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August 6, 2025 
 
Public Comment on August 2025 Agenda Item Friday 11a –  
Appeal No. A-5-LGB-25-0018 (City of Laguna Beach, Laguna Beach) 
 
Coastal Commission: 
 
I urge you to consider the promenade/Forest Avenue closure as a substanHal issue, worthy of de 
novo review. 
 
The city states that 30 parking spaces available aNer business hours at the Library and 7 spaces 
leased from the parking lot at behind 239 Broadway make up for the loss of 48 parking spaces 
at the promenade.  They do not.  They are not new spaces, they are already in the downtown 
“pool” of parking spaces already being used by many customers under different arrangements. 
 
The loss of 48 parking spaces in the heart of downtown is a significant loss, for the general 
public, visitors to Main Beach Park, and for businesses, not only those directly on Forest Avenue 
but also those along Coast Highway and Ocean Avenue.  That is because most of these 
businesses have no parking of their own and rely on public parking.  Many of the spaces 
counted for these businesses are ficHHous (grandfathered).  Reference Laguna Beach zoning 
code 25.52.004 (E) (1) (d) which provides credit for parking spaces that don’t really exist when 
calculaHng spaces for exisHng buildings built in 1958 or before, giving credit for: 
 

The number of parking spaces that would have been required by the parking 
regulations in effect in 1958 for the use currently existing on the property, if 
the building was built prior to that time, minus the actual number of parking 
spaces provided on-site, if any. 
 

These 48 “real” spaces on lower Forest Avenue were heavily used (before the 
pandemic closure of the street), were relied on by the public and were critical for 
the health of business in the downtown.  Since the pandemic closure of lower 
Forest Avenue a there is a cluster of recently closed businesses including: 
 
Temecula Olive Oil, 263 Forest Avenue 
Quicksilver, 255 Forest Avenue 
Rocky Mountain Chocolate Factory 248 South Coast Hwy. 
Bodega Restaurant 400 South Coast Hwy. 
Skyloft 422 South Coast Hwy. 
Areo 207 Ocean Avenue 



 
 
 
 
The parking amelioration programs the city has had for years are helpful but don’t make 
up for this loss of convenient and easily seen parking at the entrance to downtown 
Laguna Beach. 
 
In addition to grandfathered spaces there are also historical preservation incentives, a 
worthy and appreciated program.  But it allows businesses to intensify—adding more 
restaurant seats, for example—without providing any parking. 
 
Finney’s at the White House, a 120-seat restaurant, is an example that got 
grandfathered and historic credits.  At 330 South Coast Highway, the rear of the 
restaurant is directly adjacent to the library.  Those library parking spaces that the city 
cites as available to make up for the loss of Forest Avenue spaces, are not new spaces.  
They will be used by Finney’s customers as well as customers all along the 200 block of 
South Coast Highway, as well as customers of the Heisler Building at Laguna Avenue 
and Coast Hwy.  None of those businesses have their own parking. 
 
The city leased parking spaces behind 239 Broadway when the major part of the 
building was vacant.  Now the Surfing Heritage Museum will be occupying that building 
and their Conditional Use Permit requires them to have all 51 spaces in that lot 
available for the Museum.  (See attached CUP) 
 
There are many reasons why the Commission should find Substantial Issue with the 
Promenade/Lower Forest Closure project, the City’s faulty parking analysis is just one of 
them.  Technical reasons abound. 
 
The most important reason relates to Laguna’s heritage. We are an artist founded 
community that has a long tradition.  When you visit our city you can see and feel that, 
walk the sidewalks where artists and community founders walked.  The dates and the 
contractors’ names are stamped in the sidewalks.  Forest Avenue connects the Main 
Beach with city hall in one long avenue lined with the eucalyptus trees like the original 
homesteaders planted.  This project destroys the sidewalks and the traditional 
downtown look that is very rare in coastal (or any) towns these days and blocks the 
visual connection from beach to the rest of Forest Avenue and city hall.  This is an 
important visitor experience that is being lost—part of what people come to Laguna for. 
 
Forest Avenue is the entrance to the downtown from Coast Highway.  Going south on 
Coast Highway there is no other way to enter the downtown.  It is the downtown’s grand 
entrance that is being cut off with this closure project.  How do you enter downtown?  
Go all the way to Legion?  The promenade prevents access to all of downtown for the 
public because it has cut off this important entrance. 
 
Please find Substantial Issue so you can consider all these factors and save our town. 
 

 
Ann Christoph 
Landscape Architect FASLA 
 
 



FOREST AVENUE CORRIDOR LINED WITH EUCALYPTUS 

City Hall 

Main Beach 

THE PROMENADE CUTS OFF THIS HISTORIC LINK
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August 1, 2025 
 
Janet Torres, Coastal Program Analyst 
California Coastal Commission 
 
Re:  Agenda Item 11.a, August 15, 2025, South Coast District 

Appeal No. A-5-LGB-25-0018, City of Laguna Beach 
 
Dear Dr. Torres: 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the Staff Report. 
 
Grounds for an appeal to the California Coastal Commission include “allegations that 
the approved development does not conform to the LCP” (Appeal Information Sheet, p. 
3). The Staff Report ignores two allegations fatal to its conclusion that the project 
approvals “are consistent with the policies of the certified LCP” (p. 2). 
 
1) There is a required 85 percent target occupancy threshold in the Downtown Specific 
Plan, Local Coastal Program. 
 
The Staff Report ignores the specific metric in the LCP for determining whether parking 
spaces can be eliminated. The City’s own parking study—conducted off-season, not even 
in summer when demand is highest—demonstrates that the loss of parking on lower 
Forest Avenue exceeds the 85 percent target occupancy threshold in the downtown. 
 
2) Laguna Beach’s LCP requires that all projects subject to design review “shall 
comply with all applicable policies of the General Plan, including all of its elements, 
applicable specific plans, and the certified local coastal program” (25.05.040(H)(5), 
emphasis added). 
 
The Staff Report does not understand that under Laguna Beach’s LCP, conformity with 
the LCP is not achieved unless the project complies with “all” “elements” of the General 
Plan. The City never reviewed the project at any point in light of the Safety Element of 
the General Plan, even though the project is located within a FEMA-mapped floodway 
and Special Flood Hazard Area, prone to 100-year flood risk with additional hazard 
from storm waves. 
 
For more than fifty years our organization has worked to preserve the unique character 
of Laguna Beach, a coastal treasure that attracts over 7 million visitors annually. This 
project demolishes the historic gateway to our downtown and its rare surviving “Main 
Street” that connects to Coast Highway. Legacy businesses face bankruptcy as a result 
of project construction and the loss of parking, which is why over 100 owners of 
downtown visitor- and resident-serving businesses signed a petition, submitted to the  
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City, opposing construction of the Promenade. This project promises to transform the 
character of Laguna Beach for the worse. Because so much is at stake for our 
community—for business owners, residents, and visitors—we hope that you will give 
these comments the careful attention we believe they deserve. 

Allegation 1. Downtown Specific Plan and the Parking Threshold 
The Staff Report cites the relevant policy from the DSP but ignores the specific 85 
percent target occupancy rate necessary to remove parking spaces from the downtown. 
That threshold was recently written into the DSP specifically to address concerns from 
businesses and residents as to parking adequacy in the downtown. 

Topic 4, Policy 9 (DSP) 
Allow for the limited or temporary adaptive re-use of public parking spaces for 
community-desired events and activities during summer and non-summer 
months, provided that an 85 percent target occupancy level is not exceeded. The 
utilization of parking spaces will be offset by a parking program combination of 
parking rate adjustments, public/private shared parking agreements, transit 
services (free trolley program) with peripheral parking, and will be monitored 
for an 85 percent or less occupancy level by data collection efforts. The maximum 
number of public parking spaces utilized shall be based on the available supply 
and occupancy levels (emphasis added). 

The City is allowed to remove public parking spaces downtown—even just on a 
temporary basis—only if the 85 percent target occupancy threshold is not exceeded. The 
City’s own analysis of its parking study indicates that this figure was exceeded during the 
study, which took place in late October, not the far busier summer (Agenda Report, 
Laguna Beach, June 11, 2025, p. 32, and cited throughout that document and exhibits). 

The Staff Report seems to interpret the rest of the Policy 9 language as though it cancels 
out the 85 percent target occupancy requirement. It does not. Rather, that language 
points to safeguards to ensure that the target occupancy remains under 85 percent—as 
the references to data collection and monitoring make clear. The City cannot remove 48 
parking spaces for the project just because it purports to make other efforts to address 
parking impacts. A “robust package” of alternatives (p. 10) is not a data-driven 
measurement equivalent to 85 percent. 

The Staff Report echoes the City in reporting that the consultant DSK “found no 
significant impact on parking conditions” if the spaces were removed. However, that 
finding ignored the DSP’s specific metric for determining what constitutes a significant 
impact on parking—the 85 percent target occupancy level, which was exceeded even in 
October. 

The City may well regret having written such a very specific requirement into the DSP, 
now that it wishes to remove public parking spaces for an event space like the 
Promenade. But the City cannot wish away the plain language of Topic 4, Policy 9 with 
vague assertions about the trolley program and shared public/private parking  
partnerships, which are not guaranteed to be permanent. The Staff Report cannot argue 
that there is ”sufficient mitigation” (p. 2) for parking loss in the absence of evidence that 
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the 85 percent threshold will not be exceeded in general and in the summer months. 
That evidence does not exist. Moreover, the Staff Report ignores demonstrable  
evidence that the City has already lost and will lose other parking spaces as a result of 
changes to state law governing parking near intersections and the City’s parklet 
program (Appeal document, p. 6). 
 
The Staff Report states that Topic 4, Policy 9 was written before California’s Slow Streets 
program became law (p. 10). That is irrelevant. LCP and General Plan requirements 
don’t go away unless they are countermanded by state law. Such is not the case here. 
 
When the City revised the DSP circa 2020, the public was very concerned about the  
change in parking requirements for new businesses. The revised DSP required new 
businesses to provide less parking than ever before. The specificity of the 85 percent 
threshold was part of the City’s commitment to ensuring adequate parking before 
public spaces could be removed downtown. With over 7 million visitors a year, 
adequate parking in Laguna Beach is an urgent concern to residents, visitors, and 
business owners. If the City wants to eliminate 48 parking spaces, even if doing so 
exceeds the 85 percent target occupancy threshold, it must amend the DSP/LCP. 
 
Allegation 2. Laguna Beach Zoning Code  
The Staff Report acknowledges that the Zoning Code (Title 25) is part of the Local 
Coastal Program but does not understand the implications of this fact for the appeal. 
The Staff Report erroneously claims that evidence of the project’s failures to conform to 
the Safety Element “are not appealable contentions as they are not part of the LCP or 
standard of review” (p. 4). 
 
As explained in the appeal, however, and reiterated here, under the LCP, this project 
“shall comply with all applicable policies of the General Plan, including all of its elements, 
applicable specific plans, and the certified local coastal program” (25.05.040(H)(5), 
emphasis added). This is the plain language of the Zoning Code, which is part of the 
LCP. Thus, as a project subject to this section of Title 25, the Promenade fails to comply 
with Laguna Beach’s certified LCP if it fails to comply with the General Plan. The 
Zoning Code Section 25.05.040(H)(5) must refer to general plan elements that are not 
themselves part of the LCP; otherwise, the language of this section would be 
meaningless. 
 
It is distressing that the Staff Report ignores the relevance of the Safety Element for a 
project located within an area identified on FEMA maps as a floodway and Special 
Flood Hazard Area, prone to 100-year flood risk with additional hazard from storm 
waves. Please see pages 9-10 of the Appeal for a discussion of the Safety Element 
requirements as related to the project. None of this is addressed in the Staff Report, 
under the mistaken claim that conformity with the General Plan is not required for 
conformity with the LCP.  
 
The City did not assess the project at all in light of Safety Element policies, and the Staff 
Report ignores the problem. The City approved the project with a (belated) hydrology 
report—after the Planning Commission voted to approve the project—that models only 
a 25-year storm, even though commissioners specifically called for a 100-year storm  
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design (Appeal, p. 8). The Promenade project proposes to significantly alter the 
“drainage infrastructure” of lower Forest Avenue by ripping out and replacing existing 
curbs and gutters, which direct water flow away from businesses, and raising the level 
of the street. 
 
Substantial Issue Factors 
1. The degree of factual or legal support for the local government’s decision that the 
development is consistent or inconsistent with the LCP. 
 As established in the appeal and above, there is inadequate factual/legal basis 
on which to conclude that the project conforms to Topic 4. Policy 9 of the DSP. 85 
percent is a hard number, and the loss of parking along lower Forest Ave. exceeds that 
target occupancy threshold according to the City’s own consultant, and even though the 
parking study was conducted during the off season. 
 The City never evaluated the project against the Safety Element, even though our 
LCP requires conformity with all elements of the General Plan for this project, whether 
those elements are included in the LCP or not, as explained in greater detail above. 
There is no factual basis at all on which to conclude that the project conforms with the 
Safety Element as required under 25.05.040(H)(5). We believe the case cannot be made 
that there is no substantial issue. 
 
3. The extent of the coastal resources affected by the decision. 
 This is outside the scope of the objective points focused on in this document, but 
the indifference to the scenic value of the historic “Main Street” streetscape of Laguna 
Beach, one of California’s best preserved and most visited beach towns, is 
disappointing. 
 
4. The precedential value of the local government’s decision for future interpretations of 
its LCP. 
 Much of the parking/transit options that the Staff Report relies on to justify its 
finding of no significance are hardly “previously unavailable to the general public 
visiting downtown” (p. 4). The trolley has run for years. The parking spaces at the 
library are not available 24-7. The seven spaces on Ocean Avenue are limited to 
residents with a Shopper’s Permit. The precedential import is that the City can continue 
to ignore the 85 percent target occupancy threshold that is written into the DSP when it 
wants to eliminate parking spaces. It could also ignore with impunity the provision in 
the Zoning Code/LCP that projects must conform with all elements and policies in the 
General Plan. These factors have terrible implications for future interpretations of the 
LCP and raise a substantial issue. 
 
5. Whether the appeal raises local issues, or those of regional or statewide significance. 
 The Staff Report is agnostic on whether this constitutes a substantial issue, but it 
should qualify given the Report’s own claim that changes to state law around 
pedestrian street closures “will pose significant challenges for local and regional 
governments…” (p. 13). The issue of permanently removing parking spaces from a 
heavily visited coastal tourist destination obviously has regional and statewide 
significance, and this is particularly important because the state’s new Slow Streets 
Program exempts projects from CEQA review—not simply the street closure itself but 
any alterations to the streetscape as part of that closure. The Staff Report claims that  
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“the City mitigated for and analyzed the wider issues of changes to transportation and 
environmental impacts to the extent they found feasible” (p. 13). Not even the City 
claims that these proposed measures are the only or most feasible options. Indeed, the 
exemption from CEQA review means that no environmental impacts had to be 
disclosed let alone mitigated, unless required specifically as part of the LCP and 
General Plan, which makes conformity with the LCP all the more important. 
 
Conclusion 
The Staff Report finds that the City’s approvals “are consistent with the policies of the 
certified LCP and raises no substantial issue with regard to the grounds upon which the 
appeal was filed” (p. 2). This rebuttal focuses on abundant evidence of at least two key 
ways the City’s approvals are inconsistent with LCP policies. We believe our evidence 
and concerns raise a Substantial Issue. 
 
Thank you for your consideration. We look forward to speaking with you in advance of 
the hearing to discuss our concerns. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 
Merrill Anderson 
President, Village Laguna 
 
Cc:: Kurt Schwing, District Director 



31423 Coast Hwy. #28 
Laguna Beach, CA 92651 
 
August 8, 2025 
 
Dear Commissioners: 
 
Please find a substantial issue with the permanent closure of lower Forest Avenue to create a new 
pedestrian mall. The project objectively does not comply with the LCP. 
 
LCP Elements are full of subjective language about possibilities and goals. But Laguna Beach’s LCP 
has a very specific hard number that limits the City’s ability to remove public parking spaces in the 
downtown. This is an objective criterion. The City ignored it, and so did the Staff Report. 
 
According to the Local Coastal Program (Downtown Specific Plan), public parking spaces cannot be 
eliminated unless an "85 percent target occupancy level is not exceeded.” (Topic 4. Policy 9). 
 
The 85 percent threshold is likewise referenced in Policy 8: "adaptive re-use of public parking 
spaces during the summer months may not be ideal due to the high parking occupancy observed. 
The reduction of public parking spaces during the summer may be possible provided that an 
85 percent occupancy level is met.” (See attached from the DSP, emphasis added).  
 
The project proposes to remove parking permanently year-round. However, reduction of public 
parking spaces can occur only if the occupancy level remains at or below 85 percent. That figure 
is an industry standard and the result of a comprehensive downtown parking study conducted by 
consultant IBI for revisions to the DSP, adopted in 2022, in part to compensate for reductions in the 
parking spaces new businesses had to provide (policy 7). IBI gathered its data in summer and off-
season. IBI found that public on-street and off-street parking occupancy levels routinely rose far 
above 85 percent in summer, as noted in the Downtown Specific Plan: 
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IBI gathered data in 2016 on August 17 and 20 (public parking spaces) August 24 and 27 (private 
parking spaces). and for the off-season September 24 and 28 (IBI Parking Study, 2017, p. 21).  
 
By contrast, DSK collected data for its Forest Avenue parking study—a different study area—over 
two days off season, October 22 and 26, 2022, for on-street public spaces; DSK did not gather its 
own data for off-street public spaces but relied on data from the parking platform FrogParking. The 
FrogParking data are from a year earlier, September 1 and September 4, 2021, in the middle of the 
Covid pandemic (DSK Parking Study, p. 8 [p. 415 in Laguna Beach Staff Report]). Even so, DSK 
found that without the parking on Forest Avenue, “the combined utilization rate of the on-street and 
off-street parking facilities mostly remained under 85 percent” (DSK, p. 10, [p. 417 in Staff Report], 
emphasis added). From the off-season 2022 study: 
 

 
In other words, the City’s consultant found that the loss of parking on lower Forest Avenue 
exceeded the 85 percent occupancy level even in the off season and thus does not meet the 
threshold for removing public parking spaces. DSK’s opinion of no significant impact in the study 
area does not change the DSP requirement. We have no idea what the actual occupancy level 
for on-street and off-street public parking downtown is in summer, because the City did not 
study it. It is guaranteed to be much higher in the summer, as the comprehensive IBI study makes 
clear. The City must restore the parking at lower Forest Avenue under the DSP/LCP.  
 
It is remarkable that the City did not supply you with the parking studies. I attach copies (I only have 
a draft of the IBI study, but the data are the data, and the City can share.) The City has gained some 
part-time public spaces but lost others to parklets. The trolley service has operated year-round for a 
decade. The City cannot substitute guesses for data and facts. Other cities may well want to wriggle 
out of parking requirements that the Commission has carefully protected to ensure public access to 
the coast. These spaces are among the closest to Main Beach in the entire city, and their loss is a 
hardship. You should protect them. 
 
Please allow a de novo hearing on this project. Thank you for your consideration. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Catherine Jurca 
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fghij
klmnopqro
stpul
vulmnwtpulxyzlq{|u}z~����j
�pq�l��
�tyt�m
��
����
�����
���hj
�}tmnk}l�mxk}l�ml{
v�}tmnk}l�mxu}l�ml{|ul|y}�~�������j
�t�{qu
k}zzorm
}r
�tyt�m
����
�yor�l
�moz
�pq�l�
��l
�
���ol{
�}|
���������������
 kqm�
}¡
�lytrl�olun�
�lytrl
�olun¢
£¤¥¦§¥
¦̈ ¥̈©ª
ª«¥
¦ªª¦̈«¥¬
̈­®®¥̄ª
°̄
§±©©­²ª
­³
¦
́±µ§ª¦̄ª°¦¤
¶§§±¥
·°ª«
ª«¥
©¥²®¦̄¥̄ª
̈¤­§±²¥
­³¤­·¥²
̧­²¥§ª
¹º¥̄±¥
¦̄¬
»²¦̄ª°̄»
­³
¦
¼¥
½­º­
«¥¦²°̄»¾
¹ªª¦̈«®¥̄ª§
°̄̈ ¤±¬¥
²¥¤¥º¦̄ª
©¦»¥§
³²­®
ª«¥¥̈²ª°³°¥¬
¿­̈¦¤
À­¦§ª¦¤
£²­»²¦®
Á¼­·̄ ª­·̄ 
́©¥̈°³°̈
£¤¦̄ÂÃ
ª«¥
¼́ Ä
©¦²Å°̄»
§ª±¬Æ
ÁÇÈÇÇÂÃ
¦̄¬
ª«¥
¶É¶©¦²Å°̄»
§ª±¬Æ
ÁÇÈÊËÂ¾ª́¦³³
¦̄¬
ª«¥
À­®®°§§°­̄
̈¦̄ ­̄ª
±̄¬¥²§ª¦̄¬
ª«¥
¿À£
̈­®©¤°¦̄ ¥̈
°§§±¥
·°ª«­±ª
ª«¥§¥
¬­̈±®¥̄ª§¾Ì«¦̄Å
Æ­±¾°́̈̄ ¥²¥¤ÆÃÀ¦ª«¥²°̄¥
Í±²̈¦




DATE: December 29, 2022 

TO: Thomas Perez | City of Laguna Beach, Public Works 

FROM: Rasool Andalibian, PhD, Yana Loginova, PE (OR), Jeff Heald, PE | DKS Associates 

SUBJECT:  Promenade on Forest Traffic Impact and Parking Analysis Project 22018-000 

1. INTRODUCTION

During the Pandemic, the City of Laguna Beach decided to foster a more walking-friendly 
environment along Forest Avenue in the downtown area by closing the segment between South Coast 
Highway and Glenneyre Street to vehicular traffic. As a result, the roadway closure eliminated 
vehicular access and included the removal of forty-eight (48) on-street parking spaces.  The City 
retained the team led by RRM Design Group supported by DKS Associates (DKS) to conduct a traffic 
and parking analysis to assess the impacts to traffic in the downtown area in the immediate vicinity 
of the roadway closure and parking conditions in a 1,000-feet perimeter of the roadway closure. 

