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SUMMARY OF LCP AMENDMENT REQUEST NO. 1-08B 
 
Request by the City of Laguna Beach to amend the Implementation Plan (IP) portion of 
the Local Coastal Program (LCP) by making various changes throughout the Parking 
Ordinance, Chapter 25.52 of Title 25 (Zoning Code).  Ordinance No. 1472 was submitted 
for Commission action via City Council Resolution No. 07.040. 
 
The provisions included in this amendment that raise public access and visitor serving 
issues include: 1) new language that inappropriately defines what constitutes an 
intensification of use and does not require consideration of parking in all cases of new 
development; 2) new language that removes the existing three-certificate limitation on the 
City’s issuance of in-lieu parking certificates under certain circumstances but without 
foreseeable plans to construct replacement parking; 3) the relaxation of parking 
requirements for uses the City is trying to encourage (i.e. incentive uses).  Staff is 
recommending suggested modifications that appropriately define what constitutes an 
intensification of use and requires that provision of parking be considered for all cases of 
new development; imposes a requirement for a parking and traffic management program 
that would identify how in-lieu fees will be used to address parking and traffic 
management deficiencies before the City allows a use to obtain more than three in-lieu 
certificates; and requires implementation of transportation demand measures before 
relaxing parking requirements for incentive uses.  Two of the suggested modifications 
(Nos. 2 and 5) are identical with suggested modification that the Commission made to 
LCPA 1-07C and that the City subsequently accepted.  Suggested modification No. 4 is 
almost identical with suggested modification that the Commission made to LCPA 1-07C 
and accepted by the City with the exception of the additional language to allow for a 
parking reduction when a use is replaced by a use of the same level of intensity.  
Suggested modification No. 3 closely tracks a suggested modification that the 
Commission made to LCPA 2-07 and that the City has also accepted.  Suggested 
modification No. 1 is recommended in order to assure that the provision of parking is 
considered in all development cases, and mirrors Suggested Modification No. 5. 
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Other changes proposed include: adding language that allows parking demand analyses 
to consider the number of employees or shifts in the demand calculation; a new 
requirement that all valet parking, whether it is required to serve a proposed use or is non-
required parking, is subject to approval of a conditional use permit, and also outlining 
information to be submitted when valet parking approval is sought; a new requirement that 
all commercial lots (meaning parking lots that charge a fee) will require approval of a 
conditional use permit and outlining the information that must be submitted with an 
application for approval of a commercial parking lot; and, replacing specific approval 
authorities (e.g. Planning Commission, Design Review Board) with the term “approval 
authority.”  In addition, the proposed amendment would allow required parking to be 
located off-site when located within 600 feet of the establishment it serves and when it is 
owned either by the same entity that owns the property upon which the use generating the 
demand is located (and is deed restricted for the parking use) or owned by the City if the 
use is located in the Civic Art District. 
 
The Local Coastal Program Amendment affects only the Implementation Plan portion of 
the certified LCP.  No changes are proposed to the Land Use Plan.  
 
 
SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
 
Staff is recommending that the Commission, after public hearing: 
 
Deny the amendment request to the Implementation Plan as submitted. 
Approve the amendment request to the Implementation Plan if modified as 
recommended. 
 
The proposed amendment, if modified as recommended, would be in conformance with 
and adequate to carry out the provisions of the certified Land Use Plan.  The motions to 
accomplish this recommendation are found on pages 3 & 4. 
 
STANDARD OF REVIEW 
 
The standard of review for the proposed amendment to the LCP Implementation Plan is 
conformance with and adequacy to carry out the provisions of the certified Laguna Beach 
Land Use Plan. 
 
SUMMARY OF PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 
 
Section 30503 of the Coastal Act requires public input in Local Coastal Program 
development.  It states: 
 
During the preparation, approval, certification, and amendment of any local coastal 
program, the public, as well as all affected governmental agencies, including special 
districts, shall be provided maximum opportunities to participate.  Prior to submission of a 
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local coastal program for approval, local governments shall hold a public hearing or 
hearings on that portion of the program which has not been subjected to public hearings 
within four years of such submission. 
 
Public hearings were held for the proposed amendment request on May 15, 2007, May 1, 
2007, March 20, 2007, February 14, 2007, and January 10, 2007.  Because the proposed 
zoning ordinance amendment is of city-wide effect, notices were published in the local 
newspaper.  
 
 
STAFF NOTE:  LCPA 1-08B is part of a single LCPA submittal that includes three 
separate components.  In addition to the subject component, LCPA 1-08B Parking, the 
LCPA also included component 1-08A which proposed changes to regulations regarding 
RV parking in residential zones and landscaping requirements in R-1 (Residential Low 
Density) zones.  This staff report addresses only LCPA 1-08B and the changes proposed 
to Chapter 25.52 of the certified Implementation Plan contained in City Council Ordinance 
1472. 
 
ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 
 
Copies of the staff report are available on the Commission’s website at 
www.coastal.ca.gov and at the South Coast District office located in the ARCO Center 
Towers, 200 Oceangate, Suite 1000, Long Beach, 90802.  To obtain copies of the staff 
report by mail, or for additional information, contact Meg Vaughn in the Long Beach office 
at (562) 590-5071. 
 
I. STAFF RECOMMENDATION
 
Following a public hearing, staff recommends the Commission adopt the following 
resolutions and findings. 
 
A. Denial of the IP Amendment as Submitted
 

MOTION: I move that the Commission reject the Implementation Plan 
Amendment No. 1-08B for the City of Laguna Beach as submitted. 

 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION OF REJECTION: 

 
Staff recommends a YES vote.  Passage of this motion will result in rejection of 
Implementation Plan amendment and the adoption of the following resolution and findings.  
The motion passes only by an affirmative vote of a majority of the Commissioners present. 
 

RESOLUTION TO DENY CERTIFICATION OF THE IMPLEMENTATION PLAN AS 
SUBMITTED: 

 

http://www.coastal.ca.gov/
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The Commission hereby denies certification of the Implementation Plan Amendment No. 
1-08B submitted for the City of Laguna Beach and adopts the findings set forth below on 
grounds that the Implementation Plan amendment as submitted does not conform with, 
and is inadequate to carry out, the provisions of the certified Land Use Plan.  Certification 
of the Implementation Plan would not meet the requirements of the California 
Environmental Quality Act as there are feasible alternatives and mitigation measures that 
would substantially lessen the significant adverse impacts on the environment that will 
result from certification of the Implementation Plan as submitted. 
 
