources minimum required ROI A ;
land inquiries and determine when an
RFP will likely be prepared
1. The site’s proposed land use and development pattern/intensity is
consistent with adopted plans and zoning, or the City of Upland will
be able to update the adopted plans and zoning to incorporate the I Pre-RFP coordination to define or The Logical Sequence, and when
selected Project site plan Prepare RFP for TOD Possibly in next 10-15 years when pre-approve allowed development | land values are higher and allow
’ TOD demand and land values SANBAG

2. The City will provide as much conceptual entitlement approval as
practical within the bounds of the Project scope to promote
SANBAG's implementation of an RFP for development of the sites.

development

increase

to advance City goals and reduce
developer entitlement risk

TOD development more consistent
with the City HDUSP
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Implementation

The key and most fundamental land use implementation feature is the clear recognition, planning and regulatory
support for transit and TOD. The Project is at the heart of the regional Metrolink transit system in Upland. The
City of Upland’s transit connectivity to the region and the region’s transit connection to Upland are centered at
around the Project, and enhancing the feasibility of both transit and the Project helps the City of Upland best
benefit from this situation.

SANBAG Board Direction

Subsequent to the completion of the technical study for this report, the SANBAG Board on April 6, 2016,
recommended and approved that the two properties be surplused, and the revenue generated from the sale be
used to fund additional parking at the Upland Metrolink Station. Selling the properties reduces the risk associated
with owning the property, ongoing maintenance needs, and generates revenue for other projects. In this case, the
revenue generated from the sale could be used to fund additional parking at the Upland Metrolink Station pending
approval of an agreement with the City for it to be on City-owned property.

It is important to note, that the sale of the properties will not impact the Gold Line extension to Montclair Transit
Center, a project included in Measure | 2010-2040 Ordinance. However, if Gold Line is to be extended easterly
from the Montclair Transit Center, and aligned south of the existing Metrolink tracks, majority portion of these
parcels would have to be acquired for Gold Line right-of-way, including the William Lyon Homes development,
currently under construction, located east of the Upland Station and south of the tracks. Different property takes
would occur if in the future Gold Line extends easterly from Montclair and is aligned north of the existing Metrolink
tracks.
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Chapter 1 - Introduction

Transit Oriented Development or TOD as commonly termed, has been a fast growing trend in linking land use
with transportation. It is a creation of compact mixed use land use (a combination of office, retail and housing) and
walkable communities around successful transit corridors, particularly rail corridors. Starting as a “concept” in the
1980s to limit urban sprawl and revitalize decaying downtown, TODs have moved from the academic realm to
implementation around the country, as law and policy makers, developers and planners have become
enthusiastic and champions of building high density development around stations.

In recent years, the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) has initiated the Compass Blueprint
strategy to provide mobility for all residents and sustainability for future generation. This strategy promotes smart
growth and directs most future development towards existing and emerging centers, near transit hubs, and along
major transportation corridors. In addition, SCAG’s 2012 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities
Strategy (RTP/SCS) is a long-range visioning plan that balances future mobility and housing needs with
economic, environmental and public health goals, by improving efficiency of the region’s transportation network,
to enhance mobility choices for all.

At the local level, in 2014, the San Bernardino Associated Governments (SANBAG) received a Caltrans
Transportation Planning Grant to create a regional vision for development around stations along the San
Bernardino Line (SB Line). The SB Line is an east-west commuter rail corridor connecting the Metrolink San
Bernardino communities with downtown Los Angeles. The SB Line serves six stations in the San Bernardino
County, at Montclair, Upland, Rancho Cucamonga, Fontana, Rialto and San Bernardino. According to SANBAG
“The Advanced Regional Rail Integrated Vision — East (ARRIVE) Corridor Study aims to develop practical
strategies for transitioning the SB line, over time, from a traditional commuter rail corridor to a more integrated
transit oriented development (TOD)/regional rail corridor.”

As an extension to the ARRIVE study and in an effort to develop vacant lands around train stations, this study, in
collaboration with SANBAG and the City of Upland, examines the development potential of two parcels located
immediately south of the Metrolink Station in Upland. The two parcels located east and west of 2"¢ Avenue, are
bounded by the SB Line on the north and Stowell Street to the south, Euclid Avenue to the west and Sultana
Avenue to the east. The west parcel, which is currently vacant, was the home of Hoyt Lumber for 16 years, before
it closed its shop in 2012. The east parcel was historically used for industrial purposes and is currently not vacant
and is occupied by Scheu Manufacturing Company.

The report identifies project objectives and principles; documents analyses of existing and future land use and
circulation plans in the immediate vicinity of the parcels; identifies development alternatives for the two parcels;
provides an environmental and financial analysis; and outlines an implementation strategy moving forward.

1 http://www.sanbag.ca.gov/planning2/study_arrive.html
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Chapter 2 - Study Area
2.1 Project Description

On the south side of the Upland Metrolink Station, and north of Stowell Street between Euclid and Sultana
Avenues, SANBAG owns two properties. These have immense development potential based on their adjacency
to the Metrolink Station and being located within the downtown area of the City. The City of Upland wants to
develop these two properties, one of which is currently vacant. In light of this, the “Project” involves conducting a
land use and constraints analysis to create a conceptually entitled land use and circulation plan in support of the
preparation of a Request for Proposals (RFP) for development of the SANBAG properties #1 and #2 (Figure 2.1
and Figure 2.2), as well as potential partnering with the City of Upland on a city-owned site near the SANBAG
sites, that is currently being used as Metrolink parking, as shown in Figure 2.3, including the upgrade of Upland
Metrolink Station to support expansion of the SB Line.

2.2 Upland Project Development Team

This analysis was completed with supervision and coordination from the Upland Project Development Team
(PDT), which met on a monthly basis during the development phases of the project. Their invaluable input helped
shape the Project. The PDT included representatives from the City of Upland, SANBAG and the consultants,
Hatch Mott MacDonald, HDR and Lance Schulte. City of Upland was represented in most meetings by the
following:

e Ray Musser, Mayor

¢ Rod Butler, City Manager

o Jeff Zwack, Development Services Director

e Rosemary Hoerning, Public Works Director

e Melecio Picazo, Development Services Specialist

SANBAG was represented by their Director of Transit and Rail Programs, and Project Manager Nessa Williams.

2.3 Meeting with Developers

At the onset of this analysis, the PDT arranged a meeting with the following developers and surrounding property
owners during the October 29, 2014 PDT meeting:

e Bryan Bergeron of William Lyon Homes, Inc.
e Bobby Bedi of WB Properties, Inc.

e Mike Mendez of The Hanover Group

e Raul Amescua of The Hanover Group

The purpose of this meeting and ensuing communications was to define private sector development interests and
private sector opportunities for coordination and collaboration on, or with, the Project. The meeting occurred early
in the Project process to both inform surrounding property owners and developers about the Project and to
identify initial private sector issues that could be used by the PDT during the analyses.

Communication between the PDT, surrounding property owners and developers during the Project process
provided opportunities to confirm Project assumptions relative to private sector perspectives and enhance the
Project, and its ultimate implementation, through private sector coordination and engagement. The PDT
consensus was to maintain ongoing communication and encourage surrounding property owners and developers
to provide unsolicited information and insights about redevelopment around the Project.
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Figure 2.1: Location of SANBAG Property #1

Source: HDR
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Figure 2.3: Upland Metrolink Station and Vicinity
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Based on the Project overview provided at the meeting, which included the planned rail corridor track and
platform improvements, Federal rules and procedures regarding rail safety and quiet zones (QZ), and the
SANBAG process on obtaining permission to access the rail corridor if needed by adjacent development, the
following is a summary of the major initial issues identified by the surrounding property owners and developers.

o A desire for walkable mixed-use development at pedestrian densities

0 There was a desire, and market, for mixed-use (residential and commercial) projects at
sufficiently high enough residential density to encourage and create a vibrant and walkable
downtown.

0 It was identified that the area needs many more residents (increased residential density) to make
retail viable and develop a customer base for ground floor commercial development in mixed-use
projects.

0 A strategy for transitional residential use of ground floor space in mixed-use developments was
discussed as a means to help improve mixed-use project feasibility.

o Residential density of 35 dwellings per acre or more

o Property owners and developers identified a minimum desired residential density of about 35
dwellings per acre for development feasibility. The Historic Downtown Upland Specific Plan
(HDUSP) and Housing Element note higher allowable and estimated densities. Sufficient density
of a resident population is needed for downtown commercial viability.

e Youth and young professionals residential markets

o Per the developers, providing housing for young and young professionals was seen as a
particularly key area of opportunity and demand due to access to rail transit and desire for a
walkable downtown.

0 Residential unit sizes more likely 500-750 square feet in size due to this market desire,
affordability, and walkable downtown commercial space substituting for some of the dwelling
unit’s ‘living/family room’ and entertaining space.

e Retirement residential demand

o0 The Mayor commented that there is demand for retirement housing in the area.

0 There is a need for good pedestrian and bike facilities, as well as transit, so retired persons can
walk to and within the Downtown area.

e Site consolidation important

0 There are few optimally sized sites for cost effective redevelopment.

0 Opportunities to consolidate lots of sufficient size and dimensions should be encouraged.

o Parking facility and fire truck access requirements require certain minimal site dimensions to
promote redevelopment feasibility.

e Parking costs

o0 Parking costs are critical for redevelopment feasibility.

0 Underground parking is cost prohibitive in the current and foreseeable market in downtown
Upland.

o Providing a ‘wrapped’ parking structure requires significantly wide and long sites to provide an
efficient parking structure and space to wrap the structure with residential or non-residential land
use. There are limited areas in downtown Upland that could accommodate a cost efficient
wrapped parking structure.

0 The ability for developers to buy the parking spaces their project needs in a common lot or
structures is ideal, as this makes site planning and lot consolidation easier.
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e Local and National developers interested in Los Angeles Metro area TOD

0 Success in areas like Pasadena and other dense and walkable downtowns served by rail transit
can be achieved in Upland as demand extends out from LA at appropriate downtowns around
transit stations.

0 Residential density is needed for a walkable commercial downtown; a walkable commercial
downtown with residential amenities will attract more national development interest.

e HDUSP was updated in 2011.

0 The City is looking at future refinements and adjustments to the HDUSP. The City is getting
feedback and ‘reality checks’ from the development community to make refinements that promote
the overall vision of the HDUSP and support development feasibility.

o0 Currently, the City’'s Zoning Code is in the process of being updated and will likely be adopted by
end of 2015

e Need to increase bus access and connectivity to the Metrolink Station

'—) Chapter 2 — Study Area 7
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Chapter 3 - Project Objectives and Principles

Based on the feedback from the PDT, surrounding property owners, and developers, at the onset of the Project,
planning assumptions, responsibilities of partnering agencies and entities, Project objectives and principles were
delineated to help complete this study.