The roadway closure was implemented in 2021 during the Pandemic and the traffic and parking 
analysis studies were conducted one year after the roadway closure in 2022 when traffic conditions 
had normalized. 

2. PROJECT STUDY AREA

Beaches, coves, beach parks, boardwalk, hiking trials, art galleries, restaurants, and summer 
festivals are main features of the City of Laguna Beach and its downtown area that attract nearly six 
million visitors each year1. The City provides free trolley services that helps residents and visitors to 
get around the City and alleviate traffic circulation in the City especially the downtown area. The 
primary land use in the downtown area is commercial with restaurants, shops, galleries, etc. that 
serve high pedestrian activities throughout the day.  

1 https://www.lagunabeachcity.net/live-here/about-laguna-beach 
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3. INTERSECTION TRAFFIC ANALYSIS 

As part of the traffic assessment of the roadway closure, DKS conducted a traffic analysis for six (6) 
intersections (4 signalized intersections and 2 unsignalized intersections) in the immediate vicinity 
of the roadway closure, as listed below. All the listed signalized intersections are owned and 
maintained/operated by Caltrans. 

1. South Coast Highway at Forest Avenue (signalized) 
2. South Coast Highway at Laguna Avenue (signalized) 
3. South Coast Highway at Ocean Avenue (signalized) 
4. South Coast Highway at Broadway Street (signalized) 
5. Forest Avenue at Glenneyre Street (unsignalized) 
6. Forest Avenue at Beach Street (unsignalized) 

The intersection performance was assessed during the weekday AM and PM peak hours. Figure 1 
presents the study area. 

FIGURE 1 –STUDY AREA MAP, DOWNTOWN OF LAGUNA BEACH 

  

 

    Signalized Intersection 
    Unsignalized Intersection 
    Closed Roadway 

Park Ave 

N 
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3.1 INTERSECTION TRAFFIC ANALYSIS METRIC 

The analysis of the project intersections was performed using the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) 
2000 methodology.  The HCM 2000 methodology was applied because the latest version of HCM does 
not support the analysis of the unique geometry of the South Coast Highway/Forest Avenue 
intersection. The assessment of intersection conditions addresses Level of Service (LOS) in terms of 
average control delay. In this study, the Synchro software package, a microsimulation tool, was used 
to determine intersection LOS based on the HCM methodology for the study intersections. Tables 1 
and 2 present the intersection LOS and associated delay for signalized and unsignalized intersections 
based upon the HCM 2000 methodology. 

TABLE 1 – LOS CRITERIA FOR SIGNALIZED INTERSECTIONS 
LEVEL OF SERVICE 

(LOS) DELAY (SECONDS PER VEHICLE) 

A ≤ 0 - 10 
B > 10 - 20 
C > 20 – 35 
D > 35 – 55 
E > 55 – 80 
F > 80 

Source: Highway Capacity Manual 2000. 

 
TABLE 2 – LOS CRITERIA FOR UNSIGNALIZED INTERSECTIONS 
LEVEL OF SERVICE 

(LOS) DELAY (SECONDS PER VEHICLE) 

A ≤ 0 - 10 
B > 10 - 15 
C > 15 – 25 
D > 25 – 35 
E > 35 – 50 
F > 50 

Source: Highway Capacity Manual 2000. 

The degree of congestion at an intersection is described by the level-of-service, which ranges from 
LOS A to F, with LOS A representing free-flow conditions with little delay and LOS F representing 
over-saturated traffic flow throughout the peak hour.  Table 3 provides a description of each specific 
LOS grade (LOS A through LOS F). 

TABLE 3 – LEVEL OF SERVICE DESCRIPTIONS 

LOS DESCRIPTION 

A 
No approach phase is fully utilized by traffic, and no vehicle waits longer than one red 
indication.  Typically, the approach appears quite open, turns are made easily, and nearly all 
drivers find freedom of operation. 

B 
This service level represents a stable operation, where an occasional approach phase is fully 
utilized and a substantial number are nearing full use.  Many drivers begin to feel restricted 
within platoons of vehicles. 
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LOS DESCRIPTION 

C 
This level still represents a stable operating condition.  Occasionally drivers may have to wait 
through more than one red signal indication, and backups may develop behind turning 
vehicles.  Most drivers feel somewhat restricted, but not objectionably so. 

D 

This level encompasses a zone of increasing restriction approaching instability at the 
intersection.  Delays to approaching vehicles may be substantial during short peaks within the 
peak period; however, enough cycles with lower demand occur to permit periodic clearance 
of developing queues, thus preventing excessive backups. 

E 
Capacity occurs at the upper end of this service level.  It represents the most vehicles that 
any particular intersection approach can accommodate.  Full utilization of every signal cycle 
is seldom attained no matter how great the demand. 

F 

This level describes forced flow operations at low speeds, where volumes exceed capacity.  
These conditions usually result from queues of vehicles backing up from a restriction 
downstream.  Speeds are reduced substantially, and stoppages may occur for short or long 
periods of time due to the congestion.  In the extreme case, both speed and volume can drop 
to zero. 

Source: Highway Capacity Manual 2000. 

3.2 INTERSECTION TURNING MOVEMENT COUNT DATA COLLECTION 

Intersection turning movement (ITM) counts at the study intersections were collected on Tuesday, 
April 21, 2022 when the roadway closure was in place. ITM counts were collected from 7:00 am to 
9:00 am, accounting for the AM peak period, and from 4:00 pm to 6:00 pm, accounting for PM peak 
period. After that, the peak hours were determined by combining the four highest consecutive 15-
minute periods during the AM peak period and the PM peak period. The details of intersections turning 
movement counts are provided in Appendix A.  

3.3 LEVEL OF SERVICE (FOREST AVENUE CLOSED) 

The LOS analysis was conducted for the study intersections for both the AM and PM peak hours using 
Synchro in conjunction with the HCM 2000 methodology. Table 4 summarizes the average 
intersection delay and associated LOS for the AM and PM peak hours. Appendix B provides the 
Synchro reports detailing the LOS analysis. 

 

TABLE 4 – EXISTING (2022) PROJECT INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE 
 

Intersection 
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Delay 
(sec/veh) 

LOS 
Delay 

(sec/veh)  
LOS 

Signalized Intersections 

South Coast Highway at Forest Avenue 5.9 A 7.7 A 

South Coast Highway at Laguna Avenue 18.7 B 16.6 B 

South Coast Highway at Ocean Avenue 3.1 A 3.5 A 

South Coast Highway at Broadway Street 12.3 B 25.7 C 

411



 

 
PROMONADE ON FOREST TRAFFIC IMPACT AND PARKING ANALYSIS • TECHNICAL MEMO • 
DECEMBER 2022 5  

 

 
Intersection 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Delay 
(sec/veh) 

LOS 
Delay 

(sec/veh)  
LOS 

Unsignalized Intersections 

Forest Avenue at Glenneyre Street 15.3 C 14.2 B 

Forest Avenue at Beach Street 11.4 B 10.7 B 

 

Reviewing Table 4 shows that both signalized and unsignalized intersections operate at LOS C or 
better during the weekday AM and PM peak hours. It should be noted that the City’s threshold is LOS 
D. Therefore, it is concluded that all the study intersections operate at an acceptable level under the 
road closure conditions and, consequently, no adjustment/modification is recommended.   

4. PARKING ANALYSIS 

The parking study was conducted for on-street parking locations and off-street parking facilities 
within a 1,000-feet perimeter of Forest Avenue, the roadway closure segment. DKS conducted a 
field visit to verify parking locations and to count the total parking spaces/supply per parking 
location. Overall, there are thirty-one (31) on-street parking locations totaling 608 on-street 
parking spaces and eight (8) off-street parking facilities totaling 433 off-street parking spaces in 
the study area. Figure 2 shows the locations of on-street parking spaces and off-street parking 
facilities and Table 5 provides the supply of parking locations.  
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FIGURE 2 – PARKING STUDY AREA MAP 
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TABLE 5 – PARKING SUPPLY 

NO. Description  
Parking 
Capacity 

On-Steet Parking Segment 
On1 Beach St between Cliff Dr and Broadway St (east/north side) 3 
On2 Cliff Dr between Aster St and Lower Cliff Dr (south side) 18 
On3 Beach St between Broadway St and Forest Ave (east side) 7 
On4 Beach St between Broadway St and Forest Ave (west side) 6 
On5 Broadway St between Forest Ave and Coast Hwy (east side) 29 
On6 Broadway St between Forest Ave and Coast Hwy (west side) 12 
On7 Ocean Ave between Forest Ave and Coast Hwy (east side) 36 
On8 Ocean Ave between Forest Ave and Coast Hwy (west side) 61 
On9 Forest Ave between Ocean Ave and Forest Ave (east side) 14 
On10 Forest Ave between Ocean Ave and Forest Ave (west side) 9 
On11 Forest Ave between 3rd St and Glenneye St (east side) 18 
On12 Forest Ave between 3rd St and Glenneye St (west side) 38 
On13 Coast Hwy between Forest Ave and Sleepy Hollow (north side) 23 
On14 Coast Hwy between Forest Ave and Sleepy Hollow (south side) 18 
On15 Coast Hwy between Broadway St and Ocean Ave (north and south sides) 8 
On16 Coast Hwy between Broadway St and Lower Cliff Dr (north side) 7 
On17 Laguna Ave between Glenneyre St and El Paseo 9 
On18 Legion St between Glenneyre St and Coast Hwy (east and west sides) 5 
On19 El Paseo 6 
On20 Cliff Dr between Aster St and Rosa Bonhuer Dr (north side) 32 
On21 Cliff Dr between Lower Cliff West and Lower Cliff East (south side) 58 
On22 Cliff Dr between Lower Cliff East and Acacia Dr (south side) 21 
On23 Lower Cliff Dr (both sides) 40 
On24 Mermaid St between 3rd St and Glenneyre St (north side) 12 
On25 Mermaid St between 3rd St and Glenneyre St (south side) 14 
On26 2nd St between Forest Ave and Mermaid St (east side) 28 
On27 2nd St between Forest Ave and Mermaid St (west side) 14 
On28 3rd St between Forest Ave and Mermaid St (east side) 11 
On29 3rd St between Forest Ave and Mermaid St (west side) 17 
On30 Park Ave between Glenneyre St and 3rd St (both sides) 28 
On31 Glenneyre St between Forest Ave and Laguna Ave-Park Ave 6 

Total On-Street Parking Supply 608 
Off-Steet Parking Facility 
Off1 Broadway Lot [Lot #1] 26 
Off2 Forest Lot [Lot #2] 38 
Off3 Ocean Lot B (North Lot) [Lot #3] 24 
Off4 Ocean Lot A (South Lot) [Lot #4] 18 
Off5 Mermaid Lot (northeast corner of Glenneyre & Mermaid St) [Lot #5] 15 
Off6 Glenneyre Structure [Lot #6] 215 
Off7 Laguna Beach Community/Susi Q Center Parking Structure [Lot #13] 72 
Off8 Hagan Place Lot (480 Mermaid St; 3rd St & Mermaid St) [Lot #14] 25 

Total Off-Street Parking Supply 433 
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The study area has a total of approximately 1,041 parking spaces consisting of 608 on-street and 
433 off-street spaces. 

4.1 PARKING DATA COLLECTION  

The on-street parking demand counts were collected by DKS. The parking data collection was 
conducted in October 2022 for one weekend (Saturday, October 22, 2022) and one weekday 
(Wednesday, October 26, 2022) from 10:00 am until 10:00 pm on an hourly basis.  

The off-street parking data including parking utilization rates and parking duration was provided by 
the City of Laguna Beach. The City uses a parking platform created by FrogParking2. The provided 
data covered parking data from June 25, 2021 until September 6, 2021, which was the most recent 
data available. DKS chose the parking data for Wednesday, September 1, 2021 and Saturday 
September 4, 2021 for comparison as the most recent data available. 

4.2 PARKING ANALYSIS 

The collected on-street and off-street parking data was used to analyze the existing parking condition 
of the study area. In general, optimum parking occupancy is between 84 and 86 percent. When 
parking occupancy reaches this level, parking efficiency starts to deteriorate, and changes need to 
be implemented to improve parking efficiency. The 15 percent remaining capacity accounts for those 
vehicles leaving a space and the few spaces that are scattered throughout the system or a facility 
that one might have to circle to find. 

Tables 6 summarizes the on-street parking demand and utilization rate of the entire study area for 
weekday and weekend. The raw parking data is provided in Appendix C. 

TABLE 6 – ON-STREET PARKING DEMAND & UTILIZATION RATE (WEDNESDAY  
OCTOBER 26, 2022 & SATURDAY, OCTOBER 22, 2022) 

 

Time of Day 

10AM
- 

11AM 

11AM
- 

12PM 

12PM
- 

1PM 

1PM 
- 

2PM 

2PM 
- 

3PM 

3PM 
- 

4PM 

4PM 
- 

5PM 

5PM 
- 

6PM 

6PM 
- 

7PM 

7PM 
- 

8PM 

8PM 
- 

9PM 

9PM 
- 

10PM 

Capacity 608 

Weekday (Wednesday, October 26, 2022) 

Demand 364 395 435 460 419 417 446 445 414 357 297 225 

Utilization 60% 65% 72% 76% 69% 69% 73% 73% 68% 59% 49% 37% 

Weekend (Saturday, October 22, 2022) 

Demand 463 514 501 521 492 486 442 453 452 447 390 361 

Utilization 76% 85% 82% 86% 81% 80% 73% 75% 74% 74% 64% 59% 

 

2 https://frogparking.com/ 
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Table 6 shows that the parking utilization rate is higher during weekend than weekday as expected. 
The table shows that the highest parking utilization rate throughout the weekday is 76 percent 
occurring between 1:00 and 2:00 pm and the highest utilization rate throughout the weekend is 86 
percent occurring between 1:00 pm and 2:00 pm. In general, parking utilization rate during the 
weekend from 11:00 am to 4:00 pm is between 80 percent and 86 percent and that means the on-
street parking locations operate near/at capacity during that period with the road closure.   

Tables 7 summarizes the off-street parking utilization rate of the entire study area for weekday and 
weekend. The raw parking data is provided in Appendix C. 

 
TABLE 7 – OFF-STREET PARKING UTILIZATION RATE (WEDNESDAY SEPTEMBER 1, 2021  

& SATURDAY SEPTEMBER 4, 2021) 

 

Time of Day 

10AM
- 

11AM 

11AM
- 

12PM 

12PM
- 

1PM 

1PM 
- 

2PM 

2PM 
- 

3PM 

3PM 
- 

4PM 

4PM 
- 

5PM 

5PM 
- 

6PM 

6PM 
- 

7PM 

7PM 
- 

8PM 

8PM 
- 

9PM 

9PM 
- 

10PM 

Capacity 433 

Weekday (Wednesday, September 1, 2021) 

Utilization 31% 36% 44% 47% 49% 46% 47% 46% 46% 45% 36% 24% 

Weekend (Saturday, September 4, 2021) 

Utilization 39% 54% 68% 78% 77% 77% 79% 78% 77% 75% 68% 54% 

Table 7 shows that the off-street parking utilization rate is higher during weekend than weekday as 
expected. The table shows that the highest parking utilization rate throughout the weekday is 49 
percent occurring between 2:00 and 3:00 pm and the highest utilization rate throughout the 
weekend is 79 percent occurring between 4:00 pm and 5:00 pm. In general, off-street parking 
facilities have more capacity than on-street parking throughout the weekday and weekend. 

Overall, the parking analysis shows that the study area has enough parking spaces to 
accommodate the existing parking demand throughout the weekday and weekend. Therefore, 
removal of forty-eight (48) parking spaces on Forest Avenue has not impacted the parking 
condition of the study area. 

5. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION 

The City of Laguna Beach in 2021 (during the Pandemic) closed a segment of Forest Avenue 
between South Coast Highway and Glenneyre Street to make the segment more walking friendly 
and improve pedestrian safety. As a result, the roadway closure eliminated vehicular access and 
included the removal of forty-eight (48) on-street parking spaces.   

To assess the impact of roadway closure, DKS conducted traffic impact analysis study for six (6) 
intersections (4 signalized and 2 unsignalized intersections) in the immediate vicinity of roadway 
closure and parking study in the 1,000-feet perimeter of the roadway closure.  
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Analysis showed that all the study intersections operated at LOS C or better during the weekday 
AM and PM peak hours, while the City’s threshold is LOS D. Parking analysis showed the parking 
removal did not significantly impact the parking conditions of the study area throughout weekday 
and weekend because the combined utilization rate of the on-street and off-street parking facilities 
mostly remained under 85 percent. 
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in an area underneath a raised building) presents exposed parking at street level while parking structures or 

garages typically present large driveway openings and/or a large, blank façade to the  streetscape.  These impacts 

may be minimized if vehicles are properly screened and sensitive architectural treatments are used. 

Concentrating parking at the edges of the downtown is another  way  to lessen  the  visual  impact  of parking lots 

in areas that have high pedestrian activity. Parking areas such as those located along Cliff Drive are within walking 

distance of main commercial  areas,  but do not contribute  to congestion  in the  highest traffic  areas nor do they 

detract from aesthetics of the downtown core. 

Developing a strategic approach to market, communicate and brand a parking system  is  important  for residents, 

visitors and employees to know where they  can  find  parking.  For  example,  parking  wayfinding signs can display 

real-time availability, pointing motorists to facilities with available spaces. In 2014, the 

City introduced parking wayfinding signs with a “Circle P” logo denoting public parking throughout the Downtown 

and peripheral parking areas, which was highly successful in assisting residents and visitors to locate City public 

parking lots. 

The City’s new mobile parking app will build on this wayfinding by offering users the ability to find available parking  

before they enter downtown. The City’s marketing and outreach efforts include a trolley logo, trolley and parking 

integrated mapping, a trolley and parking interactive webpage on the City’s website, social media postings, public 

outreach, and enhancements to the Trolley Tracker mobile application. Additional 

signage and electronic messaging placed on Coast Highway and Laguna Canyon Road direct people to peripheral 

parking lots. Preparation and implementation of a Citywide Wayfinding Sign Program would help to address 

pedestrian and vehicular needs. 

Topic 4 Policies: 

1. Develop and implement a program to locate all-day employee parking outside the central portion of the

downtown, and establish a convenient and reliable shuttle service for downtown employees to encourage use

of outlying parking areas.

2. Ensure that all-day parking is reasonably priced and located in peripheral parking areas in order to encourage

use of the City’s public transit system, improve circulation, and minimize congestion in the downtown.



3. Continue to advance the City’s public transit system for beach-goers and downtown visitors through an

enhanced public relations program that includes information about the location and cost of peripheral

parking. This shuttle service may be combined with the employee shuttle service.

4. Improve the identification and availability of parking that serves the Downtown Specific Plan Area through

implementation of parking technology, such as smart meters, parking guidance mobile apps, interactive

parking maps, and dynamic real time parking information.

5. Encourage the use of shade trees, ground-level landscaping, context-sensitive lighting, and signage to

improve parking design.

6. Maintain City-owned parking lots in the downtown core for short-term parking needs by utilizing time and

price limits.

7. Establish a parking requirement of three (3) spaces for each 1,000 square feet of gross floor area for certain

non-residential uses in the  downtown.

8. Encourage efficient use of private parking spaces by encouraging privately held development owners to enter

into shared parking lease agreements with the City to allow for public use of private parking spaces after

business hours and during the peak summer months. These shared parking agreements may be needed for the

limited or temporary adaptive re-use of public parking facilities for community-desired events and activities,

including but not limited to, partial street closures and/or implementation of a parklet program during times

of the year when an 85 percent target occupancy level is not achievable.

9. Allow for the limited or temporary adaptive re-use of public parking spaces for community-desired events and

activities during summer and non-summer months, provided that an 85 percent target occupancy level is not

exceeded. The utilization of parking spaces will be offset by a parking program combination of parking rate

adjustments, public/private shared parking agreements, transit services  (free trolley program) with peripheral

parking, and will be monitored for an 85 percent or less occupancy level by data collection efforts. The

maximum number of public parking spaces utilized shall be based on the available supply and occupancy

levels.