B. Approval of the IP Amendment with Suggested Modifications
 

MOTION:       I move that the Commission certify the Implementation Plan 
Amendment No. 1-08B for the City of Laguna Beach if it is modified as 
suggested by staff. 

 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 

 
Staff recommends a YES vote.  Passage of this motion will result in certification of the 
Implementation Plan with suggested modifications and the adoption of the following 
resolution and findings.  The motion passes only by an affirmative vote of a majority of the 
Commissioners present. 
 

RESOLUTION TO CERTIFY THE IMPLEMENTATION PLAN WITH SUGGESTED 
MODIFICATIONS: 

 
The Commission hereby certifies the Implementation Plan Amendment 1-08B for the City 
of Laguna Beach if modified as suggested and adopts the findings set forth below on 
grounds that the Implementation Plan amendment with the suggested modifications 
conforms with, and is adequate to carry out, the provisions of the certified Land Use Plan.  
Certification of the Implementation Plan amendment if modified as suggested complies 
with the California Environmental Quality Act, because either 1) feasible mitigation 
measures and/or alternatives have been incorporated to substantially lessen any 
significant adverse effects of the Implementation Plan on the environment, or 2) there are 
no further feasible alternatives and mitigation measures that would substantially lessen 
any significant adverse impacts on the environment. 
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II. SUGGESTED MODIFICATIONS
 
Certification of City of Laguna Beach LCP Amendment Request No. 1-08B is subject to the 
following modifications.   
 
The Commission’s suggested additions are shown in bold, italic, double-underlined text. 
 
The Commission’s suggested deletions are shown in bold, italic, double-underlined, 
strike out text.
 
The City’s proposed additions are shown in bold, underline. 
 
The City’s proposed deletions are shown in bold, underline, strike out. 
 
 

1. Suggested Modification No. 1 
 
Delete the last sentence of Section 25.52.004(A) as follows: 
 
(A) Minimum Requirements.  The parking requirements established are to be considered 
as the minimum necessary for such uses permitted within the respective zones and where 
discretionary permits are required.  These requirements may be increased upon 
determination that the parking standards are inadequate for a specific project because 
that project requires an intense parking demand including, but not limited to, increased 
use of employees or operational standards.  The submission of operational information of 
a proposed use, such as the number of employees for shifts, when the greatest number of 
employees is on duty, the hours of operation and the amount of area devoted to particular 
uses, shall be submitted with all Conditional Use Permit applications.  These requirements 
may be decreased subject to the provisions of Section 25.52.006(G).  The parking 
requirements of Chapter 25.52 are only applicable to allowed uses which are 
considered to be an intensification of use.
 
 
 2. Suggested Modification No. 2
 
Replace proposed Section 25.52.004 General Provisions (E)(1) and (2) with the currently 
certified version, as reflected below: 
 
 (E) Intensification of Use. 
  
 (1)  When a new building is constructed or when more than 50% of the gross 
floor area of an existing building is proposed to be remodeled or reconstructed, or 
a use is changed to a use which has a greater parking requirement or when the floor 
area within an existing building or suite is subdivided by interior walls to 
accommodate additional uses, or when the floor area of an existing building is enlarged, 
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then the property owner or applicant shall provide parking or purchase in-lieu parking 
certificates equivalent to the number of parking spaces required by current parking 
regulations (up to the maximum allowed in Section 25.52.006(E))  for the proposed use 
having a greater parking requirement for the uses proposed in the pre-subdivided 
suite or building, or for the entire building which is enlarged less credit for the following: 
  (a) no change 
  (b) no change 
  (c) no change 
 (2) no change 
 (3) no change 
 (4) In-lieu parking certificates, referenced above, are allowed only as described 
in Section 25.52.006(E) Special Parking Districts – In-Lieu Parking Certificates. 
 
 
 3. Suggested Modification No. 3
 
Make the following changes to Section 25.52.006 Special Provisions (E) Special Parking 
Districts – In Lieu Parking Certificates: 
 
(E) Special Parking Districts – In Lieu Parking Certificates.  For areas designated by the 
City Council to be hardship areas and for which special districts are formed for the 
purpose of providing central or common parking facilities, the City Council may grant relief 
from the requirements of this section, to the extent that an individual property owner or 
lessee participates in or contributes to parking in the central facility by acquiring in-lieu 
parking certificates equivalent to the number of spaces required for his or her individual 
development, up to a maximum of three certificates for any one site, unless additional 
certificates are approved by the City Council as part of a public/private partnership 
project.  More than three in-lieu certificates per site shall be allowed only within a 
Special Parking District for which a parking and traffic management program is 
completed and is approved as a Local Coastal Program amendment.  (Fee and 
schedule of payment for such in-lieu parking certificates shall be established by 
resolution of the City Council.)  All The timing of the payment of in-lieu parking 
certificates shall be paid prior to the issuance of the first business license or building 
permit unless specified differently by the City Council.  
 
 
 4. Suggested Modification No. 4 
 
Replace proposed Section 25.52.006(G) General Provisions with the currently certified 
version, as reflected below: 
 
 Incentives.  The City Council may approve a Conditional Use Permit, upon 
recommendation by the planning commission approval authority, to reduce the parking 
standards required under this chapter where the proposed use provides for and 
promotes the use of alternative modes of transportation such as ride-sharing, 
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carpools, vanpools, public transit, bicycles and walking; and where  the reduced 
parking requirement will not adversely impact public access to beaches, parks, 
open spaces, and trails and one or more of the following conditions apply: 
 

(1) The proposed use is a very low or low income, or disabled housing project; 
(2) The proposed use is considered to be of equal intensity or less intense than the 

previous use; 
(3) The proposed use provides for or promotes the use of alternative modes of 

transportation such as ride-sharing, carpools, vanpools, public transit, 
bicycles and walking; 

 
(3) The proposed use is a sidewalk café having outdoor seating available to the 
general public as well as restaurant customers, which contributes positively to the 
local pedestrian environment.  The parking reduction may be granted on a temporary 
or seasonal basis and shall be limited to a maximum of three spaces. 