3.1 Key Planning Assumptions

e The development sites to be planned are the two SANBAG properties south of the regional rail corridor
and right-of-way (ROW) and north of Stowell Street between Euclid and Sultana Avenues.
e Three alternative land use plans will be developed and evaluated at a concept level using the following
issues and constraints:
0 surrounding land uses,
potential for street closures,
integration of transit service,
parking demand and opportunities for parking supply,
future rail corridor and station elements,
potential Quiet Zone (QZ),
funding/finance opportunities and governance, and
0 environmental factors.
e Conduct a QZ analysis for implementation

Oo0OO0OO0OO0O0

3.2 Responsibilities

Responsibilities of each entity are listed below:

e SANBAG provided:
o Direction on the future rail corridor and station elements to be addressed.
e The City of Upland provided:
0 Land use planning parameters for the site.
o Direction on future land use assumptions and coordination for surrounding properties.
e SANBAG and the City of Upland collaborated to:
0 Review and comment on the consultant responsibilities.
0 Modify consultant recommendations based on agency consensus.
0 Collaborate to implement the project recommendations at the conclusion of the study.
e The consultants responsibilities included:
o0 Completion of the Project scope of work on time and budget.
o0 lIdentification and development of the land use alternatives to achieve the project principles within
the context of the planning parameters provided by SANBAG and the City of Upland.
o Evaluation of the issues and constraints in the context of achieving the development principles.
o0 Making recommendations in relation to the three outcomes to be defined in the Project.
0 Report (planning options, collaboration strategies, and key features).

3.3 Project Objectives

Conceptual alternative land use plans for potential development of the SANBAG-owned sites located to the
southwest of the Upland Metrolink Station was developed and an analysis of constraints associated with the
alternative land use plans was conducted. The project culminated with this Final Report that included analyses
and included the following in Chapter 10:

e Summarizes the key assumptions of the planning options that optimize development feasibility and land
use planning consistent with the project principles;

e Proposes strategies for how SANBAG and the City of Upland define responsibilities to collaborate on the
implementation of the development; and

'—) Chapter 3 - Project Principles 8
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Outlines key principles that should be included in a potential RFP to implement the development.

The results of this analysis will be used to support the three outcomes intended for this study to be incorporated
into the Project Report (planning options, collaboration strategies, and key features).

3.4

D

Principles for Development

The site’s proposed land use and development pattern/intensity was consistent with adopted plans and
zoning, or the City of Upland should be able to update the adopted plans and zoning to incorporate the
selected Project site plan.

The site’s proposed site plan was compatible with planned improvements to the rail corridor and station.
The site’s proposed land use supported the vision of the HDUSP and development of a walkable and
transit-oriented downtown around the Upland Metrolink Station.

The City of Upland and SANBAG would need to collaborate in order to minimize public costs while
achieving the goal of privately-developed transit-oriented development for the sites.

The City of Upland should be able to update adopted plans and zoning to incorporate this study’s land
use and circulation plan recommendations. The City also would provide as much conceptual entitlement
approval as practical within the bounds of the Project scope to promote SANBAG’s implementation of an
RFP for development of the sites.

SANBAG will assist the City in pursuing implementation of a QZ through the area if possible.

Chapter 3 - Project Principles 9
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Chapter 4 - Land Use Analysis

This chapter provides a basic summary assessment of current City of Upland land use planning relative to the
Project.

The legal foundation for local City planning is the United States Constitution, applicable Federal laws, and
subsequent State of California Planning, Zoning and Development laws; and related laws such as the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). At the City level, the City’'s General Plan provides the basis for
implementation of Federal and State law in City land use and community planning. The City’'s General Plan
provides the policy foundation for implementing City planning standards and public works, such as are
documented in the HDUSP that covers the Project area. The HDUSP provides policy, regulations, and public
works plans to implement the General Plan and guide individual development and community proposals in the
Project area, and the two documents are the focus of the assessment in this memo.

4.1 Review of Upland General Plan

The study relies on the guidance of the City’s 1982 General Plan, which at the time of this study was undergoing
an update. Subsequent to the completion of the findings and recommendations of this study, the Upland General
Plan Update was adopted in September 2015. This 2015 update has incorporated current data and Federal, State
and regional policy relative to local land use and planning; and provides integrated direction for growth and
preservation within the City, and will be the guiding document for all other City plans, programs, ordinances and
operations.

4.1.1 General Plan - Housing Element

At the time of this study, the City had updated certain elements of the General Plan such as the Housing Element
(adopted in 2014) that mapped properties with the opportunity to meet the Regional Housing Needs Assessment
(RHNA). In this update, the City recognized the value and benefit of TODs and incorporated several properties
identified in the HDUSP, as shown in the City’'s Housing Element RHNA property inventory (Figure 4.1) and on
SANBAG's recently completed ARRIVE study (Figure 4.2). It is to be noted that the RHNA property inventory
illustrates property that “likely may” be developed at densities that are affordable as per State Housing Law.

Properties were identified that take advantage of and link with a transit and pedestrian transportation orientation,
thus minimizing traffic impacts and supporting Downtown Upland revitalization. Properties include City or
SANBAG owned vacant or parking lots, contiguous parcels under common ownership, and/or those that present
the best potential for lot consolidation and future development. SANBAG's properties are included in the HDUSP
and RHNA inventory, and page 65 of the City’s Housing Element states “The specific plan contains maximum
densities of 15 to 55 units per acre. Because the explicit intent of the specific plan is to promote higher density
development, the buildout was determined based on a site design analysis that determined realistic densities
achievable based on required development standards and a series of realistic assumptions for each site.”

The two SANBAG sites are identified as Housing Opportunity Sites (#23 & #24), with each site having a potential
residential density of 55 units per acre, and ground floor commercial uses. Following is a summary of the City
estimated “realistic capacity” of residential development potential (Housing Element Table C-1) for the SANBAG
sites:

e Site 23 [SANBAG property #1]: 46 dwellings on 1.13 acres or 41 dwelling units (DU) /acre (fractions
rounded up).

e Site 24 [SANBAG property #2]: 46 dwellings on 1.13 acres or 41 dwelling units (DU)/acre (fractions
rounded up).
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Figure 4.1: City of Upland Housing Element RHNA Property Inventory
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Figure 4.2: Potential Opportunity Sites around Upland Metrolink Station
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Specific objectives in the Housing Element on page 90 relative to the Project include:

e “Continue to implement the Historic Downtown Specific Plan to facilitate high quality infill residential
development in Upland.

e Annually review Specific Plan progress and priority implementation programs and make revisions as
needed to facilitate new development.”

The Project could help facilitate the implementation of the City’'s Housing Element by providing a concept level
plan entitlement to the Project areas.

4.1.2 General Plan - Circulation Element

The study relied on the adopted 1996 Circulation Element, which was somewhat dated but acknowledged the
(then) recent start of Metrolink service in 1992. This study recommends updates to reflect current information
about existing and planned regional transit services and rail corridor management. In addition, there are recent
provisions of CEQA, such as SB 743, that uses vehicle-miles-traveled (VMT) vs. level-of-service (LOS) as the
transportation metric for CEQA analysis, which will support TOD, transit, pedestrian, and bike travel and
orientation for the Project and area surrounding the Metrolink Station. The City can utilize the Circulation Element
update to incorporate and define circulation policies and plans that are more current and consistent with State
laws, regional transit plans, and anticipated funding. It is to be noted that since the completion of the findings of
this study, on September 2015, the City adopted a General Plan update, which also included a Circulation
Element Update.

4.1.3 General Plan - Land Use Element

Updates to the Land Use Element (2011) included mapping and references to the HDUSP. The City has the
opportunity to broaden the TOD policy and planning direction in the Land Use Element, including broadened
interrelationships of the entire General Plan, which could be supportive of the Project. One such consideration
could be adoption of a Transit Village Plan under State law, CA Government Code Section 65460-65460.11 (see
Appendix A). The Project and area around the Metrolink Station is identified as a High Quality Transit Area
(HQTA) in the SCAG 20122035 RTP/SCS.

4.1.4 General Plan - Noise Element

The study relied on the 1982 adopted Noise Element. Subsequent to the completion of findings and
recommendation of this study, the City of Upland adopted a General Plan Update in September 2015. The Safety
Element of this update sets policy guidelines for noise mitigation. Although QZ are not specifically mentioned,
Policy SAF-1.9 (Alternative to Sound Walls) encourages “the use of design strategies and other noise reduction
methods along transportation corridors in lieu of sound walls to mitigate noise impacts and enhance aesthetics”.

4.1.5 General Plan - Summary

In summary, the recently updated and approved General Plan has incorporated TOD policy and planning direction
that would support the Project. As part of the PDT the City was provided the Federal Transit Administration (FTA)
Guidance on Joint Development (see Appendix B) along with State and Regional TOD planning and funding
programs to inform them of potential external government funding and support opportunities. State and regional
land use policies and laws referenced include:

e California Transit Village Plan (CA Government Code Section 65460-65460.11)

e California Bicycle Transportation Plan

e 2012-2035 SCAG Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy
e SCAG/SANBAG Transit Access for Cyclists and Pedestrians Project
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e SANBAG Strategic Plan/Measure |

e SANBAG Long Range Transit Plan

e SANBAG San Bernardino County Non-Motorized Transportation Plan

e SANBAG ARRIVE Corridor Study Project (completed in September 2015)
e FTA Joint Development Guidelines

e Omnitrans System-Wide Transit Corridor Plan

e Omnitrans Short Range Transit Plan

As part of the PDT, the City reviewed these suggestions and indicated the General Plan Update emphasized
TOD/smart growth throughout the document and in the land use plan. The City also indicated a proposed General
Plan action item in the General Plan Update is to draw from current funding sources to facilitate TOD, so it can
incorporate new funding sources or information whenever it becomes available.

For the Project and surrounding area, the HDUSP provides the most comprehensive and recent City policy and
regulatory document to serve as a foundation for including coordinated TOD policy and planning in the General
Plan, and also can serve as a model for incorporating overall General Plan TOD policy and planning.

4.2 Review of Upland Historic Downtown Vision and Specific Plan

The HDUSP, adopted in 2011, provides a recent and fairly comprehensive plan for TOD and community
enhancement in Downtown Upland and around the Metrolink Station. Importantly, the HDUSP recognizes the
importance of significant housing and population density that is both transit and pedestrian/bike oriented as a
means to revitalize Downtown Upland and meet other City goals as well as to promote land use and transit goals
supported by State and regional planning. The HDUSP is well crafted and generally incorporates sound planning
principles, designs and approaches. Given the general nature of specific plan regulations and the uniqueness
and planning schedule of SANBAG properties in the HDUSP area, certain specific plan provisions, when
universally applied to SANBAG properties, may not fully achieve or advance the Vision and intent for Downtown
Upland. The HDUSP recognizes, like all specific plans, that all planning and regulatory details are not completely
covered. The Project reflects this fact and emphasizes the benefit for both the City and SANBAG to coordinate
on a focused and entitled plan within the HDUSP for SANBAG properties and potential partner properties. During
the development of this project, City of Upland staff concurred that the City will work with SANBAG to design a
project that meets the intent of the updated General Plan.

As part of an initial scan, some of the larger possible Project issues not clearly addressed in the HDUSP that
could become areas of Project discussion and possible inclusion, include:

e Future rail corridor ROW and configuration needs;

e Rail corridor noise planning and funding;

e Future rail transit services;

e Future bus and rail transit interconnection routes, services, and facilities;

e The City’s loss of Redevelopment Project authority and funding;

e City pedestrian and bike infrastructure funding;

e Mutual cost savings and increased benefits by City and SANBAG coordination; and

e Entitled concept land use approvals for both SANBAG properties and QZ infrastructure.

These are discussed in more detail in Section 4.2.2 (Chapter 2 Existing Conditions) and Section 4.2.6 (Chapter
6 Design Standards and Guidelines).