10. Expand the annual summer data collection efforts to include all  non-residential  public  and  private parking within

the Downtown Specific Plan area. This data collection is necessary  to monitor utilization  of parking on a

recurring basis, and will inform and validate changes to parking requirements to maintain an overall occupancy

of 85 percent or less over time.

11. Continue to support existing traffic mitigation efforts, such as the use of police traffic aides to direct

pedestrians, bicyclists and motorists during peak demand periods.

12. Continue implementation of the smart parking guidance system that allows the City to collect real-time

parking occupancy data to inform adjustments to rates for all public parking meters and lots in the Downtown

Specific Plan Area. Parking rates may be adjusted gradually and periodically based on parking availability

targets and actual vehicle occupancy. An increase in any given year is subject to review and approval of a

coastal development permit. The City will continue to periodically review a Parking Management Plan for the

summer months that outlines specific strategies to manage the  downtown parking supply efficiently.
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SUBJECT: APPROVAL OF PROMENADE ON FOREST PROGRAM PLAN AS A GUIDE TO 
DEVELOP TWO DISTINCT CONCEPT PLANS FOR FUTURE CONSIDERATION 

RECOMMENDATION: It is recommended that the City Council: 

1. Approve the Promenade on Forest Program Plan. 

Appropriation: ____________ _ Fund Name: --------------------
Submitted By:~ 
Mark McAvoy,=-;/"" 

Approved: CiAo /re,h J) ~6 
Shohreh Dupuis, citYMaTaief 

SUMMARY OF THE MATTER 
On May 18, 2021, the City awarded a contract to RRM Design Finn (RRM) to perform preliminary 
engineering and entitlements to make the Promenade on Forest (Promenade) a pennanent installation. The 
initial phase of work included the preparation of a program plan to identify the basic design parameters for 
the permanent Promenade. Extensive outreach with business owners along Forest Avenue, public safety 
personnel, maintenance staff, and public officials was conducted to identify key program elements to be 
incorporated into the program plan. The program plan is being presented now for the public and City 
Council review and City Council approval. The program plan information will be the basis of design for 
the development of the Promenade concept plans. The concept plans will include two options for 
consideration. The first option is a complete conversion to a pedestrian promenade that no longer resembles 
a roadway, while the second is a simpler version that maintains curbs, gutters and sidewalks similar to what 
exists today. Both options will include enhanced paving, improved lighting, and improved infrastructure. 
The development of the concept plans will include comprehensive public outreach with the entire 
community to collaborate on thoughts and inspiration that will help guide the design and vision forward. 

DISCUSSION 
Stakeholder Interviews 
Staff walked door to door along the Promenade making introductions with shop owners and managers. As 
part of the introductions, staff shared letters providing contact infonnation and an invitation to participate 
in stakeholder interviews. Stakeholder interviews were held with several business owners on Forest 
Avenue, utility companies, city staff, public safety, councilmembers, planning commissioners, and others 
in the corridor directly influenced by the Promenade. 

The design team inquired about opportunities, constraints, potential concerns, deal-breakers, desirables, 
design character and the many factors related to day-to-day operations of the Promenade. The stakeholder 
interviews were setup with up to four people with similar interests and roles within the project area. Public 
officials were interviewed individually. The interviews varied in duration from thirty minutes to one hour; 
with conversations focused on the interviewee's experience with the Promenade since it was created in June 
2020. Common items discussed included appearance, character, pedestrian circulation, programmed 
activities and events, public function, short and long-term maintenance, and impacts to businesses. 

Feedback received included both positive and negative elements. These shared experiences regarding the 
closure of Forest A venue and day-to-day operations of the Promenade, were collected and organized to 
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develop the Promenade on Forest Program Plan (Attachment I), which organizes key elements to be 
addressed and considered in the creation of the Promenade design. 

Program Plan Format 
Once RRM organized the feedback received in the stakeholder interviews, they divided the Promenade into 
five distinct areas. These areas serve different functions in the operation of the Promenade; however, they 
may share common program elements. Although these areas have diffeting functions, they will all be 
incorporated into a cohesive design for the Promenade. 

The Paseo Access is the existing breezeway adjacent to Bushard's Phannacy that provides access to the 
parking lot on Ocean Avenue (Lot 3), the alley, and the public restroom. The West Entrance to the 
Promenade at South Coast Highway is a prominent crossing to Main Beach and the shops and restaurants 
on the west side of South Coast Highway. The Central Promenade is the core space of the Promenade. 
This space will be the most active area in the Promenade design. The East Entrance is the access into the 
Promenade at the intersection of Forest Avenue and Glenneyre Street. In addition to pedestrian access, this 
access also provides access for emergency and maintenance vehicles. The Main Beach Access is at Main 
Beach Parle Although it is not within the limits of the Promenade, it will be considered in the design to 
provide a transition from the Promenade to Main Beach Park. 

Program Plan Elements 
The program plan summarizes stakeholder input into two categories. The first category is Function and 
Services (how the space is used), and the second category is Site Design Elements (physical features). The 
elements listed under each category are derived from the most common items mentioned in the stakeholder 
interviews. The check boxes in the center of the program plan identify which elements will be incorporated 
into each of the five project site areas. 

While discussing the site design elements, stakeholders felt strongly that the Promenade should have a 
timeless design with high-end and elegant features that capture and preserve the unique culture of Laguna 
Beach. Key elements such as lighting, landscape, and pavement design will be developed to deliver the 
desired unique site character. The design will also create an inviting destination for residents and visitors 
to the area. The site character and aesthetic improvements will be identified and refined with the 
development of the concept plans. 

Outdoor dining was a major topic of discussion with stakeholders. Stakeholders did not want the 
Promenade to have the feel of an outdoor food court. While stakeholders understood that outdoor dining is 
a component of the Promenade, the majority requested that restaurant seating be limited, and that open 
seating should be incorporated throughout the Promenade. It was further stated by several stakeholders that 
the space reserved for restaurants should be rented to the restaurants at a fair market rate and should be 
limited to 500 square feet per restaurant. Stakeholders identified concerns with the existing restaurant 
spaces and wanted assurance that the pennanent design would address these concerns. For example, it was 
stated that space heaters and propane tanks were bulky and detracted from the overall aesthetic, and the 
tents and shade covers block open sight lines through the Promenade, making it hard for pedestrians to see 
adjacent storefronts and signage. These concerns are reflected in the program plan and will all be addressed 
in the concept design(s). 
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Stakeholders shared mixed feelings regarding public perfom1ances in the Promenade. Most stakeholders 
supported public performances but expressed that they should occur in different areas rather than at one 
fixed performance area. The program plan identifies event space in the West Entrance, Central Promenade, 
and the East Entrance. These spaces will consist of informal performance areas by providing electrical and 
audio/visual infrastructure throughout the Promenade. This will allow performances to occur in various 
locations throughout the Promenade. The program plan identifies a large event space which could be up to 
400 square feet. Several stakeholders suggested this space should be located towards Coast Highway. 

ADA accessibility was a shared concern amongst stakeholders. It is anticipated that an accessible path will 
be created through the Paseo Access to provide accessibility to parking and the public restroom. In addition 
to access to parking and the public restroom, the entire Promenade design will focus on accessibility to all 
public spaces, amenities, and businesses. 

Next Steps 
The next step in the design of the Promenade will be holding a series of public workshops. Public Workshop 
# 1 will be an information gathering workshop with the community. Together with the information received 
at the public workshop and the approved program plan, RRM will produce draft concept plans. The draft 
concept plans will then be shared with the public at Public Workshop #2 and will provide an opportunity 
for the public to review and evaluate the two concepts. Following this workshop, RRM will make additional 
refinements to the concept plans and then share them at Public Workshop #3, which is intended to be an 
informal open house to allow the public to review the plans and discuss them with the design team. 
Following the last public workshop, the concepts will be finalized and presented to the City Council for 
selection of the concept to be studied for CEQA compliance, design review, and coastal development 
permitting. The detailed Promenade Outreach Plan is provided as Attachment 2. 

FINANCIAL ANALYSIS 
The current budget includes funding for this project. No appropriation is being requested. 

ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS 
The City Council's action at this time is limited to providing preliminary direction on the design of the 
Promenade project. It does not constitute authorization to proceed with the project and will not directly 
result in construction or site disturbance. Further, until such time as the proposed design is ascertained, 
there is not sufficient information for which meaningful environmental review can be undertaken. 
Accordingly, the City Council's direction on the program plan is not a "project" pursuant to Public 
Resources Code Section 21065. The project entitlements will ultimately consist of applications for design 
review and coastal development permits, and a CEQA evaluation and determination must be made when 
the project is considered for approval at a noticed public hearing. 

ATTACHMENTS 
1. Promenade on Forest Program Plan (Pgs. 4-14) 
2. Public Outreach Plan (Pgs. 15-16) 

Report Prepared By: Coordinated With: 

Thomas Perez, Capital Program Manager 
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PROMENADE ON FOREST PROGRAM PLAN 
PURPOSE STATEMENT 
Create a vibrant plaza in downtown for safe outdoor dining, gathering and shopping- The Promenade on Forrest shall preserve and 

enhance the unique character of the Laguna Beach downtown. 

INTRODUCTION 
Forest Avenue was closed to through traffic between South Coast Highway and Glenneyre Street to create a pedestrian 

promenade in 2020 to activate the area. encourage pedestrian social distancing and circulation through the street block. 

The block has been referred to ever since as The Promenade on Forest. The City worked with local restaurants and 

businesses to inst all parklets along the edge of the sidewalks in the parking zone to allow for outdoor dining, flex space 

for retail shops, and casual seating and gathering areas for pedestrians visiting the Promenade. The City of Laguna Beach 

along with their Design Team have 

begun the fi rst steps to create a 

permanent promenade by meeting 

with stakeholders to listen and 

gather input about the existing 

promenade and better understand 

the opportunities and constraints 

within the corridor. The fo llowing 

document summarizes key issues, 

opportunities, and challenges 

to consider while developing 

improvements to create a premiere 

public space. 

This program plan will be used as a 

guide to work with the community 

as a whole and further develo p 

two distinct concept plans for a 

Promenade on Forest. During the 

conceptual design phase, the design 

team will work with stakeholders 

and the Laguna Beach community to 

identify improvements that further e nhance the corridor for pedestrians and create a vibrant public space. The outcome of 

the conceptual design phase will be concept plans for t he area. One concept will explore a minimized design approach with 

enhancements that retain a roadway, curbs, public sidewalks, with improvements to the parklet design elements, and other 

upgrades such as lighting, landscaping, and open spaces. The second concept will include a complete redesign of the area to 

create a one-level plaza or piazza with new decorative hardscape, lighting, upgraded landscape, event space. outdoor dining, 

gathering spaces, and other enhancements to create a unique outdoor experience in downtown. 

PROMENADE ON FOREST PROGRAM PlAN 
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STAKEHOLDER INTERVIEWS 
Stakeholder interviews are an important and effective way to gather information and perspective since often people are 

more relaxed interfacing in a small group. The stakeholder interviews were held with the variety of the business owners, 

utility companies, city staff, first responders, public officials, and others in the corridor directly influenced by the promenade 

and the permanent closure to vehicle traffic through Forest Avenue. 

The design team inquired about opportunities, constraints, concerns, deal-breakers, desirables, design character and the 

many factors that are part of the day to day operations of the promenade. This task and method of engagement is a critical 

step in gaining a local understanding from a variety of perspectives that can be incorporated as part of the Project's pre­

design understanding and approach. 

The stakeholder interviews were setup with up to four people 

with similar interests and roles within the project area. The 

interviews varied in duration from 30 minutes to one (1) hour 

with most of the conversation focused on the interviewee's 

sharing their experience with day-to-day operations along the 

promenade such as; pedestrian circulation, emergency access, 

activities and events, the changing routines seasonally, public 

function, adaptations to changing conditions, maintenance, and 

other opportunities and constraints over the last two years. 

The stakeholders shared their experiences about the promenade 

with both positive and negative elements that will influence the 

development of the concept plans. 

PROMENADE ON FOREST PROGRAM PLAN 

6 

trash c:u;h ,.. 
heaters . t P

1
"'' v 

d k 
desrgn retarl 

"" connect ec s CT tru~:ks . . ~ 

cti til watc r 
?' ~ banners ~\a. ~· soua~ . 
r ~ , • t' f>~ (/)~ g 
•' •v trnga iOn~ ·""' ~\'i> VI murai"'U'c~ ~Qj • ~'"I>'V\'3 1 

·~rnit:~~ q ~ planters 
) • ~ ~u~9esses 

\,~~ct L ())~ \f' · 
J drd nage-::>nla "! seating 

' U p r stor C ~ c lCOUiaqc 
· ~lh:~~ rSreezeway~- . 

outdoor moblle .. • 

" ... , .. 



Shared experiences and ideas regarding the stakeholder's involvement in the day-to-day operations of the promenade were 

collected and recorded to develop the following Program Plan to organize key elements that need to be addressed and 

considered in the predesign information gathering phase of the project. The program plan information wi ll be the basis of 

the conceptual design w hile continuing to collect public input from t he greater community through several public workshop 

sessions. The public workshops w ill provide the design team and the public an opportunity to collaborate on thoughts and 

inspiration that wi ll guide the design and vision that will preserve and enhance the public space on the Promenade. 

PROMENADE ON FOREST PROGRAM PLAN 

7 



PROGRAM ELEMENTS 
The program plan summarizes the stakeholder input into two categories. The first category is the site design elements, 

and the second category are the functions and services that take place on the promenade. The site elements are design 

components needed for the built environment. Some of the design elements will be located at specific locations and others 

may occur in one or more locations. These were the primary items and issues brought up in the stakeholder interviews to 

consider in the promenade corridor and adjacent boundaries. The project limits have been labeled to delineate areas with in 

the corridor where different activities and elements generally occur. 

PROJECT SITE DELINEATION 
AREA A- PASEO ACCESS 
This is the existing breezeway adjacent to Bushard's Pharmacy that provides access to the Ocean Avenue Parking Lot B, the 

alley, and the nearby public restroom. This paseo is not currently wheelchair accessible from the alley side. 

PROMENADE ON FOREST PROGRAM PLAN 
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AREA 8 -WEST ENTRANCE 
The west entrance to the promenade at So uth Coast Highway is a prominent crossing to Main Beach and the restaurants, 

cafes, and shops on the west side of South Coast Highway. The west entrance has a view to the ocean and is currently a 

non-programmed passive area. This area has been closed to through vehicular traffic with the placement of decorative 

mosaic bollards. 

PROMENADE ON FOREST PROGRAM PLAN 
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AREA C - CENTRAL PROMENADE 
The core space of the promenade is where several parklets are constructed for outdoor dining, informal seating, display 

areas for shops, and a performance deck. 

AREA D - EAST ENTRANCE 
This is t he access into the promenade from Glenneyre Street. This access is closed to through vehicle traffic with removable 

bollards to provide access for emergency and maintenance vehicles. This intersection has been a two-way stop controlled 

intersection since Forest Avenue was closed to through-traffic. 

PROMENADE ON FOREST PROGRAM PlAN 
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AREA E -MAIN BEACH ACCESS 
The crossing at South Coast Highway was updated by the City to include a scramble crossing for pedestrians crossing from 

Main Beach to Forest Avenue. This access provides views to the ocean and beach and pedestrian access across South Coast 

Highway. This is an important access point for Forest Avenue and needs to be examined further with the improvement plans 

for the Promenade and Main Beach Park. 
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PROMENADE ON FOREST ~ 

PROGRAM ELEMENTS 

Function & Services 

RESTAURANTS 

Outdoor Dining 

Over head Cover 

Storage 

RETAIL 

V isibilit y 

Walkbys 

Easy Access 

UNIVERSAL ACCESSIBILITY 

Facilities for All Abil ities 

ADA Parking I ADA Route 

A ccess 

H ydrants 

Par king 

DELIVERY 

Access 

Loading Zone 

Tr olly Stop 

Load-Unload Zone 

Par ki ng 

SAFETY 

A ccess Contro l 

N atur al Surveillance 

Image Management /Maintenance 
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I -./ 1 I 
Assigned seating (rented at marl<et rate) and open seating 

-./ _;; -./ Improved shade opportunities with reduced view impacts 

-./ -./ -./ Should be concealed and placed to minimize public interruption 

-./ 1 -./ 1 -./ 
I 

-./ -./ -./ Encourage circulation toward retail frontage 

-./ -./ -./ -./ Minimize physical barriers 

I I I 
-./ -./ -./ -./ 
-./ -./ -./ -./ Upgrade ADA parl<lng and access 

Vehicle access from Gienneyre 

Identify nearby space 

I I 
-./ Nearest at Main Beach and Laguna Avenue 

-./ Maintain access from Glenneyre and Park Ave. 

-./ Identify opportunities for additional parking in nearby areas 

I I 
-./ -./ -./ -./ Well defined ingress and egress for visitors 

-./ -./ -./ -./ Designed and Integrated throughout 

-./ -./ -./ -./ 
MISC. 

Public Events 

Flexible Space 

Sustainabil ity 

1 -./ 1-./ 1-./ I 
Create multiple spaces within the project area 

-./ -./ -./ Include power and AN connect1ons at multiple po1nts 

-./ -./ -./ -./ Incorporate throughout 
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PROGRAM ELEMENTS 

Site Design Elements 

f>UBLIC & EVENT SPACE ... ~~-- ... . . 
Outdoor Dining 

Open Seating Areas 

Event Space I Staging Areas 

Public Arc (Static & Seasonal) 

CIRCULATION & TRANSIT 

Walkways 

Ingress/Egress 

Accessibility For A ll Abili t ies 

First Responder s 

Maintenance Vehicle Access 

Trolly I Drop-off Area 

Bike Parking 

Walkways- Low Lighting 

Event Lighting 

Overhead Lighting 

Safety Lighting 

Accent Lighting 

LANDSCAPE 

Canopy Trees 

Enhancements & Focal Points 

Bio- retention 

Space D efinition 

Enhanced Hardscape 

Electrical 

Potable Water 

Storm Water 

Sewer 

Trash Storage & Pick-up 

Communication/Low Voltage 

Essence 

Creative and Unique 

Family or Visitor-centric 

Artistic I Eclectic 

Intimate 

~ 
t1 u 

'f 

~ 
"' ~ 

A 

...; 

...; 

...; 

...; 

...; 

...; 

I 

...; 

I 
...; 
...; 

...; 

...; 

...; 

...; 

...; 

PROJECT SITE AREA 

~ tJ ""'§ tJ 
~ ~ 

J...~ ~l.(j Of ~~ ~~ IQ~ $~ ~$ ;;$ (JQ. 

B c D 

...; ...; ...; 

...; ...; ...; 

...; ...; ...; 

...; ...; ...; 

...; ...; ...; 
...; 

...; ...; 

...; ...; ...; 
...; ...; ...; 
...; j j ...; 
...; ...; ...; 

I I I 
j j j 
...; ...; ...; 
...; ...; ...; 
...; ...; ...; 

I I I 
j j j 
'j 'j 'j 
...; 'j ...; 
...; ...; 

~ 
...; ...; 
...; ...; 

...; ...; ...; 

...; ...; ...; 

...; ...; ...; 

13 

:r:g 
(J~ 

Ju 
tliiJI 

~~ 
18 
E 

...; 

...; 

...; 

...; 

...; 

...; 

...; 

...; 

...; 

...; 

...; 

...; 

...; 

...; 

NOTES 

Maximum 500 s.f. for rented areas 

Integrate throughout with varying furniture hetghts 

Approx>mately 400 s.f. formal performance area 

Integrate into design throughout 

Enhanced Pavement 

Integrated throughout 

Access at Glenneyre intersection 

Access at Glenneyre intersection 

Explore moving stop to Park Avenue 

Parking at each end of promenade 

Integrate throughout 

Outlets throughout 

Integrate throughout 

Landscape lighting 

Promote random/natural placement 

Potential education points 

Integrate w/landscape throughout 

Upgrade throughout 

Maintain existing drinking fountains 

Ensure system adequacy 

Enhanced receptacles (trash & recycle) 

Public gathering 

Htgh end, elegant. non-cookte cutter, local culture 

Integrate throughout 
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Attachment 2 

PROMENADE ON FOREST 

Outreach Plan 

Summary: 

The intent is to first have stakeholder meetings with business owners/managers, property 
owners, and city staff. The three public workshops will follow the stakeholder meetings. Public 
Workshop #1 will be an information gathering workshop with the community. Public Workshop 
#2 will be a review and evaluation of the two concepts. The results will be discussed with staff 
and shared with City Council for further direction. Public Workshop #3 will be the presentation 
of the preferred concept plans to the community. Following the final public workshop, the 
concepts will be finalized and presented to the City Council for further direction. Below is a 
detailed outline of the outreach approach for the project. 

Plan Outline: 

1. Contact Stakeholders for Meetings 
a. Work with City staff member Jeremy Frimond and Chamber of Commerce to 

make contact with Forest Avenue business owners. 
b. City will coordinate schedules for outreach meeting. 
c. Develop spreadsheet with names and contact information for each stakeholder. 
d. Update and maintain the contact list. 