 
 
 5. Suggested Modification No. 5
 
Replace proposed Section 25.52.012 Parking Spaces Required (E) Parking Spaces 
Required for Specific Uses with the currently certified version (with the two changes 
proposed by the City), as reflected below: 
 

(E) Parking Spaces Required for Specific Uses.  No structure or use shall be 
permitted or constructed unless off-street parking spaces, with adequate provisions 
for safe ingress and egress, are provided in accordance with the provisions of this 
Chapter.  The parking requirements of Chapter 25.52 are only applicable to 
allowed uses which are considered to be an intensification of use.  The following 
is a categorization of various types of uses and their associated minimum parking 
requirements which may be increased by the Planning Commission or the Design 
Review Board approval authority if it is determined that the parking standards are 
inadequate for a specific project.  
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III. FINDINGS
 
The following findings support the Commission's denial as submitted and approval of the 
proposed LCP Implementation Plan amendment if modified.  The Commission hereby 
finds and declares as follows: 
 
A. Amendment Description 
 
The City of Laguna Beach has requested to amend the Implementation Plan (IP) portion 
of the Local Coastal Program (LCP) by incorporating the changes contained in City of 
Laguna Beach Ordinance No. 1472.  Ordinance No. 1472 makes various changes to the 
City’s Parking ordinance, Chapter 25.52.  Some of the more significant changes proposed 
include: adding language that allows parking demand analyses to consider the number of 
employees or shifts for a use in the analysis; a new requirement that all valet parking is 
subject to a conditional use permit, whether it is required to serve a proposed use or is 
non-required parking, and also outlining information to be submitted when valet parking 
approval is sought; a new requirement that all commercial lots (meaning parking lots that 
charge a fee) will require approval of a conditional use permit and outlining the information 
that must be submitted with an application for approval of a commercial parking lot; and, 
replacing specific approval authorities (e.g. Planning Commission, Design Review Board) 
with the term “approval authority.”  In addition, the proposed amendment would allow 
required parking to be located off-site when located within 600 feet of the establishment it 
serves and when it is owned either by the same entity that owns the property upon which 
the use is located (and is deed restricted for the parking use) or owned by the City if the 
use is located in the Civic Art District. 
 
Also proposed are some changes to the existing table that identifies the number of parking 
spaces that must be provided with specific uses.  One of the changes proposed to this 
table is adding the ability to require additional parking for auditorium and assembly uses.  
This change would allow an increased parking requirement for related uses/buildings on 
the same site as the auditorium/assembly use. The proposed change would also impose a 
requirement for a shared parking study when the project under consideration 
(auditorium/assembly) includes 10% or more cumulative addition to the original square 
footage of all structures on the site.  Another proposed change to the parking table would 
be replacing the current parking requirement for shopping centers from one space per 275 
square feet of leasable floor or display area, to instead basing the number of required 
parking spaces for shopping centers on the specific information and conclusions 
contained in the newly required shared parking study (as described in Section 
25.52.006(C) Shared Parking).  Also, a change to this table would allow requiring 
additional parking spaces for food service and hotel/motel uses based on operational 
information such as the number of employees for shifts, the time the greatest number of 
employees is on duty, the hours of operation, and, the amount of area devoted to a 
particular use. 
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Most significant of the changes proposed, from a public access standpoint, is the proposal 
to lift the current limit of three in-lieu parking certificates per site.  Currently, certified 
Section 25.52.006(e) allows the payment of a fee in lieu of providing actual parking 
spaces (in-lieu fee certificates) “for areas designated by the City Council to be hardship 
areas and for which special districts are formed for the purpose of providing central or 
common parking facilities”, and limits the number of in-lieu certificates allowed to no more 
than three per site.  The proposed amendment would eliminate the three certificate limit 
when “additional certificates are approved by the City Council as part of a public/private 
partnership project.”  The Commission recently approved Laguna Beach LCP Land Use 
Plan 2-07 (Downtown Specific Plan), subject to suggested modifications.  The 
modifications required that “no in-lieu certificates shall be issued until a parking and traffic 
management program is completed and is approved as a Local Coastal Program 
amendment.”  The current amendment request proposes to add the same language that 
was proposed under LUPA 2-07 without the requirement for a parking and traffic 
management program approved as an LCP amendment.  It should be noted that the 
subject amendment, 1-08B, was submitted (January 2, 2008) prior to final action on LCPA 
2-07 (November 13, 2008). 
 
Other provisions included in this amendment that raise public access and visitor serving 
issues include new language that inappropriately defines what constitutes an 
intensification of use and does not require that the provision of parking be considered in all 
cases of new development, and, the relaxation of parking requirements for uses the City is 
trying to encourage (i.e. incentive uses).   
 
Also, recently approved LCPA 1-07C included suggested modifications to Chapter 25.52.    
Although the suggested modifications to that Section made by the Coastal Commission 
were accepted by the City via City Council Resolution No. 1485, some of the approved 
and adopted modifications are not reflected in the currently proposed changes to Section 
25.52.  These include language regarding intensification of use and limiting the use of in-
lieu parking certificates (Section 25.52.004 (E) (1) and (2)); approved reductions to the 
required number of parking spaces for certain incentive uses (Section 25.52.006(g) 
Incentives); and replacing language that was eliminated in Section 25.52.012 (E) Parking 
Spaces Required for Specific Uses regarding when parking is required.  Modifications are 
again suggested to re-insert the omitted modifications previously approved and adopted 
under LCPA 1-07C.  Again, it should be noted that the subject amendment, 1-08B, was 
submitted (January 2, 2008) prior to final action on LCPA 1-07C (October 16, 2008). 
 
B. Findings for Denial of Implementation Plan Amendment 1-08B as Submitted
 
The standard of review for amendments to the Implementation Plan (IP) of a certified 
Local Coastal Program (LCP) is whether the Implementation Plan, as amended by the 
proposed amendment, will be in conformance with and adequate to carry out, the policies 
of the certified Land Use Plan (LUP). 
 
Below are the relevant City of Laguna Beach certified LUP policies: 
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The Coastal Land Use Plan Technical Appendix, a part of the certified LUP, incorporates 
the following Coastal Act policies: 
 
Section 30210 
 

In carrying out the requirement of Section 2 of Article XV of the California 
Constitution, maximum access, which shall be conspicuously posted, and 
recreational opportunities shall be provided for all the people consistent with public 
safety needs and the need to protect public rights, rights of private property owners, 
and natural resource areas from overuse. 