Following is a summary and analysis by chapter of HDUSP issues relative to the Project for discussion.
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4.2.1 HDUSP Chapter 1 - Introduction

If utilizing and maximizing the benefits of transit access and mobility is desired, then referencing and coordinating
to a greater extent with the regional transit plans and the State provisions for Transit Villages could be helpful.
This would help guide HDUSP area investors to see the larger picture and better coordinate with State standards
to create a more walkable and vibrant center. Section E would be logical to make these references,
interrelationships, and regional investments in HDUSP.

4.2.2 HDUSP Chapter 2 - Existing Conditions

On page 2-7 of the HDUSP, the Project may provide the opportunity to add text to HDUSP Chapter 7 (summary
discussion presented in Section 4.2.7) that reflects the enhanced coordination with Metrolink services/facilities in
the Citrus Transportation District. For instance, an overlay district that incorporates the Project area and
SANBAG transit related features may be a means to incorporate and conceptually entitle the outcomes of the
Project.

Figure 4.3 (HDUSP Figure 2-1), Figure 4.4 (HDUSP Figure 2-2) and Figure 4.5 (HDUSP Figure 2-5), could be
updated to reflect the Project, along with additional language in the document applicable to the overlay area that
would provide development standards. Figure 4.4 does not show 2nd Avenue (a Local Street) as a through street
across the rail ROW. This needs to be updated in light of the City’s direction of keeping 2" Avenue open as a
direct link from 1-10 to the downtown.

Figure 4.3: HDUSP Downtown Districts Map
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Figure 4.4: HDUSP Existing Land Use Map
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Figure 4.5: HDUSP Parking Map
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On page 2-12 through 2-13 of the HDUSP it may be beneficial to note that transit facilities and services provide
pedestrian delivery systems. Given the pedestrian oriented objectives of the HDUSP, this discussion could be
expanded/updated to include the SANBAG ARRIVE Corridor to promote Downtown Upland as a transit
destination, the SCAG/SANBAG Transit Access for Cyclists and Pedestrians Project, the SANBAG/San
Bernardino County Non-Motorized Transportation Plan to enhance pedestrian/bike mobility around the Metrolink
Station, and Omnitrans’ plans to provide better transit services to the Metrolink station. On Figure 4.5 it is not
clear if the parking adjacent to the Metrolink platforms was included in HDUSP.

4.2.3 HDUSP Chapter 3 - Downtown Vision

The downtown vision is sound and recognizes the critical importance of residential (customer and commuter)
density in the downtown and next to transit. Residential density is the foundation to facilitate a pedestrian
environment and a vibrant downtown. Chapter 3 mentions that projects in the HDUSP should review the intent of
the Specific Plan. However, it would be beneficial if the findings for project approvals in the HDUSP, as required
in Chapter 9, include promotion or advancement of the Downtown Vision.

As mentioned earlier in reference to page 2-7 of the HDUSP, it may be helpful to reference and incorporate the
outcomes of the Project in an update to HDUSP Figures 3-1, 3-2, and 3-12, to show progress in implementing the
HDUSP and provide additional direction (Figure 4.6, Figure 4.7 and Figure 4.8). One of the cost-effective
methods of communication could be to advertise progress on the City's website about how the Specific Plan is
being implemented, similar to what the City will have for the General Plan. Basically, this would entail showcasing
a project underway that is working to accomplish the Specific Plan vision and can be an effective case study for
collaborative joint venture projects, moving forward.

Figure 4.6: HDUSP Downtown Vision Concept Plan
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4.2.4 HDUSP Chapter 4 - Goals, Objectives, Policies and Actions

The Goals, Objectives, Policies and Actions appear well constructed and consistent with sound planning practice.
However it may be beneficial to include an additional Goals, Objectives, Policies and Actions section for the
outcomes related to the Project. This additional Goal to Actions could help advance the Project and entitle its
implementation. It also may potentially provide the City with an example for key collaborative efforts to implement
the HDUSP with other prime property and facility owners.

Figure 4.7: HDUSP Euclid District
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Figure 4.8: HDUSP Citrus Transportation District
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Source: HDUSP Figure 3-1, Page 3-3, 2011

The HDUSP notes that project applicants should review Chapter 4 to ensure that the proposed project is
consistent with the overall goals, objectives and policies for the Specific Plan Area. As noted in Section 4.2.3, it
would appear beneficial to include in the findings for project approvals in the HDUSP as required in Chapter 9 to
include consistency with the Goals, Objectives, Policies and Actions of Chapter 4.

Overall Actions could be updated to reflect the recent and current regional plans and projects that relate to
various Goals, Objectives and Policies. For instance, Actions for Goal 6 could include implementing actions the
City can make consistent with the regional pedestrian, bike and transit mobility plans recently completed (or in the
process of completion).

For example,

g

Policy 3.2.3: Policy interpretation appears flexible. However, although ground floor commercial uses for
parking facilities are excellent ideas, for some narrow lots or areas that may not fully support a narrow
and expensive storefront, this could be a significant barrier that may deter desired projects. This may be
an issue for the SANBAG sites south of the rail ROW as suggested in Figure 4.6 to Figure 4.8.

Action 6.1: It appears this Action likely requires design and planning on private and public land on each
side of the rail ROW, along with private sector funding participation. For example, SANBAG has
creatively worked with the City of Redlands to coordinate planning of their downtown rail transit station
and city parking structure. This included preplanning for a possible pedestrian bridge over the rail
corridor. This preplanning will help reduce costs for a potential public pedestrian bridge over the rail
ROW and between a planned City parking structure and potential future private land use development. A
more inclusive Action could tap into this type of opportunity.

Action 6.3.2: This Action appears to specifically address some of the issues that are subject to the
Project. The Project may define more beneficial alternatives to the detailed approach outlined in the
current Action 6.3.2, and may prompt an edit to this Action.
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4.2.5 HDUSP Chapter 5 - Development Code

The stated purpose of the Development Code is to provide “precise specifications” for uses, building heights,
setbacks, and parking. The Project will provide a conceptual identification of the planned/possible rail ROW and
remaining SANBAG property available for TOD. ROW analysis and pre-conceptual engineering is needed and is
presented in Chapter 5. A preliminary base case analysis using existing conceptual level ROW and SANBAG
property dimension, defined conceptual maximum building configurations to help guide the Project in creating
conceptual alternatives and a Proposed Project Implementation Plan. As noted above in Section 4.1.1, the City
provided an estimated “realistic capacity” of 41 dwellings per acre plus ground floor commercial development for
the two SANBAG properties. The City’s estimated capacity is about 75% of the planning maximum density of 55
dwelling units per acre allowed in the HDUSP.

The HDUSP divides the specific plan area into several districts that have similar, but separate development code
standards. The SANBAG Project sites are contained within the Euclid District and Citrus Transportation District.
Some portions of the SANBAG rail ROW on the eastern edge of the specific plan are also within the Residential
Transit District (shown in Figure 4.3). One SANBAG site north of Stowell and east of 2nd Avenue (Figure 4.9) is
wholly within the Citrus Transportation District. The other SANBAG site north of Stowell Street and between
Euclid and 2nd Avenues (Figure 4.10), is within both the Euclid District and Citrus Transportation District
boundaries. The development code standards applicable to the two SANBAG Project sites are similar. However
to provide a base framework for discussion, and for conceptual entitiement approval and possible SANBAG RFP
to develop a site, or sites, a summary of sufficient HDUSP development standards and a base case development
block massing diagram for each site is provided.

The summary review of the HDUSP Chapter 5 Development Code on the Project’'s two SANBAG properties is
summarized below. As development planning and design can be complicated, and various design and project
directions and details can bring up other City regulatory issues, the following summary is intended to provide an
initial indication of Development Code issues to discuss and address in the Project.

SANBAG Property #1 — Development Code

The SANBAG property #1 is within the HDUSP’s Citrus Transportation District (Figure 4.9). Figure 4.10
graphically identifies the primary setbacks for the property as identified in the HDUSP and described in more
detail below. Figure 4.10 also graphically shows a potential setback from the regional rail corridor ROW that is
an overall Citywide issue and discussed in Section 4.2.6. The Citrus Transportation District setback and height
limits are illustrated in Figure 4.11.

The setback standards for the Project property’s rear setback do not take into consideration the special situation
of being adjacent to a regional transportation and rail transit corridor and ROW. This ROW has very limited and
specialized access requirements and a minimum of 3 to 5 feet setback from the rail transportation corridor. Similar
to the front yard setbacks, setback standards adjacent to City roadways is suggested not only for this District and
the HDUSP, but for all properties in the City adjacent to the regional rail corridor and ROW. This setback would
allow properties unrestricted access from their property to maintain their property adjacent to rail ROW, and if
landscaped, provides the City of Upland with an attractive rail corridor and rail ‘front door’ to the City.

Following is an initial summary of the Development Code District standards for SANBAG property #1. Review
comments are noted in sub-bullets.

e Location: NE 2nd/Stowell — APN:1046-605-01
e Located in the Citrus Transportation District
e Permitted Uses: See HDUSP Table 5-1.
0 The permitted uses in the HDUSP Table 5-1 appear appropriate. Desired Primary Uses are
Mixed-Use Residential, Retail, Restaurants, and Entertainment
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Figure 4.9: HDUSP Citrus Transportation District: Visual Simulation

Source: HDUSP, Page 5-32, 2011

o Allowed Frontage Types: Forecourt/Patio, Arcade, Gallery (See Section F.1 for general standards).

0 These appear reasonable, but a more industrial frontage consistent with the history of the area
may be appropriate to consider.

e Minimum lot: width = 50 feet, and depth = 130 feet.

e The current existing lot depth is 77 feet and an existing non-conformity. Subdivision of this property may
be needed or desirable for redevelopment. A cost efficient solution to this regulatory non-conformity
would be desirable. Residential Density: 55 DU/acre maximum.

o City Housing Element estimated “realistic capacity” density is 46 DU/acre. The diagrams and
calculations used to determine ‘realistic capacity’ could be helpful.

e Height: 2 stories minimum, 4 stories or 55 feet maximum, with ground floor height (retail, commercial or
public uses) 12 feet minimum clear floor to ceiling height. An architectural feature may exceed the height
limit by 10 feet if the feature is appropriate to the architectural style of the building.

0 Heights seem reasonable, but could undesirably limit any proposed parking structure.
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e Building Setback Front [facing Stowell — to be confirmed with the City]: 0 feet minimum and 5 feet
maximum. The Upper Floor Setback is 10 feet minimum at the fourth story.
0 Seems reasonable.
e Building Setback Side - Corner lot: 0 feet minimum, 10 feet maximum; except 5 feet minimum at fourth
story on the street side setback
0 Seems reasonable.

Figure 4.10: Setback for SANBAG property #1 — APN:1046-605-01

Top Floor Setback 10° I Prop

= W I Bottom Floor Setback 0-5° [ Prop

Figure 4.11: HDUSP Citrus Transportation District Setback and Height Limits
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Source: HDUSP, Page 5-33, 2011

e Building Setback Side - Interior lot: 0 feet minimum, subject to the requirements of UMC Chapter 15,
Buildings and Construction; No maximum
0 Seems reasonable.
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e Building Setback Side - Side alley: 3.5 feet minimum and 5 feet maximum. When properly designed to
accommodate it, such yard may be set back further to allow for semi-public spaces, vehicle parking
and/or loading purposes.