2. Stakeholder Meetings 
a. RRM set (Zoom) meetings to last 40 minutes each. 

i. Stakeholders with like interests can be grouped, no more than four (4) 
different representatives in one meeting. 

ii . Council member meetings will include CM, Shohreh Dupuis, and up to two 
(2) council members at a time. 

iii . City staff stakeholders (i.e. Fire, Police, Community Development, 
Maintenance, other staff) will be in one (1) stakeholder meeting 60 to 90 
minute long. 

3. Program Plan 
a. City Council Presentation 

i. City coordinate presentation to City Council 
ii. RRM provide project overview and planning efforts ahead 
iii. Collect input of current improvements (2020 closure to vehicle traffic to 

date) 
iv. Discuss Program elements to develop concept plans 
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4. Outreach Materials- To be coordinated with Cassie Walder 
a. City webpage 
b. Social Media Notices announcing public workshops 
c. Flyer Announcing Public Workshop 
d. Posters at Promenade site 

5. Public Workshop #1 
Information gathering to identify visions and ideas for the promenade's two design 
options for minor and major improvements. 

a. Project overview- boundaries of the project (virtual walk-through} 
i. On-site photos/video, aerial plan views, survey plan view 

b. Introduce the project 
c. Share stakeholder meeting key results 
d. What are the needs for public promenade? 

i. Program Elements 
e. Visual collection of images of public pedestrian spaces 
f. Break-out Groups- break into groups to discuss ideas and inspiration (up to four 

groups). The groups will have same format to listen and discuss enhancement 
ideas 

g. Open Forum -Come back to main group and share ideas from the breakout 
groups 

h. Rank items and ideas for most important, share the results live. 

6. Public Workshop #2 
a. Project overview- Discussion of previous input and direction 
b. Present each conceptual option 
c. Breakout groups to share comments on each plan option 

i. What's missing from either 
ii. What are the top prioritized elements? 
iii. Top three things can't live without from each option 

d. Return to large group and present each groups response to preference and 
priorities 

7. Open House Final Preliminary Plan 
a. Informal open house with plan and sketches of the preferred concept plans. 
b. Display exhibits for public to review independently 
c. RRM and City staff available for one-on-one discussions with public 

8. City Council Presentation 
a. Present final concept plans to City Council. 
b. Obtain direction for which concept to proceed with for design development and 

entitlements. 
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Ãºmcm
Èm̀eÄg
É¾
È
Àº̂lº
gijgc̀aĉ̀cb
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July 30, 2025 

To: California Coastal Commission – South Coast District – Dr. Janet Torres 

       301 East Ocean Blvd. Long Beach, CA 90802-4830   Phone: 562-590-5071 

From: Bryan T.S. Menne , 31988 10th Ave. Laguna Beach, Ca. 92651 Ph: 949-246-6183; as a 60-year   

resident and Qualified Expert Land Planner/ Calif. Registered Landscape Architect #1826.  

Laguna Residents have been denied an Alternative Plan as required /California Law, (see CCC & CEQA –“Major 
Public Works Project”) & changes of this magnitude to Downtown  Character, Circulation /Drainage Changes,  
further Loss of parking downtown & beach access are obvious reasons why Resident Approval – Voting is needed.  

The City skirt’s Resident participation with “Slow Streets” Caltrans Exemption & No Alternative Plan which 
will be subject to certain CCC Appeal & Legal actions from Commercial Lot Owners, Retail Businesses, 
Resident  Impacts of losing Access & Parking, Real Estate Value/Income from the City’s “Permanent Take” of 
their Land/ Lost Incomes of yearlong+- construction disruption previous /future bankruptcies. 

• How many businesses will close increasing a few restaurants profits with this City Council’s Plan promotion since 

lockdown, while Residents haven’t had an Alternative Plan? 

• The 180+- Parking Spaces lost Downtown were never disclosed to Businesses & Residents  and “In Lieu Parking 

Space”- Fees paid by Businesses are Diverted, Fraud? 

• City proposes No Replacement Parking -suggests taking 30 Library spaces “Robbing Peter(retailers & residents) to 

Pay Paul” (restaurants). (122 spaces - Village Entry in 2019, 48 Forest spaces, 10 parklet spaces - 2020 benefiting just 8 

restaurants, while hurting access & parking for Residents /other Retail merchants).  

• Replacement costs for 180 Parking spaces lost by City in the last 5 years = $21.6 +-Million   

($120,000+- /parking structure space, built on City’s available land / between Tivoli II & City Employee Lot) 

• The City keeps adding to the Traffic Congestion & Circling car problems downtown from the 7.4 million annual 

visitors, Day Trippers, Cruisers & Beachgoers.( “Visit Laguna” ) that prohibits Resident’s use. 

• Malibu Fires  could further swell our Village’s invasion to 10 million?, even without need of the “Visit Laguna” 10-year 

Contract- $500,000 annual campaigns = last 10 years getting us past saturation overload point. 

An Alternative Now! to Reopen Forest Promenade this Summer to one-way ingress from PCH can preserve our 
Historic Village Commercial Gateway and the south-side 24 parking spaces saving struggling Retailers while 
retaining the 4 Restaurant’s  Cafe  Tables / north-side Promenade & will improve traffic circulation. The City would 
save $5 million in future Pkg. Structure Costs & Design- essentially no costs for 1-week conversion = providing 
immediate relief to Retailers & Traffic Congestion. (while still allowing monthly Special Event bollard closures on 
future Brick Rd. Plaza.)  

The City Alternative Plan should include upgrading Sidewalks & Curbs to Stone Paving & Herringbone Brick 
Pavers with One-Way travel lane, bike lane & parking into our Historic Village Gateway,  protecting our  City 
from Flood Liability, to restoring Resident’s Support &  Confidence, or Require a citywide Resident Vote 
approval if no Plan consensus is reached. 

Previously , On Sept.10, 2018- I wrote to CCC - Marlene Alvarado; Charles Possner & Jordan Sanchez- 

reported the City of Laguna Beach had misrepresented the Public Parking Loss of 114 Parking spaces 

from the City Village Entrance Project in 2018. I later Appealed the City Project DR #17-2506 & CDP #17-
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2507 as the City sought to Amend their Permit with the CCC for an additional building & loss an 

additional 4 parking spaces. My 32-page CCC Appeal was submitted on 10/24/18  , for Non- Disclosure of 

actual Parking space Losses, Improper Public noticing & Misrepresentation of the Scale , Size of a Major 

Public Works Project/MND, Project Boundary incorrect, etc. with all the evidence & Standing for My 

previous Appeal. The City subsequently did not refute my Appeal case filed to CCC, but instead the City 

withdrew their CCC amendment application after my Appeal was under CCC review. I can only speculate 

that the City did not want to refute my evidence of deceitful representations from being exposed to its 

Residents/Public & thus I lost my standing & my CCC appeal was never heard.  

Therefore, the Public was never informed that the City had lost 118 actual /comparable Public Parking 

spaces with the Construction of the Village Entrance (VE) Project as constructed in 2019( not the 10 

Pkg. spaces reported to the Public by City). As a result, the City Residents & businesses & Public Beach 

access Parking has been compromised for the last 6 years without the required LB General Plan- Policy 

6H & CCC previously stated directives that Public Parking space losses be replaced on a 1 for 1 Basis.  

This has directly affected the Public’s access for beaches & businesses as this Parking has never been 

restored to equivalent parking resource for those previous Public Parking Space losses. Since 2019 the 

City subsequently added 24 parking spaces to Caltrans/Laguna Cyn. Rd. R.O.W. that wasn’t part of VE 

Project Boundary & 14 spaces at the former Transit Bus site-City Lot 15 = a Cumulative Net loss of 80 

Parking Spaces has existed for over 5 years. Contrarily, the City has yet Taken another 6 parking spaces 

in the last 5 years for Parklets/ Restaurant/dining use on Beach St.,  Ocean & Forest Ave. , and in the 

last 2 Months another Take of 4 more Parking spaces on Mermaid & Park Ave. for more Parklets/ 

Restaurant dining uses = losing 10 more Parking Spaces in the DSP Area. Additionally, the City took 

another loss = 10 more parking spaces have also been Bagged as Tow Away/ Unusable spaces by a 

new 2025 Law per CVC restrictions within 20’ of Intersection Corners.  So, my observations are the City 

is still currently dealing with a Cumulative and Unmitigated Loss of 100 available Vehicle Parking 

Spaces that was never replaced per City General Plan & CCC Parking replacement policy Mandates. 

This can be substantiated by my 10/24/18 CCC Appeal Document (available upon request) 

These Parking space losses can’t be mitigated through Local Transit or Dial up City Taxi services- as CCC 

Staff Report just stated, as the impact is to the Day Trippers & Visitors who arrive from out of Town, 

looking for those 100 existing Parking spaces removed by City that don’t exist anymore, and amplified 

with the ever-increasing Car Visitor totals that come from our City advertising with “Visit Laguna” 

marketing that now totals 7.4 million visitors annually.  

These 2 City Projects removing existing Parking Resources and the current Proposed Street Closure of 

Lower Forest Ave./loss of an additional 48 Parking Spaces permanently are conflicting with the majority 

of recent Resident responses presented at the Special City Hearing on June 11, 2025. “Friends of Forest 

Avenue”(FOFA) collected & presented 874 Resident hard Copy Jotform Petitions & their Comments 

which should be individually reviewed & responded to by CCC, as the City never even reviewed a 

single petition presented to the City Clerk for the Public Record & at the City Council & has provided 

no response to the 3:1 Resident Majority against the Forest Ave. Closure , including 119 Local 

Businesses who signed their petition.  Instead, the City approved this project 5-0. (These Petitions were 

Collected online in just 30 days before the City Meeting by the “Friends of Forest Ave.com”  website-

with Resident’s Names on JotForm’s with the date, their Comments, & emails, and in person by “FOFA” 

members/ Residents in just 30 days from the formation of these Resident’s advocating for preservation 
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of Forest Ave., but allowing closures for special events , while requesting Denial/ Against this 

Promenade Street Closure Project responses & plus another 31 City letters/emails against with 

Comments- for a Total of 905 Residents (66%) requesting a Stop to this Project at that Public Hearing , 

& Alternative Plan be prepared allowing for limited Event Closure & retention of at least ½- 24 parking 

Spaces.  Proponents for the Forest Closure Project numbered 308 (34%) letters for it = shows a current 

Residents 3:1 ratio Majority against Closure of Forest Ave. to preserve our Parking resources.  

Two new polls conducted by Local Newspaper-LB Independent also show Resident’s rallying against It: 

February 11, 2025 : Support  = 10 votes, Against = 94 votes & June 6, 2025,  ( 90% Against = Majority ) 

June 6, 2025 : Support = 61 votes, Against = 117 votes ( 66% Against = Majority ,a 3:1 Ratio against) 

The City has refused its Residents’ repeated requests for a majority vote to decide if there is support for 

this project, so as to avoid the risk of losing the Pet Project of Councilmembers & a minority supporters’ 

group for pro-Pedestrian Promenade/ anti-parking advocates.  

The City for the last several years instead has dictated their Preferred Closure Plan Alternative/dialog to 

the Planning Commission and Residents attending Community Input meetings, while not allowing 

Alternative Plan Options to be introduced, discussed or proposed. The City Council only presented its 

chosen plan for Complete Closure of Forest Ave. ( this is a direct violation of the CEQA & CCC Protocol of 

Project review & its purpose to protect Public Access Resources, Circulation & Parking resources with EIR  

Alternative Plan Option Alternatives & No Alternative for Study to minimize impacts, preserve Public 

Coastal Resources.)  

Laguna Residents & Retail Businesses have realized that a better Alternative Plan should be prepared 

which Protects our Community Forest Ave. Entry to preserve our main Retail Business Community Entry, 

Village Character and vital adjacent Parking spaces for our Retail Business & beaches. The CCC Appeal is 

our last California mandated protection agency for the Public & Residents & should impartially judge 

who is being impacted here, not the City who no longer represents our Resident’s concerns of limited 

Parking availability, inability to shop locally due to lost parking resources adjacent to local Retail 

Businesses, and traffic congestion in the downtown area. The congestion Residents & Public are exposed 

to daily is all due to limited Parking remaining & circling of cars looking for spaces in the 

Downtown/Beach close parking Spaces that are no longer a public resource- gone for City 

Councilmembers pet Projects. ( See Attached Photos- 2 -36”x48” Evidence Boards presented to City 

Council by Bryan Menne- Public Record 6/11/25- Showing Alternative Concept, selected Letters and 

Retail Businesses / Business Cards opposed to Forest Ave. Closure, flooding risks) 

Now, 7 years later the City of Laguna Beach, Councilmembers/City Manager are again proposing 

removal of another 48 Commercial/Public Parking Spaces permanently as City Council directed 

“Planning “ of our City’s future! This Project should be stopped and revised to get a net gain in Parking 

and work towards solving our Parking & Circulation shortfalls- not adding to our problems of Residents 

and restricting Public Access for Beach & Retail Commercial Uses. 

The City now also disguises this Lower Forest Ave. Promenade Project as a “Slow Street” Closure based 

on a new April 2025 Cal-Trans Exemption- thereby circumventing Public Review & Comments via the EIR 

Process Review /Mitigation requirements, and further avoids Public Notification & Input of having to 

evaluate the true impacts on Circulation & 48 more parking space losses being imposed on the Residents 
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of Laguna & General Public , resulting in more restricted access to Public Beaches & Retail businesses in 

the Downtown Specific Plan (DSP) area.  

At a Minimum the CCC should Protect the Public Access Rights to existing Parking resources removed & 

not replaced by Granting the Appeal  or by CCC Enforcement Action requirements- for the following 

actionable Items: 

1. Replacement of full-size Public Parking spaces on a 1 for 1 Basis be required for all Cumulative 

Parking spaces with the Requirement for the City to prepare an Updated Cumulative Downtown 

Parking Impact analysis to verify Public Access Parking Space losses required. 

2. Require City to Prepare a Traffic Circulation analysis to quantify the Downtown Congestion 

Impacts for the Previous 7 years, and from the losses for the additional 48 Parking spaces as 

proposed by City for the permanent lower Forest Ave. closure/Promenade Project.  

3. The City’s “Slow Streets” Caltrans Exemption closing Forest Ave. should not have precedence 

over a CEQA & California Coastal Commission (CCC) resource of Public Parking resource adjacent 

to Main Beach Park. The City is using this exemption to avoid Public Disclosure and review by 

the CCC and avoid normal protocol of evaluation for an EIR or MND process of review. 

4. The City has not provided Proof of Service to Public & Notice to all Property Owners of each 

Business Lot owner for the Take of their Legal Property Street access ( per the New Cal trans-

Slow Streets’ that City has invoked as authorization to close Lower Forest as required/outlined 

by that exemption). This is a Take- City mechanism  of Lot Owners Rights as guaranteed by their 

Title Reports for their Legal Access/Parking entitlement being taken without compensation, and 

losing their ability to service their properties for Commercial use as entitled and guaranteed by 

their original purchase Title Policies. 

5. The City should not be allowed to avoid Standard Public Requirements /CEQA review when 

proposing a new Major Public Works Project & depleting a Public Resource of existing Public 

Parking access that’s covered by the LB LCP. (Non-compliance with COASTAL Commission, Calif. 

Coastal Act Sec. 30600 (c), LCP [EG. ''TAKING of parking abolishes Visitor resource ''  , and...'' 

removal of PARKING violates good faith to encourage Visitor and local spending at established 

licensed business'', This Forest Ave. Closure/Promenade. This project appears to Resident’s as  

exactly that-losing Public Parking Access with this hidden downsizing in Parking Resources.  

6. The City failed to disclose the removal of 3 of the 4 existing Handicapped spaces covered by the 

ADA Requirements  and their proximity to the FOA/Arts/Events uses for Village Entrance Project. 

in 2018 (City Lot 11,  unreported to the Public & California Coastal Commission) This Forest Ave. 

Closure also has 2 more Handicapped space losses being undisclosed. 

7. The City has provided No Budget, No Cost Estimate for the Residents to evaluate or Comment 

on the Financial Impacts & Implications of the Forest Ave  street Closure/Promenade. 

8. The City has no plan or response for facts presented- that 89% of past Street 

Closure/Promenades have failed, or been returned to their original street configuration.( i.e.- 

Santa Monica, Santa Barbara, Denver, Pasadena, Burbank, Pacific City, Solvang, etc.) 

9. The City has no plan for compensation to businesses that fail, potential bankruptcies , litigation 

that arises for losses incurred by existing & previous closed business caused by Forest Closure 

for last 5 years & future Business closures/ loss of income for duration of the Construction work. 

10. The City has only provided for a 25-year Hydrology study in planning this street Closure Project , 

while Forest Ave. has experienced 3 - 100-Year flood events and damage to these Commercial 



5 
 

properties in the last 55 years. This compromises public safety and increases flood risks & 

maintenance Liability to the Residents & increased risk exposure to Taxpayers of Laguna Beach. 

11.  Keeping the street section as is won’t expose Taxpayers to flooding liability, whereas any new 

drainage/ level plaza solution proposed will expose the City & its residents to any future flooding 

Liability for damages for altering the existing drainage pattern & capacities of flood waters. 

12.  The City cannot allocate 30 parking spaces as suggested are available at the adjacent Library 

site, as each project has a required Parking requirement that are necessary for its operation/ 

approved with that use. To suggest using those parking spaces is deceptive and robs the Library 

to justify the Promenade Project, while offering no Parking use during Library business hours 

which are sameas most Retail Businesses who would lose parking directly in front of their stores 

= convenient parking/directly adjacent to storefronts is crucial to retail businesses. 

13. The City should also be required to review the total Car Parking spaces committed to the 

existing “In Lieu” Parking = City Parking Space Requirement Fee Program for those Businesses 

which have been required to Contribute these Fees for access to the existing Pool of Parking 

Spaces in DSP Area. That core Parking Count has been depleted or are potentially defrauding 

those Businesses of their available “purchased access-parking spaces ‘Rights’ they paid to use 

for their Businesses ( City Street Parking Resource sold to businesses as CUP conditional 

permitting alternative Parking pool for any business that doesn’t have parking or meet its 

required spaces). The 2019 Village Entrance Project created Parking losses from City Lots 11 & 

12 were greatly affected-serving as the Central Parking for all Laguna Playhouse, Art A Fair, Tivoli 

Too events and weddings, Sawdust Festival, Downtown Businesses, Overflow Beach Parking. 

These uses never recovered the directly adjacent spaces at all, as we all know these uses are  

under-parked, and near impossible to find a space here in Summer Peak use time. 

14. The California Coastal Commission should respond to the 874 Resident/Business petitions and 

pertinent comments to appeal, as forwarded by Patricia Menne in a separate letter/ submission. 

The City references below illustrate examples of the pattern of deception presented to Residents and 

Public Agencies by the City, that are supposed to be protected by the Laguna Beach General Plan/LCP, 

Safety Element and California Law- CEQA, & CCC policies for Project Developments.  

See Pages-121 (Paragraph 3-6 of the Mit. Neg. Dec.-Policy 6H- City General Plan-“(Central Business 

District), preserve all existing parking by assuring replacement on a one-for-one basis.”  

See pages 144-145( 4.16 “Transportation/Traffic-a. Cause an increase in Traffic” .  It’s logical assumption 

it would greatly increase circling vehicles looking for open Parking spaces for the 100 cumulative parking 

space losses from the last 2 City Projects. This constitutes a Significant Impact- per CEQA  that should be 

evaluated by CCC by this Appeal or through an Enforcement Action  Case that should be initiated. 

I look forward to the review by the California Coastal Commission review & an enforcement 

investigation of the Cumulative losses of the 100 Parking Spaces & Public accessibility from the City’s 2 

projects in the last 7 years in the Downtown areas.  

 

Bryan T.S. Menne 

Land Planner/ California Registered Landscape Architect #1826, 60-year Resident of Laguna Beach 
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From: SouthCoast@Coastal
To: Torres, Janet@Coastal
Subject: FW: Appeal No. A-5-LGB-25-0018 Forest Avenue closure, City of Laguna Beach
Date: Thursday, August 7, 2025 8:08:18 AM
Attachments: PastedGraphic-3.png

APPEAL A-5-LGB-25-0018 Coastal Commission--promenade 2.pdf

 
 
From: ann@ac-la.com <ann@ac-la.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, August 6, 2025 6:30 PM
To: SouthCoast@Coastal <SouthCoast@coastal.ca.gov>
Subject: Appeal No. A-5-LGB-25-0018 Forest Avenue closure, City of Laguna Beach
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August 6, 2025 
 
Public Comment on August 2025 Agenda Item Friday 11a –  
Appeal No. A-5-LGB-25-0018 (City of Laguna Beach, Laguna Beach) 
 
Coastal Commission: 
 
I urge you to consider the promenade/Forest Avenue closure as a substanHal issue, worthy of de 
novo review. 
 
The city states that 30 parking spaces available aNer business hours at the Library and 7 spaces 
leased from the parking lot at behind 239 Broadway make up for the loss of 48 parking spaces 
at the promenade.  They do not.  They are not new spaces, they are already in the downtown 
“pool” of parking spaces already being used by many customers under different arrangements. 
 