 
Section 30212.5 
 

Wherever appropriate and feasible, public facilities, including parking areas or 
facilities, shall be distributed throughout an area so as to mitigate against the 
impacts, social and otherwise, of overcrowding or overuse by the public of any 
single area. 

 
Section 30252 (in pertinent part) 
 

The location and amount of new development should maintain and enhance public 
access to the coast by (1) facilitating the provision or extension of transit service . . .  
(3) providing non-automobile circulation within the development (4) providing 
adequate parking facilities or providing substitute means of serving the development 
with public transportation . . .  

 
Section 30253(4) 
 

New development shall minimize energy consumption and vehicle miles traveled. 
 
In addition, the Technical Appendix includes discussion regarding the lack of adequate 
parking within the City. 
 
The certified LUP requires that maximum public access be provided with new 
development and includes the provision of adequate parking as one of the means of 
assuring maximum access.  The certified LUP also places a higher priority on uses that 
provide visitor serving opportunities.  Access to these higher priority uses must be 
maximized.  The amendment proposes to make changes throughout Chapter 25.52 
Parking Requirements.  The more significant parking changes proposed by this 
amendment include re-inserting a standard that the City will only require parking to be 
provided when a use is intensified, re-inserting a provision allowing parking reductions for 
development proposals that provide certain incentive uses or conditions, and changes to 
the in-lieu parking certificate process. 
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 1. Intensification 
 
The proposed language (in Section 25.52.012(E)) that would require parking only when a 
use is intensified is: 
 

“The parking requirements of Chapter 25.52 are only applicable to allowed uses 
which are considered to be an intensification of use.” 

 
The proposed amendment would add the above cited new language that would mean 
that parking would only be required when proposed development represents an 
intensification of use.  However, even when a new use is not an intensification of use, it is 
appropriate to consider whether additional parking could be provided with redevelopment 
of the site.  For example an existing use could be replaced with the same use at the 
same site in conjunction with demolition and new construction or partial demolition/re-
model of an existing building.  Such a circumstance merits at least consideration of 
whether the demolition would allow for new parking spaces to be accommodated on site.  
Furthermore, although it appears to be the City’s intent that this provision apply only to 
commercial areas that were developed prior to creation of current parking standards, as 
proposed this language would apply to all zones city-wide.  The language is proposed in 
subsection 25.52.012 Parking Spaces Required for Specific Uses.  This section 
establishes general standards that apply city-wide.  Thus, there may be areas where 
parking could be provided when a site redevelops, even when the redevelopment does 
not result in an intensification of use.  Additionally, there is nothing in the language as 
proposed that would preclude applying this standard to residential development.  Such an 
application could result in new residential development, in cases where there is either no 
intensification of use or the intensity of use is decreased (either replacing like for like or 
replacing a duplex with a single family dwelling for example), where no parking could be 
required.  This would be especially problematic in areas where residential development is 
within close proximity to beach areas, public recreational areas, or visitor serving 
commercial uses. 
 
The above cited sentence also appears at the end of Section 25.52.004(A).  For the 
same reasons outlined above, that section should be modified to delete that sentence as 
well. 
 
The proposed amendment also includes new language for determining the amount of 
parking that would be required when a use is intensified (Section 25.52.004(E)(1)).  The 
proposed new language would require application of one of the following three options for 
providing parking when a use is intensified: 1) provide code parking for the intensified use 
only; 2) provide code parking for the use that existed prior to the intensification; or 3) 
provide all code required parking for the entire building (less credits for certain 
circumstances).  However, the second option is problematic.  Where parking demand 
associated with new development may adversely affect public access, the development 
should provide adequate parking or alternative modes of transportation. 
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The Commission recognizes that in older commercial areas (such as the commercial 
areas in Laguna Beach) it may not be possible, or sometimes even desirable, to require 
code parking with each development proposal.  The Commission further recognizes that 
always requiring code parking encourages the use of individual cars where that may also 
not be most desirable.  The Commission further recognizes that the City of Laguna 
Beach does provide a summer shuttle system served by a remote parking area and that 
other public transit opportunities exist within the City.  In addition, many visitors to the 
City’s commercial areas visit more than one use on a single trip.  All these circumstances 
help to support reductions in the number of parking spaces required with development 
proposals. 
 
Nevertheless, the proposed language that would preclude any parking requirements for 
all re-development that does not intensify the existing use is still not appropriate.  This is 
particularly true in the City of Laguna Beach where parking and traffic circulation are 
recognized as issues for a number of different reasons, among them impediments to the 
provision of public access and accessibility of visitor uses.  When a site is re-developed, 
even when the use is not intensified, it is always appropriate to consider whether 
additional parking spaces could be provided as necessary to bring the site up to current 
parking standards.  This would be accomplished during the development review process.  
It should be made clear that when parking deficiencies are allowed to remain, it will not 
create additional adverse impacts on public access.  Furthermore, Section 25.52.006(G) 
Incentives allows for parking reductions when a proposed use is less intense than the 
previous use.  Thus, when the provision of additional parking is not feasible in cases 
where a less intense use replaces a higher intensity use, Section 25.52.006(G) allows for 
parking reductions. 
 
There is no assurance that the proposed elimination of parking requirements when a site 
is re-developed but the use is not intensified, would preserve, protect or promote public 
access.  The same is also true when a use is expanded, but the parking requirement is 
determined based on the existing, rather than expanded use.  Thus, the changes 
discussed above regarding parking requirements and intensification of use, do not 
promote and assure public access.  Therefore, the amendment is inconsistent with and 
inadequate to carry out the public access and visitor serving policies of the certified Land 
Use Plan and therefore must be denied as submitted. 
 
Furthermore, Section 25.52.004(E)(1) includes language describing what constitutes an 
intensification of use that reverts back to language prior to modification by the 
Commission in its approval of LCPA 1-07C.  The Commission’s modified language was 
accepted by the City and is effectively certified as of October 16, 2008.  The language 
added by the Commission to Section 25.52.004(E)(1) states (Commission’s modification 
per LCPA 1-07C in bold, italic, double underline; City’s language to be deleted is in 
bold, italic, strikeout): 
 

 “(E) Intensification of Use (1) When a new building is constructed or when 
more than 50%of the gross floor area of an existing building is proposed to 



Laguna Beach LCPA 1-08B 
Parking Chapter 25.52 

Page 13 
 
 

 
 

be remodeled or reconstructed, or a use is changed to a use which has a 
greater parking requirement or when the floor area within an existing building 
or suite is subdivided by interior waslls to accommodate additional uses, or 
when the floor area of an exiting building is enlarged, then the property owner or 
applicant … “ 

 
The City has indicated it was not their intent to make changes to the accepted 
modifications.  Thus, as proposed the amendment is not consistent with either the 
Commission’s recent action, nor with the City’s intent.  In approving, LCPA 1-07C, the 
Commission found that only if modified as suggested, could the language of Section 
25.52.004(E) be found to be consistent with and adequate to carry out the policies of the 
certified Land Use Plan.  Those findings are incorporated herein by reference (see exhibit 
C).  Therefore, the language as proposed by the City in LCPA 1-08B also cannot be 
found to be consistent with or adequate to carry out the policies of the certified LUP and 
therefore must be denied. 
 