0 Seems reasonable.

e Building Setback Rear: 0 feet minimum and no maximum. Fronting alley: 5 feet minimum and no
maximum.

o For properties with rear setbacks facing the regional rail corridor ROW, this is not desirable,
because it does not facilitate building maintenance (and graffiti removal) without rail corridor
owner permission. Given regional and interstate rail activities, permission may not be
conveniently available. Also, a 0 feet setback does not allow any landscaping and presentation of
an attractive ‘front door’ to the City of Upland. A 3-5 feet setback, perhaps landscaped, is
suggested for all properties in the City of Upland fronting on the regional rail corridor. An
example of such an approach is noted in Section 2.2.6 of this memo.

e Building Setback facing 2nd Avenue: 0 feet minimum and 5 feet maximum on the side of the building
facing 2nd Avenue.

0 Seems reasonable. City confirmation that this supersedes the Corner lot setback is needed.

e Building Transparency: Minimum 70 percent transparency where ground floor use is non-residential,
commercial or office.

0 These appear reasonable, but as mentioned above, a more industrial frontage consistent with the
history of the area may be appropriate to consider. If allowed, a reduction in transparency would
likely be appropriate.

¢ No direct vehicular access onto 2nd Avenue

0 Seems reasonable.

SANBAG Property #2 — Development Code

The SANBAG property #2 is within both the HDUSP’s Euclid and Citrus Transportation Districts (Figure 4.9,
Figure 4.10, Figure 4.11, Figure 4.12 and Figure 4.13). The westerly approximately 265’ (as initially estimated
by basic visual inspection) is located in the Euclid District. The boundary between the two Districts should be
resolved by the implementing entities during Project development. Figure 4.12 graphically identifies the primary
setbacks for the property as identified in the HDUSP and is described in more detail below. Figure 4.12 also
graphically shows a potential setback from the regional rail corridor ROW that is an overall Citywide issue and
discussed Section 4.2.6 of this memo.

The Euclid District setback and height limits are illustrated in Figure 4.14, and the Citrus Transportation District
setback and height limits are shown earlier in Figure 4.11.There may be questions about how to transition the
Development Code standards at the boundary of the Districts, but these can be addressed by the implementing
entities during Project creation. Figure 4.15 illustrates the type of development the HDUSP guides for fronting on
Euclid Avenue.

Following is an initial summary of the Development Code District standards for SANBAG property #2, located
north of Stowell Street between Euclid/2nd — APN:1046-605-03

District: The western approximately 265’ is located in the Euclid District

e Permitted Uses: See HDUSP Table 5-1.
0 The permitted uses in the HDUSP Table 5-1 appear appropriate. The Desired Primary Uses are
Office, Retall, Single-Family Residential, Multi-Family Residential, Mixed-Use, and Institutional.
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Figure 4.12: HDUSP Euclid District
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Source: HDUSP, Page 5-11, 2011
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Figure 4.13: Setback for SANBAG property #2 — APN:1046-605-03
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Figure 4.14: HDUSP Euclid District Setback and Height Limits
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Figure 4.15: HDUSP Development lllustration for Euclid Avenue Frontage

Source: HDUSP, Page 5-11, 2011

e Expansion of Commercial or Industrial Uses: The use, modification and/or conversion of any existing
commercial or industrial building or structure for a more intensive purpose shall not be permitted except
as may otherwise be authorized as a conditional use, in accordance a Major Use Permit described in
Chapter 9.

0 Seems reasonable given Euclid’s role as one of the City’s (attractive) vehicular ‘front doors’

e Allowed Frontage Types: Porch, Stoop, Forecourt, Arcade, Gallery (See Section F.1 for general
standards)

0 Seems reasonable. A transition to the Citrus Transportation District standards on the same lot
that do not allow stoops maybe a consideration.

¢  Minimum lot width: 90 feet

0 The current existing lot depth is 80 feet (from Stowell Street) and may be an existing non-
conformity. Subdivision of this property may be needed or desirable for redevelopment. A cost
efficient solution to this potential regulatory non-conformity would be desirable.

e Residential Density: 40 du/acre maximum

o City Housing Element estimated “realistic capacity” density is 46 DU/acre for the entire site, and
included the eastern portion of the site governed by the Citrus Transportation District standards.
The diagrams and calculations used to determine ‘realistic capacity’ could be helpful. How
maximum residential density is calculated for a site with multiple standards should be resolved
during Project development phase

e Height: 3 stories or 40 feet maximum, with ground floor height (retail, commercial or public uses) 12 feet
minimum clear floor to ceiling height. An architectural feature may exceed the height limit by 10 feet if the
feature is appropriate to the architectural style of the building.

0 Heights seem reasonable, but will undesirably limit any proposed parking structure.
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District:

D

Building Setback along Euclid: An average of 25 feet, with no building or structure closer than 15 feet
from the front property line. The Upper Floor Setback is 20 feet minimum at the third story.

0 Seems reasonable given the uniform landscaped design of Euclid Avenue.

Building Setback at Side - Corner lot: 0 feet minimum, 10 feet maximum.

0 Seems reasonable. It is assumed this is adjacent to Stowell Street, and should be confirmed with
the City of Upland.

Building Setback at Side - Interior lot: O feet minimum for adjacent zero-lot line products (town- home,
row-house or similar which share a party wall), subject to the requirements of UMC Chapter 15, Buildings
and Construction.

0 lItis assumed this is adjacent to the regional rail corridor ROW, and should be confirmed with the
City of Upland. As noted above for properties with rear setbacks facing the regional rail corridor
ROW, this is not desirable, because it does not facilitate building maintenance (and graffiti
removal) without rail corridor owner permission. Given regional and interstate rail activities
convenient permission may not be available. Also, a 0 feet setback does not allow any
landscaping and presentation of an attractive ‘front door’ to the City of Upland. A 3-5 feet
setback, perhaps landscaped, is suggested for all properties in the City of Upland fronting on the
regional rail corridor. An example of such an approach is noted in Section 2.2.6 of this memo.

Building setback at Rear: 0 feet minimum, no maximum. Structure fronting alley = 3.5 feet minimum and 5
feet maximum. When properly designed to accommodate it, such yard may be set back further to allow
for semi-public spaces, vehicle parking and/or loading purposes.

0 Itis assumed this standard applies at the end of the estimation, and to be confirmed, 265’ from
Euclid or not applicable if no site rear lot line within the Euclid District. This should be confirmed
with the City.

Building Transparency: Minimum 70 percent transparency where ground floor use is non-residential,
commercial or office.

0 These appear reasonable, but as mentioned in the discussion of the Citrus Transportation District
standards that co-exist on the same lot as one moves east from Euclid Avenue, a more industrial
frontage consistent with the history of the area may be appropriate to consider. If allowed, a
transitional reduction in transparency would likely be appropriate.

No direct vehicular access for any commercial, commercial/ professional, industrial or multi-family
developments onto Euclid Avenue.

0 Seems reasonable.

Eastern remainder of the property is located in the Citrus Transportation District.

Permitted Uses: See HDUSP Table 5-1.

0 The permitted uses in the HDUSP Table 5-1 appear appropriate. Desired Primary Uses are
Mixed-Use Residential, Retail, Restaurants, and Entertainment.

Allowed Frontage Types: Forecourt/Patio, Arcade, Gallery (See Section F.1 for general standards)

0 These appear reasonable, but a more industrial frontage consistent with the history of the area
may be appropriate to consider. Also a transition to the Euclid District standards on the same lot
that allow stoops may be a consideration.

Minimum lot: width = 50 feet, and depth = 130 feet

0 The current existing lot depth is 80 feet (from Stowell Street) and may be an existing non-
conformity. Subdivision of this property may be needed or desirable for redevelopment. A cost
efficient solution to this potential regulatory non-conformity would be desirable.

Residential Density: 55 du/acre maximum
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o City Housing Element estimated “realistic capacity” density is 46 du/acre for the entire site, and
included the western portion of the site governed by the lower 40 du/acre Euclid District
standards. The diagrams and calculations used to determine ‘realistic capacity’ could be helpful.
How maximum residential density is calculated for a site with multiple standards should be
resolved by the implementing entities.

e Height: 2 stories minimum, 4 stories or 55 feet maximum, with ground floor height (retail, commercial or
public uses) 12 feet minimum clear floor to ceiling height. An architectural feature may exceed the height
limit by 10 feet if the feature is appropriate to the architectural style of the building.

0 Heights seem reasonable, but will require transition to the lower Euclid District standard height.
The height limit may undesirably limit any proposed parking structure.

e Building Setback Front: 0 feet minimum and 5 feet maximum. The Upper Floor Setback is 10 feet
minimum at the fourth story.

0 Assume this setback applies to the site facing Stowell Street, which needs to be confirmed with
the City. The setback will blend and transition with the Euclid District standards. The setback
seems reasonable, but may be subject to suggested adjustment during the Project development
stage.

e Building Setback Side - Corner lot: 0 feet minimum, 10 feet maximum; except 5 feet minimum at fourth
story on the street side setback

0 Seems reasonable.

e Building Setback Side - Interior lot: O feet minimum, subject to the requirements of UMC Chapter 15,
Buildings and Construction; No maximum

0 Seems reasonable.

e Building Setback Side - Side alley: 3.5 feet minimum and 5 feet maximum. When properly designed to
accommodate it, such yard may be set back further to allow for semi-public spaces, vehicle parking
and/or loading purposes.

0 Seems reasonable.

e Building Setback facing 2nd Avenue: 0 feet minimum and 5 feet maximum on the side of the building
facing 2nd Avenue.

0 Seems reasonable.

e Building Setback Rear: 0 feet minimum and no maximum. Fronting alley: 5 feet minimum and no
maximum.

o For properties with rear setbacks facing the regional rail corridor ROW, this is not desirable,
because it does not facilitate building maintenance (and graffiti removal) without rail corridor
owner permission. Given regional and interstate rail activities convenient permission may not be
available. Also, a 0 feet setback does not allow any landscaping and presentation of an attractive
‘front door’ to the City of Upland. A 3-5 feet setback, perhaps landscaped, is suggested for all
properties in the City of Upland fronting on the regional rail corridor. An example of such an
approach is noted in Section 2.2.6 of this memo.

e Building Transparency: Minimum 70 percent transparency where ground floor use is non-residential,
commercial or office.

0 These appear reasonable, but as mentioned above, a more industrial frontage consistent with the
history of the area may be appropriate to consider. If allowed a reduction in transparency would
likely be appropriate.

¢ No direct vehicular access onto 2nd Avenue

0 Seems reasonable.
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Additional Multi-family Standards

HDUSP page 5-44 states “All multi-family residential projects shall be constructed to accommodate and/or
facilitate conversion to condominium ownership.” This was intended to ensure that for-rent or for-sale units would
be built to the same condominium standards, so that for-rent could easily transition to condominiums in the future,
if need be. This would be addressed on the Parcel or Tract Map. The multi-family standard for a minimum unit
size of 750 square feet for a 1 bedroom, and 200 sqg. ft. for each additional bedroom is consistent with the City’s
goals for the downtown. City of Upland staff believes that this will provide for a high-quality product, consistent
with the HDUSP. However, staff concurs that they would need to peruse the multi-family residential standards to
identify which standards need clarification.