The loss of 48 parking spaces in the heart of downtown is a significant loss, for the general 
public, visitors to Main Beach Park, and for businesses, not only those directly on Forest Avenue 
but also those along Coast Highway and Ocean Avenue.  That is because most of these 
businesses have no parking of their own and rely on public parking.  Many of the spaces 
counted for these businesses are ficHHous (grandfathered).  Reference Laguna Beach zoning 
code 25.52.004 (E) (1) (d) which provides credit for parking spaces that don’t really exist when 
calculaHng spaces for exisHng buildings built in 1958 or before, giving credit for: 
 


The number of parking spaces that would have been required by the parking 
regulations in effect in 1958 for the use currently existing on the property, if 
the building was built prior to that time, minus the actual number of parking 
spaces provided on-site, if any. 
 


These 48 “real” spaces on lower Forest Avenue were heavily used (before the 
pandemic closure of the street), were relied on by the public and were critical for 
the health of business in the downtown.  Since the pandemic closure of lower 
Forest Avenue a there is a cluster of recently closed businesses including: 
 
Temecula Olive Oil, 263 Forest Avenue 
Quicksilver, 255 Forest Avenue 
Rocky Mountain Chocolate Factory 248 South Coast Hwy. 
Bodega Restaurant 400 South Coast Hwy. 
Skyloft 422 South Coast Hwy. 
Areo 207 Ocean Avenue 







 
 
 
 
The parking amelioration programs the city has had for years are helpful but don’t make 
up for this loss of convenient and easily seen parking at the entrance to downtown 
Laguna Beach. 
 
In addition to grandfathered spaces there are also historical preservation incentives, a 
worthy and appreciated program.  But it allows businesses to intensify—adding more 
restaurant seats, for example—without providing any parking. 
 
Finney’s at the White House, a 120-seat restaurant, is an example that got 
grandfathered and historic credits.  At 330 South Coast Highway, the rear of the 
restaurant is directly adjacent to the library.  Those library parking spaces that the city 
cites as available to make up for the loss of Forest Avenue spaces, are not new spaces.  
They will be used by Finney’s customers as well as customers all along the 200 block of 
South Coast Highway, as well as customers of the Heisler Building at Laguna Avenue 
and Coast Hwy.  None of those businesses have their own parking. 
 
The city leased parking spaces behind 239 Broadway when the major part of the 
building was vacant.  Now the Surfing Heritage Museum will be occupying that building 
and their Conditional Use Permit requires them to have all 51 spaces in that lot 
available for the Museum.  (See attached CUP) 
 
There are many reasons why the Commission should find Substantial Issue with the 
Promenade/Lower Forest Closure project, the City’s faulty parking analysis is just one of 
them.  Technical reasons abound. 
 
The most important reason relates to Laguna’s heritage. We are an artist founded 
community that has a long tradition.  When you visit our city you can see and feel that, 
walk the sidewalks where artists and community founders walked.  The dates and the 
contractors’ names are stamped in the sidewalks.  Forest Avenue connects the Main 
Beach with city hall in one long avenue lined with the eucalyptus trees like the original 
homesteaders planted.  This project destroys the sidewalks and the traditional 
downtown look that is very rare in coastal (or any) towns these days and blocks the 
visual connection from beach to the rest of Forest Avenue and city hall.  This is an 
important visitor experience that is being lost—part of what people come to Laguna for. 
 
Forest Avenue is the entrance to the downtown from Coast Highway.  Going south on 
Coast Highway there is no other way to enter the downtown.  It is the downtown’s grand 
entrance that is being cut off with this closure project.  How do you enter downtown?  
Go all the way to Legion?  The promenade prevents access to all of downtown for the 
public because it has cut off this important entrance. 
 
Please find Substantial Issue so you can consider all these factors and save our town. 
 


 
Ann Christoph 
Landscape Architect FASLA 
 
 







FOREST AVENUE CORRIDOR LINED WITH EUCALYPTUS 


City Hall 


Main Beach 


THE PROMENADE CUTS OFF THIS HISTORIC LINK
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From: SouthCoast@Coastal
To: Torres, Janet@Coastal
Subject: FW: Public Comment on August 2025 Agenda Item Friday 11a - Appeal No. A-5-LGB-25-0018 (City of Laguna

Beach, Laguna Beach)
Date: Friday, August 8, 2025 11:28:27 AM
Attachments: A-5_LGB-25-0018_SupportDeNovoHearing.pdf

DSP_2022_Topic4Policies.pdf
IBI_2017_parkingstudy.pdf
DKS_2022_parkingstudy.pdf

 
 
From: Catherine Jurca <cathjurca@gmail.com> 
Sent: Friday, August 8, 2025 11:12 AM
To: SouthCoast@Coastal <SouthCoast@coastal.ca.gov>
Subject: Public Comment on August 2025 Agenda Item Friday 11a - Appeal No. A-5-LGB-25-0018
(City of Laguna Beach, Laguna Beach)

 
Please accept the attached comment in support of a Substantial Issue with the permanent
closure of lower Forest Avenue and granting of a De Novo hearing. Attachments include
relevant pages from the certified Local Coastal Program (Downtown Specific Plan), the DSK
parking study (2022), and the IBI parking study (2017).

Staff and the Commission cannot understand the LCP compliance issue without these
documents.

Thank you.

Sincerely,

Catherine Jurca

 

mailto:SouthCoast@coastal.ca.gov
mailto:janet.torres@coastal.ca.gov



31423 Coast Hwy. #28 
Laguna Beach, CA 92651 
 
August 8, 2025 
 
Dear Commissioners: 
 
Please find a substantial issue with the permanent closure of lower Forest Avenue to create a new 
pedestrian mall. The project objectively does not comply with the LCP. 
 
LCP Elements are full of subjective language about possibilities and goals. But Laguna Beach’s LCP 
has a very specific hard number that limits the City’s ability to remove public parking spaces in the 
downtown. This is an objective criterion. The City ignored it, and so did the Staff Report. 
 
According to the Local Coastal Program (Downtown Specific Plan), public parking spaces cannot be 
eliminated unless an "85 percent target occupancy level is not exceeded.” (Topic 4. Policy 9). 
 
The 85 percent threshold is likewise referenced in Policy 8: "adaptive re-use of public parking 
spaces during the summer months may not be ideal due to the high parking occupancy observed. 
The reduction of public parking spaces during the summer may be possible provided that an 
85 percent occupancy level is met.” (See attached from the DSP, emphasis added).  
 
The project proposes to remove parking permanently year-round. However, reduction of public 
parking spaces can occur only if the occupancy level remains at or below 85 percent. That figure 
is an industry standard and the result of a comprehensive downtown parking study conducted by 
consultant IBI for revisions to the DSP, adopted in 2022, in part to compensate for reductions in the 
parking spaces new businesses had to provide (policy 7). IBI gathered its data in summer and off-
season. IBI found that public on-street and off-street parking occupancy levels routinely rose far 
above 85 percent in summer, as noted in the Downtown Specific Plan: 


 
 


 


 







 2 


IBI gathered data in 2016 on August 17 and 20 (public parking spaces) August 24 and 27 (private 
parking spaces). and for the off-season September 24 and 28 (IBI Parking Study, 2017, p. 21).  
 
By contrast, DSK collected data for its Forest Avenue parking study—a different study area—over 
two days off season, October 22 and 26, 2022, for on-street public spaces; DSK did not gather its 
own data for off-street public spaces but relied on data from the parking platform FrogParking. The 
FrogParking data are from a year earlier, September 1 and September 4, 2021, in the middle of the 
Covid pandemic (DSK Parking Study, p. 8 [p. 415 in Laguna Beach Staff Report]). Even so, DSK 
found that without the parking on Forest Avenue, “the combined utilization rate of the on-street and 
off-street parking facilities mostly remained under 85 percent” (DSK, p. 10, [p. 417 in Staff Report], 
emphasis added). From the off-season 2022 study: 
 


 
In other words, the City’s consultant found that the loss of parking on lower Forest Avenue 
exceeded the 85 percent occupancy level even in the off season and thus does not meet the 
threshold for removing public parking spaces. DSK’s opinion of no significant impact in the study 
area does not change the DSP requirement. We have no idea what the actual occupancy level 
for on-street and off-street public parking downtown is in summer, because the City did not 
study it. It is guaranteed to be much higher in the summer, as the comprehensive IBI study makes 
clear. The City must restore the parking at lower Forest Avenue under the DSP/LCP.  
 
It is remarkable that the City did not supply you with the parking studies. I attach copies (I only have 
a draft of the IBI study, but the data are the data, and the City can share.) The City has gained some 
part-time public spaces but lost others to parklets. The trolley service has operated year-round for a 
decade. The City cannot substitute guesses for data and facts. Other cities may well want to wriggle 
out of parking requirements that the Commission has carefully protected to ensure public access to 
the coast. These spaces are among the closest to Main Beach in the entire city, and their loss is a 
hardship. You should protect them. 
 
Please allow a de novo hearing on this project. Thank you for your consideration. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Catherine Jurca 
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in an area underneath a raised building) presents exposed parking at street level while parking structures or 


garages typically present large driveway openings and/or a large, blank façade to the  streetscape.  These impacts 


may be minimized if vehicles are properly screened and sensitive architectural treatments are used. 


Concentrating parking at the edges of the downtown is another  way  to lessen  the  visual  impact  of parking lots 


in areas that have high pedestrian activity. Parking areas such as those located along Cliff Drive are within walking 


distance of main commercial  areas,  but do not contribute  to congestion  in the  highest traffic  areas nor do they 


detract from aesthetics of the downtown core. 


Developing a strategic approach to market, communicate and brand a parking system  is  important  for residents, 


visitors and employees to know where they  can  find  parking.  For  example,  parking  wayfinding signs can display 


real-time availability, pointing motorists to facilities with available spaces. In 2014, the 


City introduced parking wayfinding signs with a “Circle P” logo denoting public parking throughout the Downtown 


and peripheral parking areas, which was highly successful in assisting residents and visitors to locate City public 


parking lots. 


The City’s new mobile parking app will build on this wayfinding by offering users the ability to find available parking  


before they enter downtown. The City’s marketing and outreach efforts include a trolley logo, trolley and parking 


integrated mapping, a trolley and parking interactive webpage on the City’s website, social media postings, public 


outreach, and enhancements to the Trolley Tracker mobile application. Additional 


signage and electronic messaging placed on Coast Highway and Laguna Canyon Road direct people to peripheral 


parking lots. Preparation and implementation of a Citywide Wayfinding Sign Program would help to address 


pedestrian and vehicular needs. 


Topic 4 Policies: 


1. Develop and implement a program to locate all-day employee parking outside the central portion of the


downtown, and establish a convenient and reliable shuttle service for downtown employees to encourage use


of outlying parking areas.


2. Ensure that all-day parking is reasonably priced and located in peripheral parking areas in order to encourage


use of the City’s public transit system, improve circulation, and minimize congestion in the downtown.







3. Continue to advance the City’s public transit system for beach-goers and downtown visitors through an


enhanced public relations program that includes information about the location and cost of peripheral


parking. This shuttle service may be combined with the employee shuttle service.


4. Improve the identification and availability of parking that serves the Downtown Specific Plan Area through


implementation of parking technology, such as smart meters, parking guidance mobile apps, interactive


parking maps, and dynamic real time parking information.


5. Encourage the use of shade trees, ground-level landscaping, context-sensitive lighting, and signage to


improve parking design.


6. Maintain City-owned parking lots in the downtown core for short-term parking needs by utilizing time and


price limits.


7. Establish a parking requirement of three (3) spaces for each 1,000 square feet of gross floor area for certain


non-residential uses in the  downtown.


8. Encourage efficient use of private parking spaces by encouraging privately held development owners to enter


into shared parking lease agreements with the City to allow for public use of private parking spaces after


business hours and during the peak summer months. These shared parking agreements may be needed for the


limited or temporary adaptive re-use of public parking facilities for community-desired events and activities,


including but not limited to, partial street closures and/or implementation of a parklet program during times


of the year when an 85 percent target occupancy level is not achievable.


9. Allow for the limited or temporary adaptive re-use of public parking spaces for community-desired events and


activities during summer and non-summer months, provided that an 85 percent target occupancy level is not


exceeded. The utilization of parking spaces will be offset by a parking program combination of parking rate


adjustments, public/private shared parking agreements, transit services  (free trolley program) with peripheral


parking, and will be monitored for an 85 percent or less occupancy level by data collection efforts. The


maximum number of public parking spaces utilized shall be based on the available supply and occupancy


levels.


10. Expand the annual summer data collection efforts to include all  non-residential  public  and  private parking within


the Downtown Specific Plan area. This data collection is necessary  to monitor utilization  of parking on a


recurring basis, and will inform and validate changes to parking requirements to maintain an overall occupancy


of 85 percent or less over time.


11. Continue to support existing traffic mitigation efforts, such as the use of police traffic aides to direct


pedestrians, bicyclists and motorists during peak demand periods.


12. Continue implementation of the smart parking guidance system that allows the City to collect real-time


parking occupancy data to inform adjustments to rates for all public parking meters and lots in the Downtown


Specific Plan Area. Parking rates may be adjusted gradually and periodically based on parking availability


targets and actual vehicle occupancy. An increase in any given year is subject to review and approval of a


coastal development permit. The City will continue to periodically review a Parking Management Plan for the


summer months that outlines specific strategies to manage the  downtown parking supply efficiently.
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DATE: December 29, 2022 


TO: Thomas Perez | City of Laguna Beach, Public Works 


FROM: Rasool Andalibian, PhD, Yana Loginova, PE (OR), Jeff Heald, PE | DKS Associates 


SUBJECT:  Promenade on Forest Traffic Impact and Parking Analysis Project 22018-000 


1. INTRODUCTION


During the Pandemic, the City of Laguna Beach decided to foster a more walking-friendly 
environment along Forest Avenue in the downtown area by closing the segment between South Coast 
Highway and Glenneyre Street to vehicular traffic. As a result, the roadway closure eliminated 
vehicular access and included the removal of forty-eight (48) on-street parking spaces.  The City 
retained the team led by RRM Design Group supported by DKS Associates (DKS) to conduct a traffic 
and parking analysis to assess the impacts to traffic in the downtown area in the immediate vicinity 
of the roadway closure and parking conditions in a 1,000-feet perimeter of the roadway closure. 


The roadway closure was implemented in 2021 during the Pandemic and the traffic and parking 
analysis studies were conducted one year after the roadway closure in 2022 when traffic conditions 
had normalized. 


2. PROJECT STUDY AREA


Beaches, coves, beach parks, boardwalk, hiking trials, art galleries, restaurants, and summer 
festivals are main features of the City of Laguna Beach and its downtown area that attract nearly six 
million visitors each year1. The City provides free trolley services that helps residents and visitors to 
get around the City and alleviate traffic circulation in the City especially the downtown area. The 
primary land use in the downtown area is commercial with restaurants, shops, galleries, etc. that 
serve high pedestrian activities throughout the day.  


1 https://www.lagunabeachcity.net/live-here/about-laguna-beach 
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3. INTERSECTION TRAFFIC ANALYSIS 


As part of the traffic assessment of the roadway closure, DKS conducted a traffic analysis for six (6) 
intersections (4 signalized intersections and 2 unsignalized intersections) in the immediate vicinity 
of the roadway closure, as listed below. All the listed signalized intersections are owned and 
maintained/operated by Caltrans. 


1. South Coast Highway at Forest Avenue (signalized) 
2. South Coast Highway at Laguna Avenue (signalized) 
3. South Coast Highway at Ocean Avenue (signalized) 
4. South Coast Highway at Broadway Street (signalized) 
5. Forest Avenue at Glenneyre Street (unsignalized) 
6. Forest Avenue at Beach Street (unsignalized) 


The intersection performance was assessed during the weekday AM and PM peak hours. Figure 1 
presents the study area. 


FIGURE 1 –STUDY AREA MAP, DOWNTOWN OF LAGUNA BEACH 
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3.1 INTERSECTION TRAFFIC ANALYSIS METRIC 


The analysis of the project intersections was performed using the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) 
2000 methodology.  The HCM 2000 methodology was applied because the latest version of HCM does 
not support the analysis of the unique geometry of the South Coast Highway/Forest Avenue 
intersection. The assessment of intersection conditions addresses Level of Service (LOS) in terms of 
average control delay. In this study, the Synchro software package, a microsimulation tool, was used 
to determine intersection LOS based on the HCM methodology for the study intersections. Tables 1 
and 2 present the intersection LOS and associated delay for signalized and unsignalized intersections 
based upon the HCM 2000 methodology. 


TABLE 1 – LOS CRITERIA FOR SIGNALIZED INTERSECTIONS 
LEVEL OF SERVICE 


(LOS) DELAY (SECONDS PER VEHICLE) 


A ≤ 0 - 10 
B > 10 - 20 
C > 20 – 35 
D > 35 – 55 
E > 55 – 80 
F > 80 


Source: Highway Capacity Manual 2000. 


 
TABLE 2 – LOS CRITERIA FOR UNSIGNALIZED INTERSECTIONS 
LEVEL OF SERVICE 


(LOS) DELAY (SECONDS PER VEHICLE) 


A ≤ 0 - 10 
B > 10 - 15 
C > 15 – 25 
D > 25 – 35 
E > 35 – 50 
F > 50 


Source: Highway Capacity Manual 2000. 


The degree of congestion at an intersection is described by the level-of-service, which ranges from 
LOS A to F, with LOS A representing free-flow conditions with little delay and LOS F representing 
over-saturated traffic flow throughout the peak hour.  Table 3 provides a description of each specific 
LOS grade (LOS A through LOS F). 


TABLE 3 – LEVEL OF SERVICE DESCRIPTIONS 


LOS DESCRIPTION 


A 
No approach phase is fully utilized by traffic, and no vehicle waits longer than one red 
indication.  Typically, the approach appears quite open, turns are made easily, and nearly all 
drivers find freedom of operation. 


B 
This service level represents a stable operation, where an occasional approach phase is fully 
utilized and a substantial number are nearing full use.  Many drivers begin to feel restricted 
within platoons of vehicles. 
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LOS DESCRIPTION 


C 
This level still represents a stable operating condition.  Occasionally drivers may have to wait 
through more than one red signal indication, and backups may develop behind turning 
vehicles.  Most drivers feel somewhat restricted, but not objectionably so. 


D 


This level encompasses a zone of increasing restriction approaching instability at the 
intersection.  Delays to approaching vehicles may be substantial during short peaks within the 
peak period; however, enough cycles with lower demand occur to permit periodic clearance 
of developing queues, thus preventing excessive backups. 


E 
Capacity occurs at the upper end of this service level.  It represents the most vehicles that 
any particular intersection approach can accommodate.  Full utilization of every signal cycle 
is seldom attained no matter how great the demand. 


F 


This level describes forced flow operations at low speeds, where volumes exceed capacity.  
These conditions usually result from queues of vehicles backing up from a restriction 
downstream.  Speeds are reduced substantially, and stoppages may occur for short or long 
periods of time due to the congestion.  In the extreme case, both speed and volume can drop 
to zero. 


Source: Highway Capacity Manual 2000. 


3.2 INTERSECTION TURNING MOVEMENT COUNT DATA COLLECTION 


Intersection turning movement (ITM) counts at the study intersections were collected on Tuesday, 
April 21, 2022 when the roadway closure was in place. ITM counts were collected from 7:00 am to 
9:00 am, accounting for the AM peak period, and from 4:00 pm to 6:00 pm, accounting for PM peak 
period. After that, the peak hours were determined by combining the four highest consecutive 15-
minute periods during the AM peak period and the PM peak period. The details of intersections turning 
movement counts are provided in Appendix A.  


3.3 LEVEL OF SERVICE (FOREST AVENUE CLOSED) 


The LOS analysis was conducted for the study intersections for both the AM and PM peak hours using 
Synchro in conjunction with the HCM 2000 methodology. Table 4 summarizes the average 
intersection delay and associated LOS for the AM and PM peak hours. Appendix B provides the 
Synchro reports detailing the LOS analysis. 


 


TABLE 4 – EXISTING (2022) PROJECT INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE 
 


Intersection 
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 


Delay 
(sec/veh) 


LOS 
Delay 


(sec/veh)  
LOS 


Signalized Intersections 


South Coast Highway at Forest Avenue 5.9 A 7.7 A 


South Coast Highway at Laguna Avenue 18.7 B 16.6 B 


South Coast Highway at Ocean Avenue 3.1 A 3.5 A 


South Coast Highway at Broadway Street 12.3 B 25.7 C 
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Intersection 


AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 


Delay 
(sec/veh) 


LOS 
Delay 


(sec/veh)  
LOS 


Unsignalized Intersections 


Forest Avenue at Glenneyre Street 15.3 C 14.2 B 


Forest Avenue at Beach Street 11.4 B 10.7 B 


 


Reviewing Table 4 shows that both signalized and unsignalized intersections operate at LOS C or 
better during the weekday AM and PM peak hours. It should be noted that the City’s threshold is LOS 
D. Therefore, it is concluded that all the study intersections operate at an acceptable level under the 
road closure conditions and, consequently, no adjustment/modification is recommended.   