 2. Incentives 
 
The amendment also proposes to modify the Incentives Section (25.52.006(G)) by re-
inserting the original Incentives language proposed under LCPA 1-07C.  The original 
language was modified by the Commission via a suggested modification that was 
adopted by the City via City Council Resolution No. 1485.   
 
As stated above, the Commission recognizes that parking reductions are often 
appropriate.  However, every time a parking reduction that could adversely affect public 
access is granted based on incentives, it should be demonstrated that the use will 
provide and/or promote alternative forms of transportation.  This should not be one of a 
group of incentive uses.  Rather, it should be required of all development that may 
adversely affect public access and that are seeking reductions in parking requirements 
based on incentives.  As proposed, provision/promotion of alternate forms of 
transportation would not be required with each parking reduction granted for incentive 
uses. 
 
The issue raised by parking reductions is whether such reduction would adversely impact 
public access to the shoreline, recreational opportunities, or visitor amenities.  If the 
incentive uses listed above would create adverse impacts on public access or decrease 
the availability of visitor opportunities, then the parking reductions cannot be found to be 
consistent with or adequate to carry out the certified LUP’s requirements regarding visitor 
serving uses and public access.  As proposed this section does not include a requirement 
that an applicant requesting a parking reduction or the City in granting such a reduction 
demonstrate how visitor uses and public access will be maintained if the reduction is 
granted.  
 
As proposed, the parking reductions based on incentive uses will not assure protection of 
public access including access to the shoreline, public recreation, and visitor amenities.  



Laguna Beach LCPA 1-08B 
Parking Chapter 25.52 

Page 14 
 
 

 
 

Thus, the proposed amendment is inconsistent with and inadequate to carry out the 
certified Land Use Plan policies regarding public access and visitor serving use and 
therefore must be denied. 
 
 3. In-Lieu Parking Certificates 
 
Section 25.52.006(E) currently allows the purchase of certificates in lieu of providing 
parking spaces.  This is allowed in areas where the provision of all code required parking 
is known to be a hardship and the City Council designates the area a Special Parking 
District.  The in-lieu parking program has been part of the Implementation Plan since its 
initial certification in the early 1990s.  The in lieu fees are used by the City to provide 
additional public parking.  The City’s 218 space Glenneyre Street parking structure was 
funded, in part, by in-lieu fees.  In addition, the City’s acquisition of a 5,500 square foot 
parcel, intended to provide public parking, was funded in part by in-lieu fees.  In lieu 
parking fees were also used recently to provide thirty-three public parking spaces on a City 
owned site in the downtown area. 
 
The proposed amendment would eliminate the limit of three in lieu parking certificates per 
site.  The amendment proposes to add the following language to the section that describes 
the in lieu parking certificate program (City’s proposed language in bold, underline text): 
 

25.52.006(E) Special Parking Districts – In-Lieu Parking Certificates.  For areas 
designated by the City Council to be hardship areas and for which special districts 
are formed for the purpose of providing central or common parking facilities, the City 
Council may grant relief from the requirements of this section, to the extent that an 
individual property owner or lessee participates in or contributes to parking in the 
central facility by acquiring in-lieu parking certificates equivalent to the number of 
spaces required for his or her individual development, up to a maximum of three 
certificates for any one site, unless additional certificates are approved by the 
City Council as part of a public/private partnership project.    

 
This same language was recently proposed by the City in LCPA 2-07 for the Downtown 
Specific Plan.  In approving LCPA 2-07, the Commission imposed a suggested 
modification to the City’s proposed language.  The modified language agreed upon 
requires that “no in-lieu certificates (beyond the initial three per building site) shall be 
issued until a parking and traffic management program is completed and is approved as a 
Local Coastal Program amendment.”  The Commission found that only if modified as 
suggested, could the proposed amendment be found to be consistent with and adequate 
to carry out the certified Land Use Plan.  The City has accepted the modifications 
suggested by the Commission, and the modification language is effectively certified.  
However, the City is again proposing the same language, without the Commission’s 
modification, to apply not just in the Downtown Specific Plan area, but citywide (that is, 
anywhere the City Council deems a “hardship area”). 
 



Laguna Beach LCPA 1-08B 
Parking Chapter 25.52 

Page 15 
 
 

 
 

The proposed amendment would eliminate the three certificate limitation for ‘public/private 
partnership projects”.  Public/private partnership projects, however, are not defined in the 
City’s LCP.  Without a definition of public/private partnership, much is left to interpretation.  
Furthermore, it is not clear how a determination that a project qualifies as a “public/private 
partnership” is made or by whom.  Moreover, once the determination is made there is no 
limit at all to the number of in-lieu certificates that may be granted.  This could theoretically 
result in a project being approved, regardless of size or parking demand generated, 
without any requirement that actual parking spaces be provided and without any 
assessment of whether this would adversely impact public access. 
 
Also, new language proposed in section 25.52.004(E)(1) would allow the purchase of in-
lieu parking certificates without limit or restriction when a use is intensified.  However, as 
described above, Section 25.52.006(E) establishes the procedure for determining when 
the purchase of in-lieu parking certificates is appropriate.  Thus, as proposed, the 
amendment would create an internal inconsistency within the IP.   
 
In a confined area like many of Laguna Beach’s commercial areas, where development 
began long before parking standards were considered, a community or shared use parking 
plan often makes the most sense.  The parking in-lieu fee program allows the City to 
collect fees to go toward construction of community parking lots or structures.  Group 
parking serving more than one use tends to be a more effective method of providing 
parking in older areas without much space to provide individual parking areas for each 
use.  Also, this allows for a shared use of the parking.  Many people who come to the 
commercial areas access more than one use per trip.  The collection of in-lieu fees assists 
the City in funding the acquisition and construction of additional parking that will be 
available to multiple downtown users. 
 