Additional Condominium Standards

HDUSP on page 5-44 also states “2.c. Height and Setbacks, the height and setback standards of each district
shall apply for the development of multi-family housing, except as specified below for condominium projects”. The
additional Height and Setback standards in section 2.c. on pages 5-44 to 5-48 are extremely detailed and difficult
to diagram for base case analysis at this time and require confirmation from the City of Upland as to the relevance
and applicability to multi-family residential projects.

Additional Mixed-use Standards

HDUSP on page 5-49 indicates “...The following standards shall apply to all mixed-use projects in Downtown in
addition to the standards for the district in which a project is located.

a. Use Limitations - The non-residential area of a mixed-use project shall be a use allowed within the project’s
district, as shown in Table 5-1. The non-residential area must meet the requirements of the Uniform Building
Code, as adopted by the City, for the type of activity/ use being undertaken.

b. Development Intensity - i. Minimum Lot Area and Dimension. Mixed-use developments are not subject to
minimum lot area or dimension standards. ii. Density. Mixed-use developments shall be permitted to exceed
the maximum residential density permitted in each district by up to 25 percent (for a maximum of 55 units per
acre).

c. Location of Uses - The ground floor portion of a mixed-use development facing a street or alley shall be a
non-residential use, which activates the district in which it is located.

d. Height and Setbacks - The height and setback standards for each district shall apply for mixed-use
developments.

e. Allowed Projections and Encroachments - Architectural features, porches, stoops, balconies, awnings and
canopies may encroach into required setbacks and rights-of-way as identified in the standards for each
district.

f. Open Space - Mixed-use developments containing residential units shall provide a minimum of 100 square
feet per residential unit of usable open space, consisting of a combination of private residential open space
and usable common areas. A minimum of 60 square feet shall be located within the private residential unit.

g. Transparency - The transparency standards for each district shall apply for all mixed-use projects.”

Chapter 5 of the HDUSP also has additional standards for ‘Live-work” and 'Senior Housing’ developments that
are somewhat ancillary and specialized. The balance of Chapter 5 provides standards for frontage types, walls
and fences, parking, open space, landscaping, lighting, non-conforming uses, and signs; and are relatively typical
except for the special Upland Parking and Business Improvement District features and standards. The Upland
Parking and Business Improvement District features and standards help to facilitate reduced parking costs for
development, and the District could potentially be updated to better incorporate and share parking with the City’s
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transit parking resources to mutually reduce overall parking costs. For instance, peak parking demand by time of
day (Table 4.1) could be updated to encourage more shared parking with transit users.

Table 4.1: HDUSP Peak Parking Demand by Time of Day

VE\)leek_day VI\E/eek_day Weekday Night VI\Dleek_end VI\Eleekgnd Weekend Night
Land Use aytime vening (12:00 am to aytime vening (12:00 am to
(8:00 am to 5:00 (6:00 pm to 6:00 am) (8:00 am to 5:00 (6:00 pm to 6:00 am)
pm) 12:00 am) ' pm) 12:00 am) ’
Cultural Use 60% 90% 5% 100% 90% 5%
General Retail 90% 80% 5% 100% 70% 5%
Restaurant 70% 100% 10% 70% 100% 20%
General Office 100% 20% 5% 5% 5% 5%
Hotel/Motel 70% 100% 100% 70% 100% 100%
Entertainment 40% 100% 10% 80% 100% 50%

Source: HDUSP Table 5-3, Page 5-59, 2011

4.2.6 HDUSP Chapter 6 - Design Standards & Guidelines

Design standards and guidelines include “shall” (required) and “should” (desirable) design direction for both
private and public spaces and properties in the HDUSP. Most of this direction is qualitative in nature and subject
to design, aesthetic, and sometimes political evaluation. These qualitative standards provide real costs to
development (design, materials, processing time and project risk), but are hard to define in a schematic and
conceptual Project. Successful implementation of Design Standards and Guidelines is more an art-form and
requires openness, consideration, creativeness and collaboration to advance quality community design. It is
suggested that the implementing entities work to define ways to reduce these potential costs in a mutually
beneficial way, to help reduce development investment barriers for the Project.

The Design Standards and Guidelines appear well crafted and consistent with quality design principles and the
context of Upland; but as qualitative standards, poor interruption or evaluation could limit quality design and
decrease a project’s feasibility.

Critically, the Design Standards and Guidelines fail to address a major design feature in the HDUSP; properties
adjacent to the regional rail transportation and transit corridor. The Design Standards and Guidelines do
“...ensure that buildings located along the Pacific Electric Trail enhance the trail through integrated open space,
landscaping and architectural design.” and provide the following direction:

“C.3.1.1 Sites abutting the Pacific Electric Trail should design the site and buildings to allow visibility and open
access to the trail.

C.3.1.2 Sufficient setbacks and landscape buffers should be provided between the trail and adjacent land uses.

C.3.1.3 On-site landscaping should be coordinated and transition to the landscaping along the trail. California-
friendly plant species should be planted adjacent to the trail wherever possible.

C.3.1.4 Building facades facing the trail should include articulation, architectural detailing and amenities that
address the trail as a pedestrian corridor. Such elements may include the use of natural building materials,
decorative windows, canopies, shaded seating areas and public artwork, so long as they don’t project into the trail
ROW.”

The direction provided for sites adjacent the Pacific Electric Trail is similarly applicable for sites adjacent to the

regional rail and transit corridor; particularly given substantially more people are likely to traverse the regional rail
and transit corridor. The regional rail and transit corridor is an important ‘front door’ to the City. Design Standards

D
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for properties adjacent to the corridor could be similar to those provided for the Pacific Electric Trail. Incorporating
the unique conditions of the rail corridor seems beneficial and warranting consideration.

Chapter 6 includes Commercial Core — Proposed Minimum Functional Zone Widths standards (Table 4.2) that
may require street dedication and loss of development potential on the SANBAG properties. This should be
factored into the constraints and alternative land use concepts tasks to be conducted later in this Project.

Table 4.2: HDUSP Commercial Core Proposed Minimum Functional Zone Widths Standards

Existing Existing Functional Zone Width
Street Segment Right-of-Way Sldewalk_/ - - -
Width Parkway Wldth Pedestrian Public Amenity Frontage Zone
(each side) Zone Zone
Between D Street , , , ) )
1st Avenue and A Street 80 16 8 4 4
Between Stowell
1st Avenue Street. and 8" 68’ 15’ 8 4 3
Street.
Between Arrow
2nd Avenue Highway. and C 80’ 16’ 8’ 4 4
Street.
Between C Street , , , , ,
2nd Avenue and A Street 80 145 8 4 25
2nd Avenue Sﬁé"‘g?fgtfeitt’eet 77 185 g 6 45
Between Arrow
3rd Avenue Highway and A 80’ 15’ 8 4 3
Street
Between Stowell
3rd Avenue Street. and 8" 78’ 24 12 8 4
Street.
Between Euclid
9th Street Avenue and 1st 80’ 11.5 6’ 4 1.5
Avenue
9th Street Between 1st Avenue 80’ 14 g & 2
and 3" Avenue.
Between Euclid
C Street Avenue. and 3 80’ 16’ 8’ 4 4
Avenue
Between Euclid
Stowell Street Avenue and Sultana 45’ 9 5 4 o
Avenue
Between Stowell , , , , ,
Sultana Avenue Street and 8" Street 66 15 8 4 3

Source: HDUSP Table 6-1, Page 6-58, 2011

4.2.7 HDUSP Chapter 7 — Circulation and Parking

A key circulation issue around transit stations is the quality and density of bike and pedestrian access between
surrounding land uses and the station. A high density and quality of bike and pedestrian pathways and routes will
maximize the potential for surrounding TOD investment while reducing traffic and parking impacts and costs. The
Chapter could be updated to incorporate relevant projects recently conducted and/or currently in the progress:

e 2012-2035 SCAG Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Community Strategy,
e SCAG/SANBAG Transit Access for Cyclists and Pedestrians Project,

e SANBAG / San Bernardino County Non-Motorized Transportation Plan,

e SANBAG Arrive Corridor Study Project (completed in September 2015),

e Omnitrans System-Wide Transit Corridor Plan, and
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e Omnitrans Short Range Transit Plan.

Discussing parking in the context of a transit oriented and walkable downtown can be challenging, because it
requires a transition from suburban auto dependent and oriented land use planning to more dense and
economically vibrant pedestrian, bike and transit orientation. Chapter 7 provides a good plan for this transition;
however, it does not fully factor in the ability of improved bike and pedestrian access in the area to lessen the
future projection of transit rider parking. Additionally, improved Omnitrans bus service to the transit station can
help reduce the need for parking. The outcomes of the SANBAG ARRIVE Corridor Study Project (completed in
September 2015), closely coordinated with a dense and quality pedestrian and bike network, may provide the
opportunity to reduce parking demand by promoting transit destinations in downtown Upland.

Chapter 7 identifies SANBAG properties #1 and #2 as potential Tier 3 parking areas (Figure 4.16). Access to the
diagrams and calculations used by the HDUSP to define this potential would be helpful during the Project
development phase. Due to the narrow width of these properties, they can work reasonably well for surface
parking, but appear limited and inefficient for multilevel structured parking due to needed ramping, turn
movements and exits, and HDUSP frontage development standards. With the HDUSP data, the implementing
entities can analyze and clarify the parking potential and efficiency of the sites.

Figure 4.16: HDUSP Tier Parking Areas
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Source: HDUSP Figure 7-9, Page 7-20, 2011
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Chapter 7 in HDUSP notes without citation that:

“The Metrolink Station in Downtown Upland will generate additional parking demand. Currently, the station does
not provide enough parking to meet the demand of Metrolink users and some residents choose to board the train
at the nearby Montclair Metrolink Station. If sufficient parking is provided at the Upland Station, some riders who
board in Montclair might choose to board in Upland. Additionally, Metrolink ridership is projected to increase by
up to 40 percent by 2030. Based on these projections, an additional 363 spaces should be provided near the
Upland Metrolink Station to satisfy the Metrolink user base in Upland.

The San Bernardino Associated Governments (SANBAG) will help fund a parking structure in Downtown that will
serve both patrons of Downtown and the Metrolink. It is necessary to locate the Metrolink parking facilities
adjacent to the station to ensure convenient access for Metrolink riders.” At the time of the HDUSP approval
(2011), the SANBAG Board had made no commitment to funding a Downtown parking structure. It would be
helpful if the developers reviewed the data sources for these statements and the conceptual feasibility of
proposed parking structures on SANBAG properties #1 and 2 and the City’s Site “B” in Figure 4.16 as part of the
constraints and background information used in Project alternative development. Also, as land uses at sufficient
densities to create a pedestrian and transit oriented downtown is redeveloped around the transit station, the need
and desirability of transit related parking will diminish.

4.2.8 HDUSP Chapter 8 - Public Utilities and Infrastructure

Chapter 8 summarizes studies prepared by the City’s Public Works Department to assess water, sewer and storm
drainage infrastructure necessary to provide an adequate level of service for long-term implementation of the
Specific Plan. Chapter 9 in part takes the information from Chapter 8 and identifies how planned public utilities
and infrastructure needs from planned redevelopments are implemented. In an initial scan, there are modest
public utility and infrastructure needs identified for the area surrounding the Project properties.

4.2.9 HDUSP Chapter 9 - Implementation

General Implementation Provisions

Under Section A.1: Authority and Scope, as mentioned previously in this memo, HDUSP references to and
adoption consistent with various Federal, State and Regional laws, programs and plans that support TOD and
potential external funding or collaboration opportunities for the HDUSP could be helpful. HDUSP Chapter Tables
9-1 and 9-2 could be amended to summarize the outcomes of any of these references and adoptions.