4. PARKING ANALYSIS 


The parking study was conducted for on-street parking locations and off-street parking facilities 
within a 1,000-feet perimeter of Forest Avenue, the roadway closure segment. DKS conducted a 
field visit to verify parking locations and to count the total parking spaces/supply per parking 
location. Overall, there are thirty-one (31) on-street parking locations totaling 608 on-street 
parking spaces and eight (8) off-street parking facilities totaling 433 off-street parking spaces in 
the study area. Figure 2 shows the locations of on-street parking spaces and off-street parking 
facilities and Table 5 provides the supply of parking locations.  
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FIGURE 2 – PARKING STUDY AREA MAP 
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TABLE 5 – PARKING SUPPLY 


NO. Description  
Parking 
Capacity 


On-Steet Parking Segment 
On1 Beach St between Cliff Dr and Broadway St (east/north side) 3 
On2 Cliff Dr between Aster St and Lower Cliff Dr (south side) 18 
On3 Beach St between Broadway St and Forest Ave (east side) 7 
On4 Beach St between Broadway St and Forest Ave (west side) 6 
On5 Broadway St between Forest Ave and Coast Hwy (east side) 29 
On6 Broadway St between Forest Ave and Coast Hwy (west side) 12 
On7 Ocean Ave between Forest Ave and Coast Hwy (east side) 36 
On8 Ocean Ave between Forest Ave and Coast Hwy (west side) 61 
On9 Forest Ave between Ocean Ave and Forest Ave (east side) 14 
On10 Forest Ave between Ocean Ave and Forest Ave (west side) 9 
On11 Forest Ave between 3rd St and Glenneye St (east side) 18 
On12 Forest Ave between 3rd St and Glenneye St (west side) 38 
On13 Coast Hwy between Forest Ave and Sleepy Hollow (north side) 23 
On14 Coast Hwy between Forest Ave and Sleepy Hollow (south side) 18 
On15 Coast Hwy between Broadway St and Ocean Ave (north and south sides) 8 
On16 Coast Hwy between Broadway St and Lower Cliff Dr (north side) 7 
On17 Laguna Ave between Glenneyre St and El Paseo 9 
On18 Legion St between Glenneyre St and Coast Hwy (east and west sides) 5 
On19 El Paseo 6 
On20 Cliff Dr between Aster St and Rosa Bonhuer Dr (north side) 32 
On21 Cliff Dr between Lower Cliff West and Lower Cliff East (south side) 58 
On22 Cliff Dr between Lower Cliff East and Acacia Dr (south side) 21 
On23 Lower Cliff Dr (both sides) 40 
On24 Mermaid St between 3rd St and Glenneyre St (north side) 12 
On25 Mermaid St between 3rd St and Glenneyre St (south side) 14 
On26 2nd St between Forest Ave and Mermaid St (east side) 28 
On27 2nd St between Forest Ave and Mermaid St (west side) 14 
On28 3rd St between Forest Ave and Mermaid St (east side) 11 
On29 3rd St between Forest Ave and Mermaid St (west side) 17 
On30 Park Ave between Glenneyre St and 3rd St (both sides) 28 
On31 Glenneyre St between Forest Ave and Laguna Ave-Park Ave 6 


Total On-Street Parking Supply 608 
Off-Steet Parking Facility 
Off1 Broadway Lot [Lot #1] 26 
Off2 Forest Lot [Lot #2] 38 
Off3 Ocean Lot B (North Lot) [Lot #3] 24 
Off4 Ocean Lot A (South Lot) [Lot #4] 18 
Off5 Mermaid Lot (northeast corner of Glenneyre & Mermaid St) [Lot #5] 15 
Off6 Glenneyre Structure [Lot #6] 215 
Off7 Laguna Beach Community/Susi Q Center Parking Structure [Lot #13] 72 
Off8 Hagan Place Lot (480 Mermaid St; 3rd St & Mermaid St) [Lot #14] 25 


Total Off-Street Parking Supply 433 
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The study area has a total of approximately 1,041 parking spaces consisting of 608 on-street and 
433 off-street spaces. 


4.1 PARKING DATA COLLECTION  


The on-street parking demand counts were collected by DKS. The parking data collection was 
conducted in October 2022 for one weekend (Saturday, October 22, 2022) and one weekday 
(Wednesday, October 26, 2022) from 10:00 am until 10:00 pm on an hourly basis.  


The off-street parking data including parking utilization rates and parking duration was provided by 
the City of Laguna Beach. The City uses a parking platform created by FrogParking2. The provided 
data covered parking data from June 25, 2021 until September 6, 2021, which was the most recent 
data available. DKS chose the parking data for Wednesday, September 1, 2021 and Saturday 
September 4, 2021 for comparison as the most recent data available. 


4.2 PARKING ANALYSIS 


The collected on-street and off-street parking data was used to analyze the existing parking condition 
of the study area. In general, optimum parking occupancy is between 84 and 86 percent. When 
parking occupancy reaches this level, parking efficiency starts to deteriorate, and changes need to 
be implemented to improve parking efficiency. The 15 percent remaining capacity accounts for those 
vehicles leaving a space and the few spaces that are scattered throughout the system or a facility 
that one might have to circle to find. 


Tables 6 summarizes the on-street parking demand and utilization rate of the entire study area for 
weekday and weekend. The raw parking data is provided in Appendix C. 


TABLE 6 – ON-STREET PARKING DEMAND & UTILIZATION RATE (WEDNESDAY  
OCTOBER 26, 2022 & SATURDAY, OCTOBER 22, 2022) 


 


Time of Day 


10AM
- 


11AM 


11AM
- 


12PM 


12PM
- 


1PM 


1PM 
- 


2PM 


2PM 
- 


3PM 


3PM 
- 


4PM 


4PM 
- 


5PM 


5PM 
- 


6PM 


6PM 
- 


7PM 


7PM 
- 


8PM 


8PM 
- 


9PM 


9PM 
- 


10PM 


Capacity 608 


Weekday (Wednesday, October 26, 2022) 


Demand 364 395 435 460 419 417 446 445 414 357 297 225 


Utilization 60% 65% 72% 76% 69% 69% 73% 73% 68% 59% 49% 37% 


Weekend (Saturday, October 22, 2022) 


Demand 463 514 501 521 492 486 442 453 452 447 390 361 


Utilization 76% 85% 82% 86% 81% 80% 73% 75% 74% 74% 64% 59% 


 


2 https://frogparking.com/ 
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Table 6 shows that the parking utilization rate is higher during weekend than weekday as expected. 
The table shows that the highest parking utilization rate throughout the weekday is 76 percent 
occurring between 1:00 and 2:00 pm and the highest utilization rate throughout the weekend is 86 
percent occurring between 1:00 pm and 2:00 pm. In general, parking utilization rate during the 
weekend from 11:00 am to 4:00 pm is between 80 percent and 86 percent and that means the on-
street parking locations operate near/at capacity during that period with the road closure.   


Tables 7 summarizes the off-street parking utilization rate of the entire study area for weekday and 
weekend. The raw parking data is provided in Appendix C. 


 
TABLE 7 – OFF-STREET PARKING UTILIZATION RATE (WEDNESDAY SEPTEMBER 1, 2021  


& SATURDAY SEPTEMBER 4, 2021) 


 


Time of Day 


10AM
- 


11AM 


11AM
- 


12PM 


12PM
- 


1PM 


1PM 
- 


2PM 


2PM 
- 


3PM 


3PM 
- 


4PM 


4PM 
- 


5PM 


5PM 
- 


6PM 


6PM 
- 


7PM 


7PM 
- 


8PM 


8PM 
- 


9PM 


9PM 
- 


10PM 


Capacity 433 


Weekday (Wednesday, September 1, 2021) 


Utilization 31% 36% 44% 47% 49% 46% 47% 46% 46% 45% 36% 24% 


Weekend (Saturday, September 4, 2021) 


Utilization 39% 54% 68% 78% 77% 77% 79% 78% 77% 75% 68% 54% 


Table 7 shows that the off-street parking utilization rate is higher during weekend than weekday as 
expected. The table shows that the highest parking utilization rate throughout the weekday is 49 
percent occurring between 2:00 and 3:00 pm and the highest utilization rate throughout the 
weekend is 79 percent occurring between 4:00 pm and 5:00 pm. In general, off-street parking 
facilities have more capacity than on-street parking throughout the weekday and weekend. 


Overall, the parking analysis shows that the study area has enough parking spaces to 
accommodate the existing parking demand throughout the weekday and weekend. Therefore, 
removal of forty-eight (48) parking spaces on Forest Avenue has not impacted the parking 
condition of the study area. 


5. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION 


The City of Laguna Beach in 2021 (during the Pandemic) closed a segment of Forest Avenue 
between South Coast Highway and Glenneyre Street to make the segment more walking friendly 
and improve pedestrian safety. As a result, the roadway closure eliminated vehicular access and 
included the removal of forty-eight (48) on-street parking spaces.   


To assess the impact of roadway closure, DKS conducted traffic impact analysis study for six (6) 
intersections (4 signalized and 2 unsignalized intersections) in the immediate vicinity of roadway 
closure and parking study in the 1,000-feet perimeter of the roadway closure.  
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Analysis showed that all the study intersections operated at LOS C or better during the weekday 
AM and PM peak hours, while the City’s threshold is LOS D. Parking analysis showed the parking 
removal did not significantly impact the parking conditions of the study area throughout weekday 
and weekend because the combined utilization rate of the on-street and off-street parking facilities 
mostly remained under 85 percent. 
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From: SouthCoast@Coastal
To: Torres, Janet@Coastal
Subject: FW: Public Comment on August 2025 Agenda Item Friday 11a - Appeal No. A-5-LGB-25-0018 (City of Laguna

Beach, Laguna Beach)
Date: Thursday, August 7, 2025 4:22:21 PM

 
 
From: bmanalis@cox.net <bmanalis@cox.net> 
Sent: Thursday, August 7, 2025 4:17 PM
To: SouthCoast@Coastal <SouthCoast@coastal.ca.gov>
Subject: Public Comment on August 2025 Agenda Item Friday 11a - Appeal No. A-5-LGB-25-0018
(City of Laguna Beach, Laguna Beach)

 
To: The California Costal Commission
 
I am a 46 year resident and want you to consider that first and foremost, this is a very
small town where residents live and people work and, only secondly, a tourist attraction.
 
 
This beloved small quaint town has very few streets and way too many visitors with cars
to lose one of the very few streets in the heart of the town and the parking spaces that
are essential for getting a round. 
 
To lose the lower portion of Forest avenue to automobile traffic is especially a hardship
for residents being able to go inland to our homes from the Coast Highway; not to
mention how hard it is to find parking to do business in town. The loss of these precious
parking places hurts business who aren’t restaurants or bars who prosper at the
expense of other business and the needs of real town services necessary to meet the
needs of it’s residents. There is a whole coastline of beaches where people can
congregate and do, plus parks throughout the City, and festivals and all sorts of venues
and activities for people to enjoy, as well as vast portions of open spaces, The Irvine
Bowl and Festival of the Art.  
 
We can’t afford to lose half of our one main street to a food court.  Where is the balance?
 
Please find a Substantial Issue in support of the Village Laguna appeal to the permanent
closure of lower Forest Avenue in Laguna Beach for a full hearing.
 
Thank you,
 
Barbara Manalis

mailto:SouthCoast@coastal.ca.gov
mailto:janet.torres@coastal.ca.gov


31618 Jewel Avenue
Laguna Beach, CA
 
 



From: SouthCoast@Coastal
To: Torres, Janet@Coastal
Subject: FW: Public Comment on August 2025 Agenda Item Friday 11a-Appeal No. A-5-LGB-25-0018 (City of Laguna

Beach, Laguna Beach)
Date: Thursday, August 7, 2025 2:40:26 PM

 
 
From: bobndennis <bobndennis@aol.com> 
Sent: Thursday, August 7, 2025 1:59 PM
To: SouthCoast@Coastal <SouthCoast@coastal.ca.gov>
Subject: Public Comment on August 2025 Agenda Item Friday 11a-Appeal No. A-5-LGB-25-0018 (City
of Laguna Beach, Laguna Beach)

 
Dear Commissioners:
 
My name is Robert Gentry, I am a former Mayor and City Council Member  of Laguna
Beach, California.  I am writing to urge you to find a substantial issue to grant a full
and proper hearing regarding the closure of  lower Forest Avenue to vehicular traffic,
and making it into a pedestrian promenade .  This issue is vital to the cultural history,
charm, and definition of our historic sea side village. Lower  Forest Ave is the heart
beat of our downtown commercial center.  It deserves the full participation of our
community before making a policy decision to change its function forever!  This issue
has been discussed over the years, and NO policy documents have been altered to
eliminate the parking, and subsequent use,  of  lower Forest Avenue.  Eliminating 47
parking stalls is a very big change to such a small, visitor oriented, village.  Those
stalls are extremely important to Laguna Beach residents, to access businesses and
services, in the hours before our beach going daytime visitors descend into town to
access the beautiful beach front.  Changing lower Forest Avenue into a pedestrian
promenade will alter the function and the character of downtown Laguna Beach. 
There will be strong pressure to change the commercial activity along Forest Avenue
to primarily visitor serving  establishments.   Our residents will suffer.  Laguna Beach 
does not need a pedestrian strip mall in the heart of its historic village!  Please find
that there is a substantial issue to grant a full and proper hearing on this proposal. 
Thank you very much.
 
Sincerely,
Robert F. Gentry, former Mayor and City Council Member
City of Laguna Beach, California
(bobndennis@aol.com)

mailto:SouthCoast@coastal.ca.gov
mailto:janet.torres@coastal.ca.gov
mailto:bobndennis@aol.com


From: SouthCoast@Coastal
To: Torres, Janet@Coastal
Subject: FW: Public Comment on August 2025 Agenda Item Friday 11a - Appeal No. A-5-LGB-25-0018 (City of Laguna

Beach, Laguna Beach)
Date: Thursday, August 7, 2025 1:27:30 PM

 
 
From: Joy Berry <Joy@joyberry.org> 
Sent: Thursday, August 7, 2025 11:04 AM
To: SouthCoast@Coastal <SouthCoast@coastal.ca.gov>
Subject: RE: Public Comment on August 2025 Agenda Item Friday 11a - Appeal No. A-5-LGB-25-0018
(City of Laguna Beach, Laguna Beach)
 

Please excuse my comments for a minor change – the loss of parking is 48
spaces not 45 – even worse than thought.
48 lost spaces when we have so very few parking available for Main Beach is
SUBSTANTIAL
 
Also see below I inserted my address.
 

From: Joy Berry 
Sent: Thursday, August 7, 2025 8:01 AM
To: 'SouthCoast@coastal.ca.gov' <SouthCoast@coastal.ca.gov>
Subject: Public Comment on August 2025 Agenda Item Friday 11a - Appeal No. A-5-LGB-25-0018
(City of Laguna Beach, Laguna Beach)
 
Please see attached or below comments to this item:
 
 
Date:   August 7, 2025
To:       California Coastal Commission Staff

From: Joy Berry, 30 year resident of Laguna Beach, 22361 3rd Avenue, Laguna Beach, 92651
 
Subject: Rebuttal to Staff Report Finding of “No Substantial Issue” for Appeal No. A-5-LGB-23-
0056 (Laguna Beach Forest Avenue Promenade)
 
I am writing in response to your Staff Report's conclusion that the appeal concerning the City
of Laguna Beach's Forest Avenue Promenade project raises no substantial issue. The report's
finding of "no substantial issue" is based on a narrow interpretation of both the project's
impacts and the requirements of the City's certified Local Coastal Program (LCP).
 

mailto:SouthCoast@coastal.ca.gov
mailto:janet.torres@coastal.ca.gov
mailto:SouthCoast@coastal.ca.gov


The Loss of Parking is Substantial and Violates the LCP
The Staff Report dismisses the loss of 48 parking spaces as not substantial, relying on the City's
claim of "sufficient mitigation" and the availability of a trolley system. This conclusion ignores
key facts and misinterprets the very policy it cites.
 

The LCP's 85% Occupancy Threshold is a Hard Number, Not a Suggestion. The Staff
Report claims that a "robust package" of parking alternatives is sufficient mitigation for
the loss of parking. This directly contradicts the plain language of Topic 4, Policy 9 of the
Downtown Specific Plan (DSP). The DSP explicitly allows for the temporary re-use of
public parking spaces only if an 85% target occupancy level is not exceeded. As our initial
appeal demonstrated, the City's own off-season study showed this threshold was
already exceeded. To argue that other measures negate this specific, data-driven metric
is to render the policy meaningless and sets a dangerous precedent.

 
Nighttime "Replacements" are Irrelevant for Peak Use. The Staff Report's claim that
the loss of parking is not substantial because 30 spaces are replaced at night is a critical
oversight. The vast majority of visitors who drive to Laguna Beach and use these spaces
—beachgoers, daytime shoppers, and diners—do so during the day. The loss of 48
spaces during peak hours is a significant detriment to coastal access and local
businesses. The availability of replacement spaces at night, when demand is lower, does
not mitigate the daytime deficit.

 
The Trolley is Not a Viable or Comprehensive Alternative. While the trolley system is a
valuable resource, it does not fully mitigate the loss of these specific parking spaces. The
trolley runs on Coast Highway, which does not directly serve the local streets where the
48 spaces were lost. Visitors coming to the downtown area and legacy businesses on
these streets are left without a direct, convenient alternative. The trolley system is an
important part of the LCP, but it is not a cure-all for the removal of a significant number
of parking spaces in a dense, heavily visited downtown.

 
The Safety Element is a Substantial Issue and an LCP Requirement
The Staff Report's claim that the project's failure to conform to the General Plan's Safety
Element is "not an appealable contention" is based on a fundamental misreading of the LCP.
This finding ignores a clear and specific requirement within the LCP itself.
 

Zoning Code 25.05.040(H)(5) is Part of the LCP. The Staff Report erroneously separates
the General Plan from the LCP. However, Laguna Beach's own Zoning Code, which is
part of the certified LCP, explicitly states that projects subject to design review "shall
comply with all applicable policies of the General Plan, including all of its elements." This
language is unequivocal. By failing to review the project against the Safety Element,
especially for a project located within a FEMA-mapped floodway, the City acted in direct



violation of its own LCP.
 

The Flood Risk is Substantial. The project proposes to alter street and drainage
infrastructure in a high-risk flood zone. The City's belated hydrology report only
modeled a 25-year storm, a measure that is woefully inadequate for a 100-year flood
zone. The Staff Report's indifference to this issue is perplexing and dangerously
shortsighted. This is not a minor technicality; it is a substantial public safety concern
that the City failed to address, and it is a directly appealable matter under the LCP's own
terms. The precedential value of ignoring this provision for a project in a high-risk area is
significant for all future coastal development in Laguna Beach.

 
Conclusion
The Staff Report’s finding of no substantial issue is based on an analysis that glosses over
critical inconsistencies with the LCP.  By ignoring the explicit 85% occupancy threshold,
misinterpreting the parking substitution at night only, the role of the trolley, and failing to
acknowledge the LCP's requirement for conformity with the General Plan's Safety Element,
the report downplays what are in fact substantial and appealable issues.
 
We urge the Commission to find that a substantial issue exists and to accept this appeal.
The City’s decision has significant negative impacts on coastal access, public safety, and the
precedent for future interpretations of the LCP.
 
 



From: SouthCoast@Coastal
To: Torres, Janet@Coastal
Subject: FW: Public Comment on August 2025 Agenda Item Friday 11a - Appeal No. A-5-LGB-25-0018 (City of Laguna

Beach, Laguna Beach)
Date: Thursday, August 7, 2025 8:08:54 AM
Attachments: CC Appeal Promenade.pdf

 
 
From: Joy Berry <Joy@joyberry.org> 
Sent: Thursday, August 7, 2025 8:01 AM
To: SouthCoast@Coastal <SouthCoast@coastal.ca.gov>
Subject: Public Comment on August 2025 Agenda Item Friday 11a - Appeal No. A-5-LGB-25-0018
(City of Laguna Beach, Laguna Beach)
 
Please see attached or below comments to this item:
 
 
Date:   August 7, 2025
To:       California Coastal Commission Staff
From: Joy Berry, 30 year resident of Laguna Beach
 
Subject: Rebuttal to Staff Report Finding of “No Substantial Issue” for Appeal No. A-5-LGB-23-
0056 (Laguna Beach Forest Avenue Promenade)
 
I am writing in response to your Staff Report's conclusion that the appeal concerning the City
of Laguna Beach's Forest Avenue Promenade project raises no substantial issue. The report's
finding of "no substantial issue" is based on a narrow interpretation of both the project's
impacts and the requirements of the City's certified Local Coastal Program (LCP).
 
The Loss of Parking is Substantial and Violates the LCP
The Staff Report dismisses the loss of 45 parking spaces as not substantial, relying on the City's
claim of "sufficient mitigation" and the availability of a trolley system. This conclusion ignores
key facts and misinterprets the very policy it cites.
 