However, there are drawbacks to allowing development to proceed without actually 
providing parking spaces at the time the use is established.  The fee collected is generally 
not equal to the actual cost of constructing parking spaces.  Additionally, in-lieu fees create 
a time gap during which the parking demand is increased thereby increasing the parking 
shortage with no additional parking provided.  The time necessary to provide the additional 
parking depends on when land becomes available to construct additional parking, and 
when the City accumulates enough funding to construct the parking.  Another issue raised 
by in-lieu parking fees is that although fees are collected, in some cases they are either not 
directed appropriately or they are never applied.  However, the in-lieu program in Laguna 
Beach appears to be working effectively.  The City does have a Parking In-Lieu Account 
where the fees are deposited and funds are reserved exclusively for construction of 
parking improvements in the downtown area.  
 
The City’s certified LUP recognizes the importance of the provision of adequate parking in 
maximizing public access to the coast.  The policies cited above recognize that adequate 
parking is a critical component in maximizing public access.  These LUP parking policies 
are intended to assure that new development will not interfere with the provision of 
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maximum access by not providing adequate parking or alternative modes of 
transportation.  
 
As proposed to eliminate the three certificate limit, the amendment could theoretically 
result in unlimited increased development without the provision of immediate additional 
parking spaces or of alternative modes of transportation and without regard to impacts on 
public access.  In many areas of the City, especially nearest the coast, the shortage of 
parking is already critical.  The Commission recognizes that due to the history of the area 
some concessions must be made to accommodate parking.  Requiring all new 
development to provide all code required parking immediately simply is not feasible due to 
the City’s built out nature and limited space.  Rather, providing appropriately located 
parking that serves multiple uses is a preferred option in this area.  The in-lieu program in 
Laguna appears to be a workable solution, as evidenced by the City’s application of the in-
lieu fees collected to provide additional new parking spaces in the downtown area.   
 
Currently, the City’s certified Downtown Specific Plan requires the establishment of a new 
parking and traffic management program to better assess the current demands on parking 
and public access that exist within downtown Laguna Beach before the three certificate 
limit can be lifted.  This standard should be applied to all Special Parking Districts created 
pursuant to Section 25.52.006(E) in which in-lieu parking certificates are contemplated. 
 
Before payment of a fee is accepted in lieu of the provision of more than three actual, 
immediate parking spaces, potential impacts and benefits of such actions should be 
evaluated.  This should be accomplished through preparation of parking and traffic 
management plans for each special parking district.  A parking and traffic management 
plan should identify existing public access constraints, and present potential solutions to 
alleviate these problems.  This way, adverse impacts to public access due to parking 
constraints related to the granting of in lieu certificates would be minimized. 
 
Expansion of the in-lieu fee program may be one potential solution to the City’s parking 
issues, however until analysis of existing conditions has been conducted, the removal of 
the three space in-lieu fee certificate limit for new development may be premature, and 
could create a situation where in-lieu fee certificates are sold without the ability to provide 
adequate, centralized, replacement parking to serve the District.  Once completed, the 
parking and traffic management plans for the special parking districts should be included 
within the City’s certified LCP. 
 
However, as proposed, none of the measures described above would be included in 
conjunction with the proposal to lift the three in-lieu parking certificate limit.  Thus, there is 
no assurance that public access opportunities will be protected or maximized when 
feasible.  For these reasons, the proposed IP amendment is inconsistent with and 
inadequate to carry out the policies of the City’s certified Land Use Plan and must be 
denied. 
 
 



Laguna Beach LCPA 1-08B 
Parking Chapter 25.52 

Page 17 
 
 

 
 

 4. Conclusion 
 
For the reasons described above, the amendment as proposed is not consistent with or 
adequate to carry out the public access and visitor serving policies of the certified Land 
Use Plan. 
 
C. Findings for Approval of Implementation Plan Amendment 1-08B if Modified 

as Recommended 
 

1. Incorporation of Findings for Denial of Implementation Plan 
Amendment 1-08B as Submitted

 
The findings for denial of the Implementation Plan amendment as submitted are 
incorporated as if fully set forth herein. 
 
 2. Public Access/Parking
 
The amendment proposes to make changes throughout Chapter 25.52 Parking 
Requirements.  Of the changes proposed, only three areas raise issues regarding 
consistency with and adequacy to carry out the certified Land Use Plan.  The certified 
LUP requires that maximum public access be provided with new development and 
includes the provision of adequate parking and alternative modes of transportation as 
means of assuring maximum access.  The certified LUP also places a higher priority on 
uses that provide visitor serving opportunities.  Access to these higher priority uses must 
be maximized.  The issues raised by the amendment as proposed include: proposed 
changes to what constitutes an intensification of use and the amount of parking required 
with new development; changes to the three certificate limit for in-lieu parking certificates; 
and changes to parking requirements for incentive uses.   
 
 Intensification 
 
As proposed, the amendment would not require any parking when a proposed 
development does not result in an intensification of use (Sections 25.52.0012(E) and 
25.52.004(A)).  Although this can be appropriate, it is not always appropriate.  If an existing 
use does not provide adequate parking and the new proposal would actually create an 
opportunity to provide some or all of the parking, then it may be appropriate to require it.  
The proposed amendment does not allow for review of projects to evaluate whether 
parking could or should be provided with new development proposals.  Even though it may 
sometimes be appropriate to forgo the parking requirement when a proposed development 
does not result in an intensification of use, it should be considered and required when it is 
feasible to do so.  The amendment does not do this and so must be denied as submitted.  
Furthermore, Section 25.52.006(G) Incentives allows for reductions in the parking 
requirement when a higher intensity use is replaced with a less intense use.  Thus, when 
the provision of additional parking is not feasible in cases where the intensity of use is 
reduced, would not be required to be provided. 
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In order to be consistent with and adequate to carry out the public access and visitor 
policies of the LUP, the amendment must be modified to add language to the section that 
describes parking standards that apply when a use is intensified (Section 25.52.004(E)), to 
make clear “intensification of use” includes situations when “a new building is constructed 
or when more than 50% of the gross floor area of an existing building is proposed to be 
remodeled or reconstructed.”  Suggested modification No. 2 includes this change and will 
require that development review will include consideration of the parking requirement for 
such development and address the stated concerns with regard to Section 25.52.004.  The 
Commission previously suggested identical modifications to Section 25.52.004 in LCPA 1-
07C, which the City accepted. 
 