Administration

The Project, to be fully approved, would likely require approval of:

e Change in Use Application,

e Major Alteration — Site Plan Application,

e Conditional Use Permit (may or may not be needed),
e Shared Parking Application,

¢ Encroachment Permit, and

¢ CEQA documentation approval.

These are a bundle of entittements. The Project is intended as a joint effort between the City and SANBAG to
review and define a potential conceptual development for the Project area that incorporates planned rail ROW
corridor improvements. This review and definition process is similar, if not equivalent, to a conceptual
development approval process. It is hoped the joint and collaborative effort will serve to mutually reduce City and
SANBAG costs and advance mutual goals relative to the Project and its role in furthering the HDUSP. One such
method would be utilizing the Project’s concept design process with the City as an equivalent to several of the
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City’s development entitlement processes; and at conclusion to the Project, have the City substantially entitle the
Project. The HDUSP'’s implementation priorities are listed in Table 4.3.

Project opportunities appear consistent with the following City stated overall high-priority implementation items on
page 9-11 of the HDUSP:

“1. Incentivizing housing in particular but other new development as well, including higher density housing
within mixed use or live/work developments. ... The development of an initial increment of new housing in
Downtown Upland is the most important implementation action. At least 200 new residential units are needed
to attract high-quality retailers to the Downtown. ...

3. Improving business retention and attraction, and economic development efforts.

4. Focusing on expanding support for rehabilitation, remodeling, and seismic retrofitting of Downtown
structures to accommodate contemporary retail formats.

5. Implementing streetscape improvements, including pedestrian and bicycle improvements and “greening” of
alleys in the Downtown. ...”

The collaborating implementing entities (SANBAG, Developers etc.) should review and utilize these and other City
high-priority items identified in Table 4.3 as a guide to collaboration on Project development. These projects
could also be evaluated for updating as they reference Tax Increment Financing (TIF) as a financial resource to
implement the HDUSP. After the City adopted the HDUSP, State Law removed Redevelopment and TIF ability as
part of local government redevelopment efforts. There has been discussion in the State Legislature to reinstate
some form of Redevelopment and/or TIF for infill downtown and planned transit oriented areas like Downtown
Upland, but they have not yet been signed into State law.

The HDUSP could be well positioned to secure external public or private funding for TOD based on recent market
trends and a general State planning direction to encourage this type of development. The implementing entities
should work collaboratively to reduce Project costs and improve Project feasibility to attract both public and/or
private funding. The HDUSP states SANBAG is a funding source for a 2nd priority and mid to long-term parking
structure development across Stowell Street from SANBAG property #2. The statement basis and funding
potential should be clarified by the implementing entities, and the table updated as needed.

Development and Redevelopment Strategies

A prime strategy in the HDUSP is to “use City-owned properties to stimulate private development, especially
housing.” The opportunity for the implementing entities to coordinate land resources to improve potential
development feasibility should be explored and appears consistent with City strategy. The City identifies City and
other publicly owned properties as potential catalyst sites to implement this strategy (Figure 4.17).

Economic Development Strategies

One of the Economic Development Strategies is to “Coordinate existing business and property owner assistance
efforts with the Downtown Specific Plan implementation effort, especially to attract retail tenants identified in the
tenanting program.” The Project could be a site to create development to house and attract desired retail tenants.
Implementing entities’ collaboration on this strategy with City property owner assistance could help advance this
strategy.
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Table 4.3: HDUSP High Priority Projects

L ; Lead Magnitude of . .
Priority | Timeframe Entity Support Cost Financial Resources Comments
Regulatory Actions
Adopt the Specific Plan and EIR. 1 Short-term CD N/A
Amend the Z_omng Code and General Plan to reflect adoption 1 Short-term cb N/A
of the Specific Plan.
Development and Redevelopment

Use City-owned properties to stimulate private development,
especially housing, and continue to acquire property in e . TOD Housing Program, New
Downtown for land assembly as a way to incentivize 1 On-going RD, PD High Markets Tax Credits,Tl, PI
development.
Bring new attached housing projects to Downtown to expand e . .
the residential base and support commercial activity. 1 On-going PD.RD High TOD Housing Program, TI, Pl
Attract additional anchor retailers to Downtown to attract new TI,Pl, Community rNei’iac?eﬁggl-t%ci)tsntegv
customers and drive traffic to existing and new smaller . . Development Block Grant .

: ~ . ) 1 Mid-Term RD CD High . - support specialty
businesses; in particular, target an anchor specialty grocery Special Economic rocery store: Retail
store/deli to Downtown that will serve residents and visitors. Development Provision g y ’

Tenanting Strategy

TI, Capital Fundraising
Strengthen and expand entertainment and cultural offerings Mid to Medium to Campaign, Community
in Downtown, either through expansion of the Grove 2 RD CD ) Development Block Grant

\ . - i Long-term High - -

Theatre's capacity or by developing an additional venue. Special Economic

Development Provision
Develop and foster a public art program and walking tours to Short to
preserve and communicate the historical significance of 2 . RD Main Street Low TI, BID

Mid-term
Downtown Upland.
Provide support for the rehabilitation and adaptive reuse of ?le E?{:d; d%n degree of
the historic packing houses located in the Citrus 2 Mid-term RD CD High TI, PI im rovgement rogram
Transportation District. P It prog
or full rehabilitation

Restaurant/Commercial

Rehab/Facade Improvement

Loan Program, Upland Town

Center Community Rehab

Low to High, Program and Upland Town
Provide financial assistance to improve the appearance of . depending on | Center Construction Loan,
) 2 On-going RD CD .
storefronts and rear entrances of Downtown businesses. number of Community Development
improvements | Block Grant (CDBG) funds,

New Markets Tax Credits,
Rehabilitation Credit, Seismic
Retrofit Property Tax
Exclusion, Tl
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Table 4.3: HDUSP High Priority Projects (continued)

Priority | Timeframe éﬁ??y Support Magr(];(t)l;?e of Financial Resources Comments
Economic Development
Caltrans Community-Based
Develop & implement a comprehensive marketing strategy for CD. Main Transportation Planning Part of tenanting
Downtown that is strategic, multi-pronged and makes the 2 Short-term RD St’reet Low Grant, SCAG Compass strategy for new
most of existing resources. Blueprint Demonstration development
Project, BID
Caltrans Community-Based
. . . . . Transportation Planning
Develop and |n_1p|ement a retail tenanting program to identify 2 Mid-term RD Main Street Low Grant, SCAG Compass
and attract desirable retail tenants to the Downtown. . :
Blueprint Demonstration
Project, BID
Restaurant/Commercial
Rehab/Facade Improvement
Loan Program, Upland Town
Center Community Rehab
Expand support of rehabilitation, remodeling, and seismic Low to High, | Program and Upland Town
retrofitting of Downtown structures that cannot accommodate 1 On-qoin RD cD depending on | Center Construction Loan,
contemporary retail formats and do not satisfy modern going number of Community Development
earthquake standards for construction. rehabilitations | Block Grant (CDBG) funds,
New Markets Tax Credits,
Rehabilitation Credit, Seismic
Retrofit Property Tax
Exclusion, Tl
Support existing and new Downtown businesses through the
Small Busmgss Development Center and othe_r business 1 On-going SBDC RD Low I, BID
support services, such as a fast track land entitlement
process, permitting and fee program.
Revitalize the Farmer's Market and strengthen the Short to
relationship between the Farmer's Market and Downtown 2 Mid-term RD Main Street Low TI, BID
businesses.
Parking
Create a parking monitoring system and perform regular
monitoring of p_arklng utilization to ensure t_hat p_arklng 1 On-going PW RD Medl_um to SCAG Enfo_rC(_e existing time
measures are implemented at the appropriate times and High restrictions
places in Downtown.
Conve_rt on-stregt parking to ar_]gle_d parking \{vhere right-of- 1 On-going PW Medium TI
way width permits and as parking is needed in Downtown.
Provide parking through shared private and public parking €.g. .'f thsre IS aanf
opportunities, and lease privately-owned off-street parking . evening gemand tor
’ 2 On-going CD PW Low TI parking, City could

spaces for public use when additional public parking is
needed and private lots are underutilized.

lease private lot for
public use
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Table 4.3: HDUSP High Priority Projects (continued)

Priority

Timeframe

Lead
Entity

Support

Magnitude of
Cost

Financial Resources

Comments

Parking (Continued)

Construct new public parking structures in the following locations:

Tier 1: South of Stowell Street between 1%t Avenue and 2™
Avenue (3-story minimum parking garage: 254 additional
parking spaces); South of A Street between Euclid Avenue
and 1% Avenue (3-story minimum parking garage: 94
additional parking spaces)

Mid to
Long-term

PW

RD

High

SANBAG, TI, PI

Tier 2: Southeast corner of 1% Avenue and C Street (3-story
parking garage: 109 additional parking spaces); Northwest
corner of 3 Avenue and A Street (3-story parking garage: 94
additional parking spaces); Southeast corner of A Street and
6" Avenue (surface lot: 84 additional parking spaces)

Long-term

PW

RD

High

TI, PI

Tier 3: North of Stowell Street between 2" Avenue and
Sultana Avenue (3-story minimum parking garage: 293
additional parking spaces); North of Stowell Street between
Euclid Avenue and 2" Avenue (3-story minimum parking
garage: 277 additional parking spaces)

Long-term

PW

RD

High

TI, PI

Develop and implement a parking in-lieu fee program to allow
the payments of a fee to the City in-lieu of providing required
parking spaces.

On-going

CD

Low

Restructure the Parking and Business Improvement District to
meet long-term parking needs.

Short-term

PW

RD, CD

Low

TI, PI

Public Realm

Develop detailed plans for and complete a set of consistent
public streetscape improvements for the following streets:

City Streetscape Plan

A Street, C Street, 15t Avenue, 2™ Avenue

Short-term

PW

RD

Medium

Transportation Enhancement
Program

Stowell Street, Sultana Avenue, 3" Avenue

Short to
mid-term

PW

RD

Medium

Transportation Enhancement
Program

4™ Avenue. 57 Avenue, 6" Avenue, Campus Avenue, Arrow
Highway

Mid-term

PW

RD

Medium

Transportation Enhancement
Program

Replace or resurface existing brick planters in street medians
within the Old Town District to complement streetscape
improvements.

Mid-term

PW

RD

Low

N/A

Work with Omnitrans to provide direct bus or shuttle service
to the Upland Metrolink Station.

Mid-term

PW

CD

Low

Develop a signage and public art program to mark significant
landmarks, highlight important gateways into Downtown and
direct visitors throughout the various Downtown Districts.

On-going

CD

RD

Low

TI, PI

Coordinate with public
parking sign program;
re-assess wayfinding
signage.

Establish a maintenance program for sidewalks and monitor
sidewalk paving.