The LCP's 85% Occupancy Threshold is a Hard Number, Not a Suggestion. The Staff
Report claims that a "robust package" of parking alternatives is sufficient mitigation for
the loss of parking. This directly contradicts the plain language of Topic 4, Policy 9 of the
Downtown Specific Plan (DSP). The DSP explicitly allows for the temporary re-use of
public parking spaces only if an 85% target occupancy level is not exceeded. As our initial
appeal demonstrated, the City's own off-season study showed this threshold was
already exceeded. To argue that other measures negate this specific, data-driven metric
is to render the policy meaningless and sets a dangerous precedent.

mailto:SouthCoast@coastal.ca.gov
mailto:janet.torres@coastal.ca.gov



Date:  August 7, 2025 


To:  California Coastal Commission Staff  


From:  Joy Berry, 30 year resident of Laguna Beach 


 
Subject: Rebuttal to Staff Report Finding of “No Substantial Issue” for Appeal No. A-5-LGB-23-
0056 (Laguna Beach Forest Avenue Promenade) 
 
I am writing in response to your Staff Report's conclusion that the appeal concerning the City of 
Laguna Beach's Forest Avenue Promenade project raises no substantial issue. The report's 
finding of "no substantial issue" is based on a narrow interpretation of both the project's 
impacts and the requirements of the City's certified Local Coastal Program (LCP).  
 


The Loss of Parking is Substantial and Violates the LCP 
The Staff Report dismisses the loss of 45 parking spaces as not substantial, relying on the City's 
claim of "sufficient mitigation" and the availability of a trolley system. This conclusion ignores 
key facts and misinterprets the very policy it cites. 
 


• The LCP's 85% Occupancy Threshold is a Hard Number, Not a Suggestion. The Staff 
Report claims that a "robust package" of parking alternatives is sufficient mitigation for 
the loss of parking. This directly contradicts the plain language of Topic 4, Policy 9 of the 
Downtown Specific Plan (DSP). The DSP explicitly allows for the temporary re-use of 
public parking spaces only if an 85% target occupancy level is not exceeded. As our initial 
appeal demonstrated, the City's own off-season study showed this threshold was 
already exceeded. To argue that other measures negate this specific, data-driven metric 
is to render the policy meaningless and sets a dangerous precedent. 
 


• Nighttime "Replacements" are Irrelevant for Peak Use. The Staff Report's claim that the 
loss of parking is not substantial because 30 spaces are replaced at night is a critical 
oversight. The vast majority of visitors who drive to Laguna Beach and use these 
spaces—beachgoers, daytime shoppers, and diners—do so during the day. The loss of 45 
spaces during peak hours is a significant detriment to coastal access and local 
businesses. The availability of replacement spaces at night, when demand is lower, does 
not mitigate the daytime deficit.  
 


• The Trolley is Not a Viable or Comprehensive Alternative. While the trolley system is a 
valuable resource, it does not fully mitigate the loss of these specific parking spaces. The 
trolley runs on Coast Highway, which does not directly serve the local streets where the 
45 spaces were lost. Visitors coming to the downtown area and legacy businesses on 
these streets are left without a direct, convenient alternative. The trolley system is an 
important part of the LCP, but it is not a cure-all for the removal of a significant number 
of parking spaces in a dense, heavily visited downtown. 
 







 
 
 


The Safety Element is a Substantial Issue and an LCP Requirement 
 
The Staff Report's claim that the project's failure to conform to the General Plan's Safety 
Element is "not an appealable contention" is based on a fundamental misreading of the LCP. 
This finding ignores a clear and specific requirement within the LCP itself. 
 


• Zoning Code 25.05.040(H)(5) is Part of the LCP. The Staff Report erroneously separates 
the General Plan from the LCP. However, Laguna Beach's own Zoning Code, which is part 
of the certified LCP, explicitly states that projects subject to design review "shall comply 
with all applicable policies of the General Plan, including all of its elements." This 
language is unequivocal. By failing to review the project against the Safety Element, 
especially for a project located within a FEMA-mapped floodway, the City acted in direct 
violation of its own LCP. 
 


• The Flood Risk is Substantial. The project proposes to alter street and drainage 
infrastructure in a high-risk flood zone. The City's belated hydrology report only modeled 
a 25-year storm, a measure that is woefully inadequate for a 100-year flood zone. The 
Staff Report's indifference to this issue is perplexing and dangerously shortsighted. This 
is not a minor technicality; it is a substantial public safety concern that the City failed to 
address, and it is a directly appealable matter under the LCP's own terms. The 
precedential value of ignoring this provision for a project in a high-risk area is significant 
for all future coastal development in Laguna Beach. 
 


Conclusion 
The Staff Report’s finding of no substantial issue is based on an analysis that glosses over critical 
inconsistencies with the LCP.  By ignoring the explicit 85% occupancy threshold, misinterpreting 
the parking substitution at night only, the role of the trolley, and failing to acknowledge the 
LCP's requirement for conformity with the General Plan's Safety Element, the report downplays 
what are in fact substantial and appealable issues. 
 
We urge the Commission to find that a substantial issue exists and to accept this appeal. The 
City’s decision has significant negative impacts on coastal access, public safety, and the 
precedent for future interpretations of the LCP. 
 







 
Nighttime "Replacements" are Irrelevant for Peak Use. The Staff Report's claim that
the loss of parking is not substantial because 30 spaces are replaced at night is a critical
oversight. The vast majority of visitors who drive to Laguna Beach and use these spaces
—beachgoers, daytime shoppers, and diners—do so during the day. The loss of 45
spaces during peak hours is a significant detriment to coastal access and local
businesses. The availability of replacement spaces at night, when demand is lower, does
not mitigate the daytime deficit.

 
The Trolley is Not a Viable or Comprehensive Alternative. While the trolley system is a
valuable resource, it does not fully mitigate the loss of these specific parking spaces. The
trolley runs on Coast Highway, which does not directly serve the local streets where the
45 spaces were lost. Visitors coming to the downtown area and legacy businesses on
these streets are left without a direct, convenient alternative. The trolley system is an
important part of the LCP, but it is not a cure-all for the removal of a significant number
of parking spaces in a dense, heavily visited downtown.

 
The Safety Element is a Substantial Issue and an LCP Requirement
The Staff Report's claim that the project's failure to conform to the General Plan's Safety
Element is "not an appealable contention" is based on a fundamental misreading of the LCP.
This finding ignores a clear and specific requirement within the LCP itself.
 

Zoning Code 25.05.040(H)(5) is Part of the LCP. The Staff Report erroneously separates
the General Plan from the LCP. However, Laguna Beach's own Zoning Code, which is
part of the certified LCP, explicitly states that projects subject to design review "shall
comply with all applicable policies of the General Plan, including all of its elements." This
language is unequivocal. By failing to review the project against the Safety Element,
especially for a project located within a FEMA-mapped floodway, the City acted in direct
violation of its own LCP.

 
The Flood Risk is Substantial. The project proposes to alter street and drainage
infrastructure in a high-risk flood zone. The City's belated hydrology report only
modeled a 25-year storm, a measure that is woefully inadequate for a 100-year flood
zone. The Staff Report's indifference to this issue is perplexing and dangerously
shortsighted. This is not a minor technicality; it is a substantial public safety concern
that the City failed to address, and it is a directly appealable matter under the LCP's own
terms. The precedential value of ignoring this provision for a project in a high-risk area is
significant for all future coastal development in Laguna Beach.

 
Conclusion
The Staff Report’s finding of no substantial issue is based on an analysis that glosses over



critical inconsistencies with the LCP.  By ignoring the explicit 85% occupancy threshold,
misinterpreting the parking substitution at night only, the role of the trolley, and failing to
acknowledge the LCP's requirement for conformity with the General Plan's Safety Element,
the report downplays what are in fact substantial and appealable issues.
 
We urge the Commission to find that a substantial issue exists and to accept this appeal.
The City’s decision has significant negative impacts on coastal access, public safety, and the
precedent for future interpretations of the LCP.
 
 



From: SouthCoast@Coastal
To: Torres, Janet@Coastal
Subject: FW: Public Comment on August 2025 Agenda Item Friday 11a - Appeal No. A-5-LGB-25-0018 (City of Laguna

Beach, Laguna Beach)
Date: Thursday, August 7, 2025 8:08:43 AM

 
 
From: John Morreale <jmorreale900@gmail.com> 
Sent: Thursday, August 7, 2025 7:51 AM
To: SouthCoast@Coastal <SouthCoast@coastal.ca.gov>
Subject: Public Comment on August 2025 Agenda Item Friday 11a - Appeal No. A-5-LGB-25-0018
(City of Laguna Beach, Laguna Beach)

 
As a business owner and 30+ year resident of Laguna Beach I find substantial issues with
the proposed promenade in Laguna Beach. We already have seen substantial decaying
of our beaches.  More trash, drunk people leaving the trash on the beach and in the
streets, only to wash into the ocean. A loss of more parking will also frustrate both
citizens and visitors alike. This summer has been ridiculous. I've seen fights, literally,
over parking spots. The residence ,who respect our coastal environment, are starting to
stay away only to be replaced by out of towners who have no such respect for our city,
it's beaches, or ocean  environment.  If you truly care about the health of our city
beaches,  please, I implore you to grant us a hearing to address this critical issue. 
Thank you. 
With respect, 
John Morreale
714-469-2787 

mailto:SouthCoast@coastal.ca.gov
mailto:janet.torres@coastal.ca.gov


From: SouthCoast@Coastal
To: Torres, Janet@Coastal
Subject: FW: Public Comment on August 2025 Agenda Item Friday 11a - Appeal No. A-5-LGB-25-0018 (City of Laguna

Beach, Laguna Beach)
Date: Thursday, August 7, 2025 8:08:21 AM

 
 
From: Roxane Cohen Silver <rsilver@uci.edu> 
Sent: Wednesday, August 6, 2025 10:41 PM
To: SouthCoast@Coastal <SouthCoast@coastal.ca.gov>
Subject: Public Comment on August 2025 Agenda Item Friday 11a - Appeal No. A-5-LGB-25-0018
(City of Laguna Beach, Laguna Beach)

 

Dear Commissioners: 
       I am a 33-year resident of Laguna Beach and own two homes in the city.  I am writing
in the strongest possible terms to request that you find a substantial issue with the
appeal of the decision to permanently close Forest Avenue in favor of the Promenade
project.
      I strongly object the permanent closure of Forest Avenue on behalf of a small number
of businesses to the extreme detriment of the community. There are numerous empty
storefronts on streets surrounding Forest Avenue that will not benefit in any way from
this project, as the last two years have made clear. Indeed, the loss of parking spaces
that have occurred from the temporary closure of the street have only made the
situation worse. I fear it will be a permanent disaster for the small businesses in our
beautiful city.
     I request that you grant a full and proper hearing of the appeal, which is supported by
hundreds of residents who wrote to the City of Laguna Beach protesting this decision
(including my husband and me).
Sincerely,
 
Roxane Cohen, Ph.D.
31623 Coast Highway 
Laguna Beach, California 92651 
 
Rsilver@uci.edu
713-404-9414
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From: SouthCoast@Coastal
To: Torres, Janet@Coastal
Subject: FW: Public Comment on August 2025 Agenda Item Friday 11a - Appeal No. A-5-LGB-25-0018 (City of Laguna

Beach, Laguna Beach)
Date: Thursday, August 7, 2025 8:03:08 AM

-----Original Message-----
From: Frank Fassero <fefassero@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, August 6, 2025 5:30 PM
To: SouthCoast@Coastal <SouthCoast@coastal.ca.gov>
Subject: Public Comment on August 2025 Agenda Item Friday 11a - Appeal No. A-5-LGB-25-0018 (City of
Laguna Beach, Laguna Beach)

Dear Honorable Coastal Commissioners,

I am writing to urge you to find that a “Substantial Issue” exists with regard to the appeal of the City of Laguna
Beach’s approval of the Promenade on Forest project, and to respectfully request that you grant the public a full and
proper hearing.

As a resident of Laguna Beach, I am deeply concerned about the long-term impacts this project will have on our
community. The Promenade will significantly alter the character of downtown Laguna Beach, a place that holds
historic, cultural, and economic importance to many of us.

From my perspective, the project raises numerous concerns that merit a full review:

*       Community Input: Many locals feel their voices have not been adequately heard. This project was fast-tracked
without a comprehensive, transparent process that truly considers public input and long-term implications.

*       Economic Impact: While some businesses may benefit in the short term, others especially those not directly
adjacent to the Promenade may suffer from reduced access, visibility, and parking. As a resident, I am concerned
that the project may redirect foot traffic and create unfair advantages.

*       Environmental and Coastal Access Concerns: Laguna Beach is a coastal community, and permanent changes
to public access areas deserve careful, thoughtful review. The Promenade could limit traditional coastal access,
change traffic flow, and worsen congestion.

*       Permanent Changes Without Full Coastal Review: A temporary pandemic measure is now being made
permanent without adequate environmental review under the Coastal Act. That is a precedent that should not be
taken lightly.

The Coastal Commission’s role is critical in ensuring that development projects align with the values of public
access, environmental stewardship, and fairness. I urge you to uphold that role and grant a proper hearing on this
matter.

Respectfully,

Frank Fassero
1401 Lavender Ln
Laguna Beach, CA 92625

- - - - - - - - - -
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Frank Fassero
314.223.3036
fefassero@gmail.com <mailto:fefassero@gmail.com>

mailto:fefassero@gmail.com


From: SouthCoast@Coastal
To: Torres, Janet@Coastal
Subject: FW: Public Comment on August 2025 Agenda Item Friday 11a - Appeal No. A-5-LGB-25-0018 (City of Laguna Beach,

Laguna Beach)
Date: Wednesday, August 6, 2025 4:55:13 PM
Attachments: image002.png

 
 
From: Stephen Pappin <pappy92651@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, August 6, 2025 4:48 PM
To: SouthCoast@Coastal <SouthCoast@coastal.ca.gov>
Subject: Public Comment on August 2025 Agenda Item Friday 11a - Appeal No. A-5-LGB-25-0018 (City of
Laguna Beach, Laguna Beach)

 
As a resident I’m concerned about the direction that the City of Laguna Beach is being forced to
move in. It seems that that the 22,000 residents of my town are being disregarded in favor of turning
Laguna Beach into an out of control amusement park. Even worse most of the people who come to
our town don’t buy anything or pay for anything. No other city on the coast operates this way. So
continuing to remove more paid parking spaces in favor of a courtyard where bad things will happen
makes no sense at all. This invites more people to hang out, litter, drink, get high, pee, and defecate.
So then the police have to allocate even more resources. Our tourist density keeps increasing until
we are packed into downtown like sardines. Businesses that would have benefitted from people
driving in will have large groups sitting around in a courtyard taking up space and buying nothing. It’s
counterintuitive. We are moving in the wrong direction. I can’t use my downtown anymore. It’s just
going to keep getting worse until this type of uncontrolled expansion forces the closure of city lands
in the same way that Rancho Palos Verdes operates, Marine Sanctuaries or Sanctioned Properties
where no one can go! It’s happened before. Look at Emerald Bay and Corona Del Mar where you
can’t go anywhere unless you pay. Crystal Cove, you have to pay to get in. Catalina, tourists are
corralled downtown, and residents have passes. There are residents here who are in favor of
privatizing and gating our roads. You think it can’t happen? Watch, it’s coming! Unlike much of LA we
actually own most of the land In Laguna Beach. Even though public access has to be granted, the
landowners can make it almost impossible for areas to be used.
 
There are three more private beaches in Laguna Beach, Orange County with no public access (Three
Arch Bay, Emerald Bay, Irvine Cove). The property owners have and will start making it more difficult
for people to come to Laguna Beach if things don’t change to protect them. Again, we are moving in
the wrong direction:

mailto:SouthCoast@coastal.ca.gov
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POLICE DEPARTMENT

ENFORCEMENT STATISTICS

Year-to-Date Comparisons 2025 2024 RAW %Change
Calls for Service 29,165 24,819 +4,346 +17.5%
Parking 13,064 10,912 +2,152 +19.7%
Speeding 1,022 642 +380 59.2%

Loud Exhaust 168 44 +124 +281.8%
All Arrests 491 468 +23 +4.9%
Driving Under the Influence 139 138 +1 +8.6%
Dogs Off Leash 142 156 -14 -9.0%

Drinking/Smoking in Public 699 331 +368 +1.2%






 
We are asking the CCC to find a “Substantial Issue” for our appeal and to grant us a full and proper
hearing.
 
Stephen Pappin
 

219 La Brea St B
Laguna Beach CA 92651
Phone: (442) 232-1794



From: SouthCoast@Coastal
To: Torres, Janet@Coastal
Subject: FW: Public Comment on August 2025 Agenda Item Friday 11a - Appeal No. A-5-LGB-25-0018 (City of Laguna

Beach, Laguna Beach)
Date: Wednesday, August 6, 2025 3:01:58 PM

 
 
From: Tracy Ahearn <tracyahe@gmail.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, August 6, 2025 2:59 PM
To: SouthCoast@Coastal <SouthCoast@coastal.ca.gov>
Subject: Public Comment on August 2025 Agenda Item Friday 11a - Appeal No. A-5-LGB-25-0018
(City of Laguna Beach, Laguna Beach)

 
Dear Commssioners and Staff:
 
I ask that you please don’t reject our appeal without a full hearing.  This is a very
important matter for residents of Laguna Beach and it would be respectful to listen to
us. 
 
Our appeal argues that the project does not conform with Laguna Beach’s certified Local
Coastal Program because it 
1) reduces the number of parking spaces below the hard target occupancy threshold of
85 percent identified in the Downtown Specific Plan, 
2) does not comply with the Downtown Specific Plan, Land Use Element, and Safety
Element, and 
3) impacts coastal community character.
 
I want Forest Avenue opened and restored to its original concept with parking spaces
and open sidewalks that benefit all business owners. An open street is safer because
emergency vehicles have quick access.   This is very important for our safety especially
regarding fires. 
 
Please find a “Substantial Issue” with the appeal and to grant us a full and proper
hearing.  
 
Thank you for your consideration.  I appreciate it.

Much love, 
   Patricia Ahearn

mailto:SouthCoast@coastal.ca.gov
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     731 Cliff Drive
      Laguna Beach, Ca 92651
Tel:  949-684-0055



From: SouthCoast@Coastal
To: Torres, Janet@Coastal
Subject: FW: Public Comment on August 2025 Agenda Item Friday 11a - Appeal No. A-5-LGB-25-0018 (City of Laguna

Beach, Laguna Beach)
Date: Wednesday, August 6, 2025 2:32:22 PM

-----Original Message-----
From: Rosalind Russell <rstar@pacbell.net>
Sent: Wednesday, August 6, 2025 2:31 PM
To: SouthCoast@Coastal <SouthCoast@coastal.ca.gov>
Subject: Public Comment on August 2025 Agenda Item Friday 11a - Appeal No. A-5-LGB-25-0018 (City of
Laguna Beach, Laguna Beach)

To Whom It Does Concern:

These, I feel, are substantial reasons to stop the Promenade proposal by Laguna Beach.  Thanks for your
consideration.

*       I won't and don't shop on Forest anymore because of the eliminated parking
*       It is unfair to other non-related to restaurant businesses to end the parking by allowing the ''parklets''
*       Visitors are discouraged because of the thoughtless elimination of parking spots close to all the Forest Avenue
businesses, including restaurants
*       Coast Highway is impacted by no left turn onto Forest Avenue
*       The City can create another venue for a walking park to produce future events, rather than impacting
businesses
*       The proposal is not fair to the majority

Rosalind Russell
350 Forest Ave., #4183
Laguna Beach, CA
RStar@Pacbell.net
949 497 4911
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From: SouthCoast@Coastal
To: Torres, Janet@Coastal
Subject: FW: Public Comment on August 2025 Agenda Item Friday 11a - Appeal No. A-5-LGB-25-0018 (City of Laguna

Beach, Laguna Beach)
Date: Friday, August 8, 2025 3:35:52 PM

 
 
From: Anne Caenn <anne@lagunaemail.com> 
Sent: Friday, August 8, 2025 3:30 PM
To: SouthCoast@Coastal <SouthCoast@coastal.ca.gov>
Subject: Public Comment on August 2025 Agenda Item Friday 11a - Appeal No. A-5-LGB-25-0018
(City of Laguna Beach, Laguna Beach)

 
﻿
﻿
﻿August 8,2025
 

Public Comment on August 2025 Agenda Item Friday 11a-
Appeal No. A-5-LGB-25-0018 (City of Laguna Beach, Laguna Beach)

Dear Commissioners,
 
I’ve had the good fortune to have lived in Laguna Beach for almost 30 years. Part of what
makes it a wonderful town is we have our own “Main Street” called Forest Avenue. It
gives residents and visitors alike a wonderful place to park, shop and then cross the
highway and sit on a bench to view the ocean at Main Beach.
 
Over time I have gotten to know some of the small business owners on our historical,
tree-lined avenue. They have created a sense of history and continuity that helps elevate
the shopping experience. A number of them have stated that they have been trying to
hang on through the pandemic and what they believed was a temporary closure of
Forest Avenue. Now, with the prospect of it becoming a permanent closure, it is difficult
to imagine how anything but restaurants will be able to exist, thus creating a food court.
 
I am sure you are aware that other promenades in Southern California have now
succumbed to allowing people to carry alcohol in order to try to promote the declining
public interests. Our City Council has talked about allowing alcohol as well, and as
much as I enjoy a glass of wine, I don’t see how walking around with drinks will benefit
our community.
 

mailto:SouthCoast@coastal.ca.gov
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Please find a substantial issue with a permanent closure of lower Forest Avenue and
allow a de nova hearing on this project.
 