In addition, Section 25.52.012(E) must be modified to eliminate the proposed language 
that would limit the ability to require parking only when a use is intensified (Suggested 
Modification No. 5).  This same change, for the same reasons, must be made to the last 
sentence in Section 25.52.004(A).  As proposed Section 25.52.012(E) and Section 
25.52.004(A), parking may not be required in every case where it would be appropriate to 
require it.  If the language is deleted from these sections, however, that would not happen.  
Instead, consideration of the provision of parking would be considered with all new 
development.  In the case of a less intense use replacing a use of higher intensity, whether 
and how much parking should be provided can be considered.  If the provision of parking 
is not feasible in such cases, then Section 25.52.006(G) Incentives, would allow parking 
reductions.  However, as it currently exists, Section 25.52.006(G) would not allow parking 
reductions when the level of intensity remains the same.  In order to allow parking 
reductions for a replacement use of the same intensity (when that use would not create 
adverse public access impacts), a modification is suggested which would allow a parking 
reduction in such cases (Suggested Modification 4).  With this suggested modification, 
Sections 25.52.004(A) and 25.52.012(E) could be found to protect public access to 
beaches, public recreation, and to visitor serving amenities.  Therefore, if modified as 
suggested the proposed amendment would be consistent with and adequate to carry out 
the public access and visitor serving policies of the certified Land Use Plan. 
 
 Incentives 
 
As proposed, the amendment would allow parking reductions as an incentive for certain 
uses.  However, as proposed, the amendment does not require that alternative 
transportation be provided and/or promoted in order for a reduction to be approved.  In 
addition, there is no requirement that an applicant or the City demonstrate that a requested 
parking reduction will not result in adverse impacts to public access and visitor use.  
Without such requirements, there is no assurance that the proposed allowance for parking 
reductions for incentive uses won’t adversely impact public access.  However, if the 
amendment is modified as recommended to incorporate these requirements into Section 
25.52.006(G) Incentives, then the amendment could be found to be consistent with and 
adequate to carry out the certified LUP policies regarding public access.  With Suggested 
Modification No. 4, parking incentives would be restricted to three categories of projects: 
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housing for low-income or disabled households, projects that reduce the intensity of use, 
and sidewalk cafes.  An eligible project could receive an incentive only if the project 
promotes or provides for alternative modes of transportation and would not adversely 
affect public access.  The Commission previously suggested an identical modification to 
LCPA 1-07C, which the City accepted.  Therefore, if modified as suggested, the proposed 
amendment would be consistent with and adequate to carry out the certified Land Use 
Plan policies regarding public access and visitor serving uses. 
 
In addition, a modification is suggested to allow development where a change in use that 
results in the same level of intensity to qualify for a parking reduction under this incentives 
section.  Especially in older, built out, commercial areas provision of code required parking 
may not be feasible.  As long as the parking reduction will not create adverse impacts to 
public access, the like for like change in use would be acceptable.  Thus, Suggested 
Modification No. 4 is recommended to address this issue.  This will still allow parking to be 
required in these cases when it is feasible to do so.   
 
 In-Lieu Parking Certificates 
 
As proposed, Section 25.52.004(E) would allow purchase of unlimited certificates in lieu of 
providing required parking spaces.  However, the standards for when and how many 
parking in lieu certificates may be used are established in the Section 25.52.006(E) of the 
Implementation Plan.  If the proposed amendment were modified to include a cross 
reference to Section 25.52.006(E) Special Parking Districts – In Lieu Certificates, there 
would be no confusion as to which in lieu parking standard controls and appropriate 
oversight of the use of in lieu parking certificates would be assured.  Without such a cross 
reference, public access would not be assured or maximized, thus the amendment would 
be inconsistent with and inadequate to carry out the certified Land Use Plan policies 
regarding public access and visitor serving uses.  Therefore, only if modified as suggested 
(Suggested Modification No. 2) can the proposed amendment be found to be consistent 
with and adequate to carry out the policies of the certified Land Use Plan. 
 
Furthermore, in Section 25.52.006(E) Special Parking Districts, the amendment proposes 
to remove the three certificate limit for projects approved by the City Council as part of a 
“public/private partnership project.”  However, as described in the findings for denial of the 
amendment as submitted, what constitutes a public/private partnership is not defined, how 
that determination is made and by whom is not clear, and, for projects that are determined 
to qualify, there is no limit to the number of in-lieu certificates that could be granted. 
 
Before additional in-lieu certificates are granted, an understanding of impacts resulting 
from granting the certificates should be established.  This could be accomplished through 
preparation of parking and traffic management programs for the special parking districts 
prior to allowing individual projects within those districts to obtain more than three in-lieu 
parking certificates.   
 
A modification is suggested that would require completion of a parking and traffic 
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management study for a special parking district before projects within that district could 
obtain more than three certificates.  The required parking and traffic management study 
would provide a basis for determining whether proposed developments within that district 
(whether public private partnerships or not) would adversely impact public access including 
access to the shoreline, public recreation, and visitor amenities within the project vicinity. 
 
If the amendment were modified such that in-lieu parking certificates were limited to 
projects within Special Parking Districts (per Section 25.52.006(E)) for which a parking and 
traffic management program has been prepared and approved via LCP amendment, then 
the proposed amendment could be found to be consistent with the public access and 
visitor serving policies of the certified Land Use Plan.  Thus, only if modified as suggested 
(Suggested Modification No. 3) can the proposed amendment be found to be consistent 
with and adequate to carry out the policies of the certified Land Use Plan.   
 
D. Conclusion
 
The certified LUP requires that maximum public access be provided with new development 
and includes the provision of adequate parking as one of the means of assuring maximum 
access.  The certified LUP also places a higher priority on uses that provide visitor serving 
opportunities.  Access to these higher priority uses must be maximized. 
 
For the reasons described above, only if modified as suggested can the proposed 
Implementation Plan amendment be found to be consistent with and adequate to carry out 
the public access and visitor serving policies of the City’s certified Land Use Plan.  
Therefore, the Commission finds that, as modified the proposed Implementation Plan 
amendment is consistent with and adequate to carry out the provisions of the certified 
Land Use Plan (LUP). 
 