On-going

PW

RD

Low

N/A
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Table 4.3: HDUSP High Priority Projects (continued)

Lead

Magnitude of

Priority | Timeframe Entity Support Cost Financial Resources Comments
Public Realm (continued)
Install signage at the locations identified in the signage Mid to
program that is consistent with the standards and guidelines 2 Lona-term CD PW,RD Low
set forth in Chapter 5, the Development Code. 9
Improve sidewalks in the following areas where paving is
uneven, damaged, or inaccessible for all users:
Arrow Highway from Euclid Avenue to Campus Avenue, 3 Highway Safety Improvement
Avenue from Arrow Highway to 9" Street, 6™ Avenue from Short to . 9 y pro
. h 1 . PW RD Medium Program, Transportation
Arrow Highway to 9" Street, Campus Avenue from Arrow Mid-term
; i Enhancement Program
Highway to 9" Street
Construct new sidewalks in the following areas where
sidewalks are currently missing on one or two sides of the
street:
Stowell Street from Euclid Avenue to Sultana Avenue, A
Street from 3 Avenue to 4™ Avenue, A Street from 6"
Avenue to Campus Avenue, 1% Avenue from 8™ Street to Highway Safety Improvement
Stowell Street, 2" Avenue from Stowell Street to the 5 Mid-term PW RD Medium Pr?) ran)1/ Trans or?ation
Metrolink tracks, 3 Avenue from 8" Street to Stowell Street, Enhgance’ment P?o ram
Sultana Avenue north of Stowell Street, 4" Avenue from A 9
Street to 9™ Street, 5" Avenue south of 9" Street, 6" Avenue
north of A Street
Bicycle Transportation
. . . Account, Highway Safety . )
Insts_al_l mld-bk_)ck crossing trgatments for the crossing of the 5 Mid-term PW RD Low Improvement Program, Bike and Pedestrian
Pacific Electric Trail at Euclid Avenue. ) Master Plan
Transportation Enhancement
Program
Construct a pedestrian and bicycle overpass, between the Bicycle Tran sportation
) . N - Account, Highway Safety
Residential Transit District south of the railroad tracks and the .
. h L m 3 Long-term PW RD High Improvement Program,
Citrus Transportation District north of the tracks, at 4 ;
A Transportation Enhancement
venue
Program
Housing Related Parks
Make improvements to the Pacific Electric Trail, including Program, ITand and Water
planting shade trees and native landscaping, installing Conservatlo_n Fund, Bicycle Bike and Pedestrian
o ; .S B 1 Short-term RCS PW,RD Low Transportation Account,
benches and drinking fountains, and making safe connections - Master Plan
) ; Highway Safety Improvement
to adjacent neighborhoods. .
Program, Transportation
Enhancement Program
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Table 4.3: HDUSP High Priority Projects (continued)

L . Lead Magnitude of . .
Priority | Timeframe Entity Support Cost Financial Resources Comments
Public Realm (continued)
Construct the following additional bicycle facilities consistent with the Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities Master Plan:
Bicycle Transportation
Extend Class II/11l Euclid Bicycle Route south to city limits and Account, Highway Safety
connect northern and southern portions of route between 2 Mid-term PW Medium Improvement Program,
Arrow Highway and Foothill Boulevard Transportation Enhancement
Program
Bicycle Transportation
. . Account, Highway Safety
I_Ext'end Class I/l CampL_Js Avenue bicycle route south to City 5 Mid-term PW Medium Improvement Program,
limit and north through City )
Transportation Enhancement
Program
Bicycle Transportation
. . Account, Highway Safety
é(_jd Class II/lll bicycle route along Arrow Highway through 2 Mid-term PW Low Improvement Program,
ity ;
Transportation Enhancement
Program
Consider pilot project
Develop a “Green Alleys” Program and retrofit public alleys to retrofit one alley
throughout Downtown using such elements as pervious . and see how
h ) Transportation Enhancement o
paving materials, potted plants and trees, park benches, Proaram successful it is; Issue
lighting, allowances for outdoor café seating, and other 9 of theft and taking
amenities. Prioritize the following public alleys: pedestrians off of
primary streets
Alley between 1% Avenue and 2™ Avenue 2 Mid-term PW RD Medium
Alley between 2" Avenue and 3 Avenue 2 Mid-term PW RD Medium
- - 5 -
Bltﬁuld a public park on the southeast corner of 3 Avenue and 2 Mid-term RCS PW.RD High Housing Related Parks City-owned lot
9" Street Program, TI, PI
Build a public plaza on the corner of 2™ Avenue and Stowell . Privately owned public
Street that celebrates the citrus heritage of Upland. 3 Long-term PW CD, RD High Tl Pl space
Develop and implement an open space in-lieu fee program to
allow the payments of a fee to the City in-lieu of providing 2 Short-term CD Low
reguired open space.
Public Facilities and Infrastructure
Water
TOD Housing Program, Infill
Install an 8-inch water line connecting existing water lines on 1 Short to PW Low Infrastructure Grant Program,
both sides of Euclid Avenue and F Street. Mid-term Infrastructure State Revolving

Fund Program
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Table 4.3: HDUSP High Priority Projects (continued)

Priority | Timeframe éﬁ??y Support Magr(];(t)l;?e of Financial Resources Comments
Public Facilities and Infrastructure (continued)
Water (continued)
TOD Housing Program, Infill
Infrastructure Grant Program,
Infrastructure State Revolving
Upgrade the existing 3-inch water line to a 6-inch water line at 1 Short to PW Medium Fund Program TOD Housing
Euclid Avenue and G Street. Mid-term Program, Infill Infrastructure
Grant Program, Infrastructure
State Revolving Fund
Program
TOD Housing Program, Infill
Install an 8-inch water line to eliminate the dead end at 1 Short to PW Medium Infrastructure Grant Program,
Campus Avenue and 8" Street. Mid-term Infrastructure State Revolving
Fund Program
TOD Housing Program, Infill
Upgrade the 6-inch water line to an 8-inch water line at Euclid 5 Long-term PW Low Infrastructure Grant Program,
Avenue and Euclid Place. Infrastructure State Revolving
Fund Program
TOD Housing Program, Infill
Install a new 14-inch water line on 9™ Street parallel to the 2 L t PW Medi Infrastructure Grant Program,
existing 6-inch line, from Campus Avenue to 10" Avenue. ong-term edium Infrastructure State Revolving
Fund Program
TOD Housing Program, Infill
Connect the new 14-inch water line with the existing 6-inch 5 Lona-term PW Low Infrastructure Grant Program,
water line at 9" Avenue and 9" Street. 9 Infrastructure State Revolving
Fund Program
Sewer
TOD Housing Program, Infill
Construct a 12-inch parallel sewer line along the alley west of 1 Short to PW Low Infrastructure Grant Program,
Campus Avenue between Highland and 7" Streets. Mid-term Infrastructure State Revolving
Fund Program
Construct a 12-inch parallel sewer line along 7" Street TOD Housing Program, Infill
between the alley west of Campus Avenue and Campus 1 S_hort to PW Low Infrastructure Grant Progra_m,
y p p
Avenue. Mid-term Infrastructure State Revolving
Fund Program
Construct a 10-inch parallel sewer line along 7" Street TOD Housing Program, Infill
Short to . Infrastructure Grant Program,
between the alley west of Sultana Avenue and Sultana 1 id-t PW Medium Infrastructure State Revolvi
Avenue. Mid-term nfrastructure State Revolving
Fund Program
TOD Housing Program, Infill
Construct a 10-inch parallel sewer line along 9" Street 1 Short to PW L Infrastructure Grant Program,
between 6" and Campus Avenues. Mid-term ow Infrastructure State Revolving
Fund Program
'—) Chapter 4 - Land Use Analysis 41
Final Report June 2016




| Governments |
SANBAG

Working Together

SANBAG
Upland Metrolink Land Use and Constraints Analysis

Table 4.3: HDUSP High Priority Projects (continued)

Lead

Magnitude of

Priority | Timeframe Entity Support Cost Financial Resources Comments
Sewer (continued)
TOD Housing Program, Infill
Construct a 10-inch parallel sewer line along Campus Avenue 1 Short to PW Low Infrastructure Grant Program,
between 9" Street and the first manhole south of 9" Street. Mid-term Infrastructure State Revolving
Fund Program
Construct a 10-inch parallel sewer line along the alley west of Short to L?’gsﬂggti?g GPrrggtr?jnrﬁo I?Q&
Euclid Avenue between the manhole north of 9" Street to A 1 . PW Low gram,
Street. Mid-term Infrastructure State Revolving
Fund Program
TOD Housing Program, Infill
Construct a 10-inch parallel sewer line along Arrow Highway 1 Short to PW Low Infrastructure Grant Program,
between 5" and 6" Avenues. Mid-term Infrastructure State Revolving
Fund Program
TOD Housing Program, Infill
Construct a 10-inch parallel sewer line along 6" Avenue 1 Short to PW Medi Infrastructure Grant Program,
between Arrow Highway and 9™ Street. Mid-term edium Infrastructure State Revolving
Fund Program
TOD Housing Program, Infill
Construct a 10-inch parallel sewer line along the alley west of 2 Mid to PW Low Infrastructure Grant Program,
Euclid Avenue between Arrow Highway and 9" Street. Long-term Infrastructure State Revolving
Fund Program
Source: HDUSP Table 9-1, page 9-13, 2011
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Figure 4.17: HDUSP City and Public Agency Land Ownership
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Parking Monitoring and Strategies

1,000 Feet

The City’'s parking strategies states “Developers considering new projects, whether residential or non-residential,
must be given the right incentives to assist in better parking management. Currently, parking requirements for
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business owners in the Historic Core are waived if they pay a fee. Given the need to stimulate businesses there,
and the amount of parking currently available, this waiver should continue.

Developers creating new built space, however, should be given different incentives — incentives designed to
minimize the amount of onsite parking required, lower development costs, and raise funds for the parking
garages.” and “Nonresidential developers should be given more powerful incentives to participate in pooled
parking rather than provide parking onsite.” The implementing entities can work together to define incentives that
mutually support this strategy. Creative opportunities to incorporate transit facilities and services as replacements
for vehicle access and parking demands could be explored by the implementing entities to fulfil this strategy.

Public Realm Improvement Strategies

One strategy is to “Implement consistent public streetscape improvements throughout Downtown.” However,
visual quality of properties facing the rail corridor is not addressed. During Project development phase, the
implementing entities can explore solutions for the Project, but a more comprehensive Citywide approach to
creating an attractive ‘front door’ to the City of Upland by standards like the aforementioned Pacific Electric Trail
standards in the HDUSP could be beneficial to the City.

Another strategy is to “Work with Omnitrans to provide direct bus and shuttle service to the Upland Metrolink
Station.” The implementing entities will consult with Omintrans as part of the Project scope to address this
strategy.

The strategy to “Improve pedestrian and bicycle facilities to ensure safer travel throughout Downtown” can greatly
help reduce transit and development parking demand and vehicular traffic. Although not specifically associated
with the Project, City expansion of the density and quality of pedestrian and bike facilities to fully radiate in all
directions from the transit station would have a positive impact for the TOD area and further implementation of
this strategy.

Public Facilities and Infrastructure

The strategy states that “Individual developments will be responsible for mitigating their impacts on public
facilities, including making fair-share contributions to mitigating system impacts, where applicable” But does not
indicate how this is implemented. The City should define what public facilities impacts and mitigation strategies
would be applicable to the Project. The implementing entities should work together to responsibly address, but
minimize the costs of mitigation so as to promote Project feasibility and the potential for implementation.

Financing Strategies

The strategy notes that “The City is fortunate to have considerable RDA tax-increment funds, but these funds are
unpredictable both because of the market and ever-changing State financing formulas. Thus, implementation of
the Downtown Specific Plan will require not only traditional RDA funding, but a variety of additional external
funding sources and possibly some local funding sources as well.” With the elimination of RDA tax-increment
funds, alternative City funds and City partnerships with external funding sources and property owners becomes
more critical. The Project provides an opportunity to develop a partnership between the City and SANBAG to
create feasibility and funding for the Project. This is reflective of the City’s tactic to “Develop an opportunistic
strategy to finance projects and programs that take advantage of new funding sources as they become available
in order to accomplish the priorities identified in the Implementation Matrix.” (Table 4.4).
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Table 4.4: HDUSP Recommended Implementation and Funding Matrix

Funding I Lo Funding . -
Name Agency Description / Objective Available Funding Terms Who Qualifies
New Housing
Under the TOD Housing Program, low-interest
loans are available as gap financing for rental Maximum Program loan or grant, or combination
housing developments that include affordable of the two, for a single Housing Development or
units, and as mortgage assistance for for a single housing developer applicant, including
CA Department . o - ) I " . .
TOD Housing Housing and homeownershl_p develop_ments. In addltlon, N any aff|l!ates of such applicant, shall be I|m|t§-3d to Cltles,_countles, transit
Program Communit grants are available to cities, counties and $300 million $17 million per funding round. The total maximum | agencies, developers and
9 Develo m()alnt transit agencies for infrastructure improvements amount of Program assistance for applications redevelopment agencies.
P necessary for the development of specified based on a single Qualifying Transit Station and
housing developments, or to facilitate all awards of Program funds over the life of the
connections between these developments and Program shall be $50 million.
the transit station.
Public Realm
Cities and counties that,
Grant amounts are based on the numbers of Pnyotnht(ra] egﬂé’é tfr(;?v:\L/ﬁi-ch
bedrooms in newly constructed rental and th perio
. . : application is made, have
ownership units restricted for very low and low- .
. . . adopted housing elements
income households for which there is
: . that HCD has found to be
documentation of a completed foundation in substantial compliance
The Housing Related Parks Program is intended inspection during the designated 12- month . . P
) . : : . with housing element law,
to increase the overall supply of housing period covered by the Notice of Funding :
; S and have submitted to
affordable to lower income households by Availability.
S o . - o . . HCD the annual progress
. CA Department providing financial incentives to cities and Qualifying rental units must be rent-restricted for . .
Housing ) . ) . . ) report required by Section
of Housing and counties with documented housing starts for at least 55 years. Ownership units must be
Related 65400 of the Government

Parks Program

Community
Development

newly constructed units affordable to ver y low
or low-income households. The incentives can
be used for the creation of new park and
recreation facilities or improvement of existing
park and recreation facilities.

initially sold to qualifying households at affordable
cost. Any public funds used to achieve
affordability in ownership units must be recovered
on resale and reused for affordable housing for at
least 20 years. Grants for very low income units
will be greater than grants for low-income units.
Bonus grant funds will be awarded for projects
with specific characteristics, such as infill projects
and those serving disadvantaged communities,
among others.

Code within the preceding
12 months.

A city, county, or city and
county that receive funds
may subcontract through a
recreation and park district
or nonprofit organization
that has among its
purposes the conservation
of natural or cultural
resources.
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Table 4.4: HDUSP Recommended Implementation and Funding Matrix (continued)

Funding I Lo Funding . -
Name Agency Description / Objective Available Funding Terms Who Qualifies
Public Realm (continued)
For Qualifying Infill
Projects and Large Multi-
phased Qualifying Infill
Projects. Eligible
applicants include non-
] s Minimum/Maximum grant amounts for Qualifying profit and for profit
The Infill Infrastructure Grant Program assists in Infill Projects: $500,000/$20 million ($250,000 developers and as a joint
the new construction and rehabilitation of L . f .
h ) - ——— minimum for Rural Areas). Grant calculation applicant with the
infrastructure that supports higher-density $197 million; . : .
) CA Department . : S based on number of units, bedroom size, developer, a locality,
Infill . affordable and mixed-income housing in funded by the o . L : : . .
of Housing and . h e . affordability, and density. Minimum/Maximum public housing authority,
Infrastructure . locations designated as infill. New construction, CA HUD from AN )
Community s L h o grant amounts for Qualifying Infill Areas (and or a redevelopment
Grant Program rehabilitation, and acquisition of infrastructure Proposition - - . - i
Development - " - Large Multi-phased Qualifying Infill Projects agency. For Qualifying
required as a condition of or approved in 1C - - . ) <~
- . o ) scored as Areas): $2 million/$30 million ($1 Infill Areas, eligible
connection with approval of Qualifying Infill il - f | See: hed i includ
Projects or Qualifying Infill Areas mifiion minimum for Rura_ Argas). ee: www.nhcd. app |p_ants incude
' ca.gov/fa/iig/NOFA_Application_Presentation.ppt localities, public housing
authorities, redevelopment
agencies, and BIDs as
joint applicants with any of
the other allowed Area
applicants.
The Match is, at a minimum, one Applicant dollar
to one federal dollar for all LWCF grants.
The Land and Water Conservation Fund However, any additional funds used to complete
program provides funds to federal agencies and | $184 million the project are also considered Match. This is a
states. The money allocated to the states may for the first reimbursement program. The Grantee is Cities, counties and
be used for statewide planning, and for competitive expected to finance the entire Project. Up to 50 districts authorized to

Land and Water
Conservation
Fund

CA Department
of Parks and
Recreation

acquiring and developing outdoor recreation
areas and facilities. The program, which is
administered nationally by the National Park
Service was established in September

1964, initially authorized for a 25-year period,
and has been extended for another 25 years, to
January 2015.

round; 60%
for southern
California and
40% for
northern
California.

percent of the actual project expenditures, not to
exceed the Grant amount, will be refunded when
the Project has been completed. For local
agencies, funds are provided through a
competitive selection process. Grants for local
agencies are divided: 60 percent for southern
California and 40 percent for northern California.
State agency allocations are distributed under the
established program formula.

acquire, develop, operate
and maintain park and
recreation areas. State
agencies as defined under
the program.
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Table 4.4: HDUSP Recommended Implementation and Funding Matrix (continued)

Funding _ Lo Funding . -
Name Agency Description / Objective Available Funding Terms Who Qualifies
Public Realm (continued)
To be eligible for BTA funds, a city or county must
prepare and adopt a Bicycle
Transportation Plan (BTP) that complies with

Bicycle BTA provides State funds for city and county Streets and Highways Code Section

Transportation Caltrans projects that improve safety and convenience for 891.2 and is approved by the appropriate Cities, counties

Account (BTA) bicycle commuters. Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) or

Regional Transportation Planning Agency (RTPA)

and the Caltrans Bicycle

Facilities Unit.

The maximum federal reimbursement ratio for all The applicant must be a
The amount HSIP projects is 90 percent. The maximum city or a county within the
of federal federal reimbursement amount for any single State of California.
safety funds HSIP project is $900,000. All project expenses Exceptions to this

. HSIP funds are eligible for work on any publicly- | available in that exceed the $900,000 maximum federal requirement will be

Highway Safety - . - . - .
owned roadway or bicycle/pedestrian pathway the 2009/10 reimbursement amount will be the responsibility reviewed by the

Improvement Caltrans h . . ) f . -
or trail that corrects or improves the safety forits | FFY is of the project sponsor and will not be eligible for Department of

Program (HSIP) . - . -
users. expected to reimbursement. Projects should not require the Transportation (Caltrans),

be acquisition of significant rights of way (not more Headquarters - Division of
approximately | than 10 percent of the construction cost), nor Local Assistance (HQ-
$50 million. should they require extensive environmental DLA)
review and mitigation. on a case-by-case basis.
The Transportation Enhancement Program This list is exclusive. Only these activities are
helps expand transportation choices and eligible to be accounted for as Transportation
enhance transportation through twelve eligible Enhancement activities. They are: 1. Provision of
transportation enhancement surface facilities for pedestrians and bicycles; 2. Provision
transportation activities, including pedestrian California of safety and educational activities for pedestrians Regional Transportation
and bicycle infrastructure and safety programs, receives and bicyclists; 3. Acquisition of scenic easements Pla?min A encli)es and
landscaping beautification, historic preservation, about $75 and scenic or historic sites; 4. Scenic or historic CaItrang Dg artment
and environmental mitigation. Transportation million per highway programs (including the provision of districts Thgse are
enhancement activities are a means of more ear Aplocal tourist and welcome center facilities); 5. o ram.me d into the
. creatively and sensitively integrating surface year. Landscaping and other scenic beautification; 6. program

Transportation ; - or L o e Interregional
transportation facilities . Historic preservation; 7. Rehabilitation and -

Enhancement Caltrans . . ; . State funding . L - S Transportation
into their surrounding communities. What . operation of historic transportation buildings,

Program L ) share is S h Lo Improvement Program
distinguishes transportation enhancement required in structures or facilities (including historic railroad (ITIP) and also become
activities from other worthwhile "quality-of-life" ea(z:h facilities and canals); 8. Preservation of ar t of the STIP. Proiects
and environmental activities are their potential to reimbursed abandoned railway corridors (including the ﬁwst meet the cr.iteri e{ for
create a transportation experience that is more hase of conversion and use thereof for pedestrian or statewide significance to
than merely adequate. At the same time they P bicycle trails); 9. Control and removal of outdoor €S9

work. be considered for the ITIP.

may protect the environment and provide a
more aesthetic, pleasant and improved interface
between the transportation system for the
communities and people adjacent to
transportation facilities.

advertising; 10. Archaeological planning and
research; 11. Environmental mitigation to address
water pollution due to highway runoff or reduce
vehicle-caused wildlife mortality while maintaining
habitat
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Table 4.4: HDUSP Recommended Implementation and Funding Matrix (continued)

Funding I Lo Funding . -
Name Agency Description / Objective Available Funding Terms Who Qualifies
Public Realm (continued)
Anticipate
Measure | is the half-cent sales tax collected i?telsz million
throughout San Bernardino County for revenue and
transportation improvements. San Bernardino state/federal Funds are distributed as follows: 29% Freeway
County voters first approved the measure in funds. with Projects; 11% Freeway Interchange
Measure | San Bernardino November 1989 to ensure that needed $4 52'0 million Projects; 20% Major Street Projects; 20% Local San Bernardino County
County transportation projects were implemented fro’m tax Street Projects; 8% Metrolink/ Rail Service; 2% Jurisdictions
countywide through 2010. In 2004, San revenue Eor Express Bus; 8% Senior and Disabled Transit
Bernardino County voters overwhelmingly the San Service; 2% Traffic Management.
approved the extension of the Measure | sales Bernardino
tax through 2040. Valley
SUBAREA

Rehabilitation

and Redevelopment

New Markets
Tax
Credits (NMTC)

HUD

The NMTC Program permits taxpayers to
receive a credit against Federal income taxes
for making qualified equity investments in
designated Community Development Entities
(CDEs).The federal subsidy goes to qualifying
projects in the form of below-market interest
rates and more flexible loan terms like longer
amor tizations and higher loan-to-value ratios.

Substantially all of the qualified equity investment
must in turn be used by the CDE to provide
investments in low-income communities.
Throughout the life of the NMTC Program, the
Fund is authorized to allocate to CDEs the
authority to issue to their investors up to the
aggregate amount of $23 billion in equity as to
which NMTCs can be claimed.

An organization wishing to
receive awards under the
NMTC Program