IV. CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT 
 
Section 21080.9 of the California Public Resources Code – and the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) - exempts local governments from the requirement of 
preparing environmental impact reports (EIRs), among other things, in connection with 
their activities and approvals necessary for the preparation and adoption of local coastal 
programs (LCPs).  The Commission’s LCP review and approval program has been found 
by the Resources Agency to be functionally equivalent to the EIR process.  Thus, under 
Section 21080.5 of CEQA, the Commission is relieved of the responsibility to prepare an 
EIR for each LCP.  Nevertheless, the Commission is required, in approving an LCP 
submittal, to find that the proposal does conform with the provisions of CEQA, and to base 
any certification on a specific factual finding supporting the conclusion that the proposal 
“meets the requirements of [CEQA] Section 21080.5(d)(2)(i) … , which requires that an 
activity will not be approved or adopted as proposed if there are feasible alternative or 
feasible mitigation measures available which would substantially lessen any significant 
adverse impact which the activity may have on the environment.”  14 C.C.R. Sections 
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13555(b), 1354(a), and 1354(f).  The City of Laguna Beach LCP amendment 1-08B 
consists of an amendment to the Implementation Plan (IP) only. 
 
As outlined in this staff report, the proposed Implementation Plan amendment would result 
potential impacts to public access and visitor serving opportunities due to reductions in 
required parking.   
 
However, if modified as suggested, the IP amendment is in conformity with and adequate 
to carry out the public access and visitor serving policies of the certified LUP.  Therefore, 
the Commission finds that approval of the Implementation Plan amendment as modified 
will not result in significant adverse environmental impacts under the meaning of CEQA.  
Therefore, the Commission certifies LCP amendment request 1-08B if modified as 
suggested herein. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LGB LCPA 1-08B Parking stfrpt 2.09 mv 



Laguna Beach LCPA 1-08B 
Parking Chapter 25.52 

Page 22 
 
 

 
 



Laguna Beach LCPA 1-08B 
Parking Chapter 25.52 

Page 23 
 
 

 
 



Laguna Beach LCPA 1-08B 
Parking Chapter 25.52 

Page 24 
 
 

 
 



Laguna Beach LCPA 1-08B 
Parking Chapter 25.52 

Page 25 
 
 

 
 



Laguna Beach LCPA 1-08B 
Parking Chapter 25.52 

Page 26 
 
 

 
 



Laguna Beach LCPA 1-08B 
Parking Chapter 25.52 

Page 27 
 
 

 
 



Laguna Beach LCPA 1-08B 
Parking Chapter 25.52 

Page 28 
 
 

 
 



Laguna Beach LCPA 1-08B 
Parking Chapter 25.52 

Page 29 
 
 

 
 



Laguna Beach LCPA 1-08B 
Parking Chapter 25.52 

Page 30 
 
 

 
 



Laguna Beach LCPA 1-08B 
Parking Chapter 25.52 

Page 31 
 
 

 
 



Laguna Beach LCPA 1-08B 
Parking Chapter 25.52 

Page 32 
 
 

 
 



Laguna Beach LCPA 1-08B 
Parking Chapter 25.52 

Page 33 
 
 

 
 



Laguna Beach LCPA 1-08B 
Parking Chapter 25.52 

Page 34 
 
 

 
 



Laguna Beach LCPA 1-08B 
Parking Chapter 25.52 

Page 35 
 
 

 
 



Laguna Beach LCPA 1-08B 
Parking Chapter 25.52 

Page 36 
 
 

 
 



Laguna Beach LCPA 1-08B 
Parking Chapter 25.52 

Page 37 
 
 

 
 



Laguna Beach LCPA 1-08B 
Parking Chapter 25.52 

Page 38 
 
 

 
 



Laguna Beach LCPA 1-08B 
Parking Chapter 25.52 

Page 39 
 
 

 
 



Laguna Beach LCPA 1-08B 
Parking Chapter 25.52 

Page 40 
 
 

 
 



Laguna Beach LCPA 1-08B 
Parking Chapter 25.52 

Page 41 
 
 

 
 



Laguna Beach LCPA 1-08B 
Parking Chapter 25.52 

Page 42 
 
 

 
 



Laguna Beach LCPA 1-08B 
Parking Chapter 25.52 

Page 43 
 
 

 
 



Laguna Beach LCPA 1-08B 
Parking Chapter 25.52 

Page 44 
 
 

 
 



Laguna Beach LCPA 1-08B 
Parking Chapter 25.52 

Page 45 
 
 

 
 



Laguna Beach LCPA 1-08B 
Parking Chapter 25.52 

Page 46 
 
 

 
 



Laguna Beach LCPA 1-08B 
Parking Chapter 25.52 

Page 47 
 
 

 
 



Laguna Beach LCPA 1-08B 
Parking Chapter 25.52 

Page 48 
 
 

 
 



Laguna Beach LCPA 1-08B 
Parking Chapter 25.52 

Page 49 
 
 

 
 



Laguna Beach LCPA 1-08B 
Parking Chapter 25.52 

Page 50 
 
 

 
 



Laguna Beach LCPA 1-08B 
Parking Chapter 25.52 

Page 51 
 
 

 
 



Laguna Beach LCPA 1-08B 
Parking Chapter 25.52 

Page 52 
 
 

 
 



Laguna Beach LCPA 1-08B 
Parking Chapter 25.52 

Page 53 
 
 

 
 



Laguna Beach LCPA 1-08B 
Parking Chapter 25.52 

Page 54 
 
 

 
 



Laguna Beach LCPA 1-08B 
Parking Chapter 25.52 

Page 55 
 
 

 
 



Laguna Beach LCPA 1-08B 
Parking Chapter 25.52 

Page 56 
 
 

 
 



Laguna Beach LCPA 1-08B 
Parking Chapter 25.52 

Page 57 
 
 

 
 



Laguna Beach LCPA 1-08B 
Parking Chapter 25.52 

Page 58 
 
 

 
 



Laguna Beach LCPA 1-08B 
Parking Chapter 25.52 

Page 59 
 
 

 
 

 


	TO:  Commissioners and Interested Persons
	Karl Schwing, Supervisor, Regulation & Planning, Orange Coun
	Meg Vaughn, Coastal Program Analyst
	SUMMARY OF LCP AMENDMENT REQUEST NO. 1-08B