Thank you for your consideration,
Anne Caenn
965 Katella Street
Laguna Beach, CA 92651
 



From: SouthCoast@Coastal
To: Torres, Janet@Coastal
Subject: FW: Public Comment on August 2025 Agenda Item Friday 11a - Appeal No. A-5-LGB-25-0018 (City of Laguna

Beach, Laguna Beach)
Date: Wednesday, August 6, 2025 2:25:04 PM

-----Original Message-----
From: Kathy <myblissdesigns@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, August 6, 2025 2:05 PM
To: SouthCoast@Coastal <SouthCoast@coastal.ca.gov>
Subject: Public Comment on August 2025 Agenda Item Friday 11a - Appeal No. A-5-LGB-25-0018 (City of
Laguna Beach, Laguna Beach)

        Please note the project does not conform with Laguna Beach’s certified Local Coastal Program because it does
the following:

        It reduces the number of parking spaces below the hard target occupancy threshold of 85 percent identified in
the Downtown Specific Plan, The current parking situation is out of control. This Summer has been unbearable for
residents. It’s hard to park and hard to drive in town. It also pushes tourists to park in front of residents houses and
leave their trash on the streets. People are fighting over parking spaces and driving crazy too.

        It does not comply with the Downtown Specific Plan, Land Use Element, and Safety Element. We prefer the
hybrid option that the council did not consider even with 837 signatures. It’s hard for residents to even go into town
to shop or eat. The businesses are not happy about this either. This is also a flood zone so how is this safe?

        It will ruin  the historic look of the city. It also greatly  impacts the coast! More people, trash everywhere, even
in the ocean.

        Thank you the Tanaka Family

Please appeal  this!

Sent from my iPhone

mailto:SouthCoast@coastal.ca.gov
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From: SouthCoast@Coastal
To: Torres, Janet@Coastal
Subject: FW: Public Comment on August 2025 Agenda Item Friday 11a - Appeal No. A-5-LGB-25-0018 (City of Laguna

Beach, Laguna Beach)
Date: Wednesday, August 6, 2025 12:11:16 PM
Importance: High

 
 
From: Diane Mello <dianelmello@gmail.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, August 6, 2025 11:12 AM
To: SouthCoast@Coastal <SouthCoast@coastal.ca.gov>
Cc: contact@friendsofforestavenue.com
Subject: Public Comment on August 2025 Agenda Item Friday 11a - Appeal No. A-5-LGB-25-0018
(City of Laguna Beach, Laguna Beach)
Importance: High

 
Dear California Coastal Commission Staff,

 
I am referring to and strictly oppose the “Permanent Closure of lower Forest Avenue

for the Promenade Project”. Closing off these streets permanently impacts the safety

of our community. How much more evidence does a committee need to have as proof

of a poor choice that will impact the local residents (and tourists) for a long time to

come.  We need parking spaces not blocked off roads. 

 
I understand Laguna Beach would like to draw in customers to buy their goods and to

eat at local restaurants… however —the wake up call is very loud and very

concerning to close Forest Avenue off permanently. I kindly offer you some examples

that I have personally lived through:

 
I have lived in Laguna Beach since 1993…I survived the October 27th, 1993 wild fire

that traumatized our community. 3 years ago, 2022 the Emerald Fire in Laguna

Beach caused our evacuation once again in Laguna Beach. Please see attached

URL --I am interviewed and quoted. Recently, this past July, due to a juvenile (13

year old) the “Rancho Fire” caused evacuation. 

Emerald fire in Laguna Beach area contained at

20% as officials warn, ‘Stay vigilant’

ocregister.com

mailto:SouthCoast@coastal.ca.gov
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WE NEED OUR STREETS OPEN—We need flow of traffic. Having Forest Avenue

closed permanently is a negligent choice in my opinion. Also,the project does not

conform with Laguna Beach’s certified Local Coastal Program because it 1) reduces

the number of parking spaces below the hard target occupancy threshold of 85

percent identified in the Downtown Specific Plan, 2) does not comply with the

Downtown Specific Plan, Land Use Element, and Safety Element, and 3) impacts

coastal community character.

 
Kind regards,

 
 
Diane Mello

2506 Altamar Dr.

Laguna Beach, CA 92651

 
+1 949-280-7610



From: SouthCoast@Coastal
To: Torres, Janet@Coastal
Subject: FW: Public Comment on August 2025 Agenda Item Friday 11a - Appeal No. A-5-LGB-25-0018 (City of Laguna

Beach, Laguna Beach
Date: Wednesday, August 6, 2025 12:10:20 PM

-----Original Message-----
From: Eunnie Hur <eunnie@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, August 6, 2025 11:02 AM
To: SouthCoast@Coastal <SouthCoast@coastal.ca.gov>
Subject: Public Comment on August 2025 Agenda Item Friday 11a - Appeal No. A-5-LGB-25-0018 (City of
Laguna Beach, Laguna Beach

Dear California Coastal Commission Staff,

Thank you for your continued service and for your consideration of public input on matters that significantly impact
our communities.

I am writing to express my strong support for the appeal regarding the permanent closure of lower Forest Avenue in
Laguna Beach for the Promenade project. I respectfully urge the Commission to find that a Substantial Issue exists
and to allow a full public hearing on this matter.

The current proposal, as it stands, raises significant concerns that merit further scrutiny:

1.      It appears to reduce parking availability below the minimum 85% occupancy threshold outlined in Laguna
Beach’s certified Downtown Specific Plan.

2.      It is inconsistent with several elements of the City’s certified Local Coastal Program, including the Downtown
Specific Plan, Land Use Element, and Safety Element.

3.      It threatens to alter the coastal community character in ways that are not fully understood or publicly
discussed.

As someone who lives in Laguna Beach, frequents the beach, and relies on equitable access to public spaces, I’m
concerned about the long-term impacts of permanently closing a key public street without a thorough public review
process. Parking and access are already a challenge for residents and visitors alike. Removing parking spaces and
limiting vehicular access without robust planning and input will further strain the community and disproportionately
impact those who rely on inclusive and accessible downtown infrastructure.

mailto:SouthCoast@coastal.ca.gov
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A full hearing is necessary to ensure transparency, accountability, and a true reflection of the diverse voices of
Laguna Beach. I respectfully request that the Commission reject staff’s recommendation to deny the appeal without
a hearing and instead grant the public an opportunity to be fully heard.

Eunnie Hur
3044 Bern Drive
Laguna Beach, CA 92651
eunnie@gmail.com <mailto:eunnie@gmail.com>

mailto:eunnie@gmail.com


From: SouthCoast@Coastal
To: Torres, Janet@Coastal
Subject: FW: Public Comment on August 2025 Agenda Item Friday 11a - Appeal No. A-5-LGB-25-0018 (City of Laguna

Beach, Laguna Beach)
Date: Wednesday, August 6, 2025 10:35:48 AM

 
 
From: meg monahan <monahan.shops@gmail.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, August 6, 2025 10:22 AM
To: SouthCoast@Coastal <SouthCoast@coastal.ca.gov>
Subject: Public Comment on August 2025 Agenda Item Friday 11a - Appeal No. A-5-LGB-25-0018
(City of Laguna Beach, Laguna Beach)

 
August 6, 2025

 

To:  California Coastal Commission

 

RE:   Public Comment on August 2025 Agenda Item Friday 11a - Appeal No. A-5-LGB-25-
0018 (City of Laguna Beach, Laguna Beach)
 

 Honorable Commissioners, 

 

I am a 40 year resident of Laguna Beach, a coastal town that’s had a consistent 

population of around 22,000 to 23,000 over those years.  During my residency,

Laguna Beach has morphed from a small coastal town that was a summer vacation

destination into a year-around destination for well over 6 million visitors.  The

overwhelming number of visitors has only increased the need for parking in our

community while our city council continues to convert needed parking into restaurant

and pedestrian spaces.  The restaurant use of parking spaces both decreases the

amount of available parking while greatly increasing the need for it.

 

The proposed Forest Avenue promenade further complicates the parking issue by

pushing visitor parking into our residential neighborhoods because there’s no

available parking downtown.  Visitors drive around searching for parking in our

residential neighborhoods which impacts our peace, safety, security, and privacy.  It

also increases noise especially when visitors return to their vehicles – often talking

loudly, laughing, and sometimes with drunken behavior.

 

We are quickly losing our safe and peaceful town while becoming another Downtown

Disney – a fake, manufactured representation of a beautiful, historic coastal town. 

 

In addition to the impact to the residents of Laguna Beach, the proposal does not

meet the city's General Plan policies, nor does it meet the city's Downtown Specific

Plan policies.

 

Please grant a full, proper hearing on the matter.  It is a very serious issue for those
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of us who live here and suffer from the impacts.

 

 

Thank you for your consideration,

 

Meg Monahan

345 Flora Street

Laguna Beach, CA 92651

 

 



From: SouthCoast@Coastal
To: Torres, Janet@Coastal
Subject: FW: Public Comment on August 2025 Agenda Item Friday 11a - Appeal No. A-5-LGB-25-0018 (City of Laguna

Beach, Laguna Beach)
Date: Wednesday, August 6, 2025 9:18:10 AM

 
 
From: Michele Monda <michelemonda3@gmail.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, August 6, 2025 9:14 AM
To: SouthCoast@Coastal <SouthCoast@coastal.ca.gov>
Subject: Public Comment on August 2025 Agenda Item Friday 11a - Appeal No. A-5-LGB-25-0018
(City of Laguna Beach, Laguna Beach)

 
Dear Commissioners:
 
I am writing to ask that you find a "Substantial Issue" with the appeal as currently
requested by  Laguna Beach city staff. I ask that you grant us a full and proper hearing on
an issue as town-transforming as permanent closure of our main street, Forest Avenue.
 
This permanent closure not only reduces the number of parking spots in the downtown
but it also makes it impossible for elderly clients to shop in the local shops there with
parking so far removed. Further, it totally changes the flavor and feel of our beloved
Laguna. Visitors come to enjoy our authentic old town feel and enjoy one of the last
remaining "Main Streets" in Orange County. I shop frequently there but increasingly the
merchants are closing, leaving us with essentially a food court. This is not compatible
with our Downtown Specific plan nor the town I want to live in.
 
I have supported temporary closure of Forest Avenue, weekends and special nights
during the week. The City Council has refused to consider this option - allowing
merchants to have street access during the day, and restaurants at night like they do in
Europe. I fear that not only this permanent closure but taking away the curbs and totally
destroying our historic street will change the town forever and not make it a place
visitors or residents want to come except to eat.
 
Please grant us a full hearing so you can truly understand the negative impact of this
request by city staff.
 
Thank you-
 
Michele Monda
23 year resident

mailto:SouthCoast@coastal.ca.gov
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3 Hillhaven Ranch Way, LB
Michelemonda3@gmail.com
502/594-8231
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From: SouthCoast@Coastal
To: Torres, Janet@Coastal
Subject: FW: Public Comment on August 2025 Agenda Item Friday 11a - Appeal No. A-5-LGB-25-0018 (City of Laguna

Beach, Laguna Beach)
Date: Wednesday, August 6, 2025 8:33:55 AM

 
 
From: Deborah Vanley <deborah.vanley@gmail.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, August 6, 2025 5:48 AM
To: SouthCoast@Coastal <SouthCoast@coastal.ca.gov>
Subject: Public Comment on August 2025 Agenda Item Friday 11a - Appeal No. A-5-LGB-25-0018
(City of Laguna Beach, Laguna Beach)

 
Please grant us a full appeal.  We believe the majority of Laguna residents are not in
favor of this Promenade.  It should be put to a vote.
 
Thank you,
Christopher and Deborah Vanley
42 year residents of Laguna Beach
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From: SouthCoast@Coastal
To: Torres, Janet@Coastal
Subject: FW: Public Comment on August 2025 Agenda Item Friday 11a - Appeal No. A-5-LGB-25-0018 (City of Laguna

Beach, Laguna Beach)
Date: Wednesday, August 6, 2025 8:33:45 AM

 
 
From: stevebunting <stevebunting@cox.net> 
Sent: Tuesday, August 5, 2025 7:37 PM
To: SouthCoast@Coastal <SouthCoast@coastal.ca.gov>
Subject: Public Comment on August 2025 Agenda Item Friday 11a - Appeal No. A-5-LGB-25-0018
(City of Laguna Beach, Laguna Beach)

 
Steve Bunting
3198 Bonn Dr.
Laguna Beach, CA 92651

  

Dear Commissioners:

I am writing to ask you to find a Substantial Issue with the above listed appeal and to
grant the Friends of Forest Avenue a full and proper hearing.

I am a life-long resident of Laguna Beach and I am opposed to the taking of Forest
Avenue due to its impact on residents. 

Forest Avenue has always been an important part of the downtown traffic circulation.
It’s closure during the City’s test period has only served to demonstrate its importance
as one of the principal routes into the downtown. The closure creates congestion on the
smaller feeder streets as traffic from either direction on Coast Highway must now take a
more circuitous through residential neighborhoods to access the downtown merchants
and services. This also delays the response time by emergency vehicles responding into
the downtown area.

As I’m sure you are aware, parking is limited in Laguna Beach. The City could double the
amount of available parking and it would still be insufficient. The loss of parking on
Forest Avenue only contributes to our misery and the City has made no effort to offset
the loss of these parking spaces.

This Disneyesque effort by the City to create a European town square where there has
never been one represents a significant change to the charm and character to our
unique downtown. I have no objection to an occasional closure for the purpose of
special events, but please, don’t allow the City to permanently change that which makes
Laguna Beach unique.
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From: SouthCoast@Coastal
To: Torres, Janet@Coastal
Subject: FW: Public Comment on August 2025 Agenda Item Friday 11a - Appeal No. A-5-LGB-25-0018 (City of Laguna

Beach, Laguna Beach)
Date: Wednesday, August 6, 2025 8:33:05 AM

-----Original Message-----
From: Toni Flores <tonif1939@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, August 5, 2025 8:40 PM
To: SouthCoast@Coastal <SouthCoast@coastal.ca.gov>
Subject: Public Comment on August 2025 Agenda Item Friday 11a - Appeal No. A-5-LGB-25-0018 (City of
Laguna Beach, Laguna Beach)

I am very disappointed that the City wants to keep the closure of lower Forest avenue.  They convinced us during
Covid that it would allow restaurants to survive and we would be safer if we were eating in the fresh air.  I am
handicapped and this sounded like a good idea.    Here is what I found.  All of the other business were affected also
because there is no parking near this stip of Forest Ave. .  The public parking lot is a block away and I am not able
to walk or use a wheelchair as it is up hill from Forest avenue.   Since the closure of Forest Avenue I have not been
able to buy shoes clothes, items fo my home, gifts for family and friends,  or even take visitors to shop down town. 
I am handicapped but not dead and would like to lead as normal of life as I can.  Laguna has limited handicapped
park as it is and losing the spot on Forest has been noticed by many of our friends.  I have lived in Laugna 56 years
and would like to continue to have my town available to me. I was able to almost totally shop in Laguna before
Forest Ave was closed.  I was born in  1939 BC, Before Computers and have problems trying to order items I need. 
We are suppose to have handicap availability thru out the city but this area is off limits to us.      Toni Flores      1751
Thurston Dr,  Laguna Beach, Ca 92651
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From: SouthCoast@Coastal
To: Torres, Janet@Coastal
Subject: FW: Public Comment on August 2025 Agenda Item Friday 11a - Appeal No. A-5-LGB-25-0018 (City of Laguna

Beach, Laguna Beach)
Date: Wednesday, August 6, 2025 8:32:57 AM

-----Original Message-----
From: Barbara Pepper <bgpepper44@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, August 5, 2025 8:30 PM
To: SouthCoast@Coastal <SouthCoast@coastal.ca.gov>
Subject: Public Comment on August 2025 Agenda Item Friday 11a - Appeal No. A-5-LGB-25-0018 (City of
Laguna Beach, Laguna Beach)

This entire problem was brought about when covid almost destroyed and changed our country.
It was a solution, at the time, for the citizens of Laguna to feel somewhat normal enjoying the beauty and
community Laguna has always provided. The idea/plan was never really for the businesses welfare on Forest,
although it definitely benefited the restaurants more than the other retail stores, it was what was needed at the time
for its residents.

The project does not conform with Laguna Beach’s certified Local Coastal Program because it:
 1) reduces the number of parking spaces below the hard target occupancy threshold of 85 percent identified in the
Downtown Specific Plan
2) Does not comply with the Downtown Specific Plan, Land Use Element, and Safety Element 3) Impacts coastal
community character

Another issue is how are the taxes being managed/accessed when restaurants have gained more occupancy/space
and other retailers have not on Forest Avenue?

I'm not from Laguna originally, but I will never forget when I arrived in the 70s the charm and uniqueness that was
Laguna. We all know change is constant, sometimes not for the better.
I think making this a permanent change is one that is NOT for the better or fair to all the businesses on Forest
Avenue.

My hopes are you will kindly read and carefully consider all citizens concerns on this major change to Laguna's
charm and landscape with the appeal and to grant the citizens of Laguna a full and proper hearing.

Regards,
Barbara Pepper
200 Cinnamon Teal
bgpepper44@gmail.com <mailto:bgpepper44@gmail.com> 
205-243-4889
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From: SouthCoast@Coastal
To: Torres, Janet@Coastal
Subject: FW: Public Comment on August 2025 Agenda Item Friday 11a - Appeal No. A-5-LGB-25-0018 (City of Laguna

Beach, Laguna Beach)
Date: Wednesday, August 6, 2025 8:29:53 AM

-----Original Message-----
From: kurt mahoney <cherokeeradiopeace@yahoo.com>
Sent: Tuesday, August 5, 2025 5:41 PM
To: SouthCoast@Coastal <SouthCoast@coastal.ca.gov>
Subject: Public Comment on August 2025 Agenda Item Friday 11a - Appeal No. A-5-LGB-25-0018 (City of
Laguna Beach, Laguna Beach)

Dear Coastal Commission,

As a 41 year resident of Laguna Beach I strongly oppose making the Forest Avenue Promenade permanent.
This was designed as a temporary 'solution' during Covid to allow businesses to serve residents and tourists-
restaurants to be exact.

It was never meant to be permanent, and should not be as

1) It eliminates badly needed parking spaces in Laguna. (Have any of you ever tried to visit Laguna-particularly in
the summer months-and find parking?) The City keeps trying to 'find' parking spaces, but continues to shoot itself in
the foot with things like this. It also deprives the City of revenue from these parking spots, which the City relies on
heavily-counts on, in fact-as a significant part of the annual budget.

2) It favors a few restaurants on one side of the street, but does nothing for, or actually detracts from other
businesses on each side of Forest.

3) It creates potentially dangerous situations with people literally parking in the southbound lane of PCH while
dropping off or picking up people. I have literally encountered this more than once. You are traveling south on PCH,
and at Forest the street makes a dramatic curve, and there's an SUV parked ON THE STREET, stopping traffic in
that lane, causing confusion and more unneeded traffic issues.

4) Laguna Beach is in Southern California-Orange County. Not France. This is what the people who came up with
this think they are emulating, but in France this has been built into the infrastructure for 100's of years. It simply
does not work in a beach town of 22,000 people inundated with tourists for a large part of the year looking for a
place to park.

Sincerely,
Kurt Mahoney
PO BOX 4212 Laguna Beach, Ca 92652
949-497-1523 (LAND LINE-NO TEXT)
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From: SouthCoast@Coastal
To: Torres, Janet@Coastal
Subject: FW: Public Comment on August 2025 Agenda Item Friday 11a - Appeal No. A-5-LGB-25-0018 (City of Laguna

Beach, Laguna Beach)
Date: Friday, August 8, 2025 10:27:59 AM

 
 
From: Robert Jacob <rjacob@mac.com> 
Sent: Friday, August 8, 2025 10:19 AM
To: SouthCoast@Coastal <SouthCoast@coastal.ca.gov>
Subject: Public Comment on August 2025 Agenda Item Friday 11a - Appeal No. A-5-LGB-25-0018
(City of Laguna Beach, Laguna Beach)

 
Dear Commission Members,
 
I writing to request that you find a “Substantial Issue” with the appeal that is the subject
of this Agenda Item.
 
I have resided in Laguna Beach since 1979 and am opposed to your staff’s
recommendation. I request that a public hearing occur to fully hear the many objections
to the City’s plan. This plan will permanently close the section of lower Forest Avenue
they have euphemistically labeled the “Promenade” in an effort to present their idea for
the transformation of this historic coastal retail environment as a fait accompli. They
have done this by loading citizen groups charged with providing thoughtful input with
supporters, while ignoring or squelching serious, rational criticisms.
 
My primary reason for requesting that you find a “substantial issue” is that the City has
failed to reasonably consider other options besides complete closure. As an urban
designer and California registered landscape architect for more than 45 years, such
failure to consider reasonable alternatives for such a significant project is shocking,
considering the importance of this space to the history and character of this city, which
a unique in California Coastal history and urban development.
 
Local residents recognize the enormous changes that occurred to our city as a premiere
California coastal tourist destination during COVID. We appreciated and supported the
temporary need to close lower Forest during this period to save the street’s restaurants
by using public land for outdoor restaurant seating. We also understand that occasional
or regularly scheduled closure might be a benefit worth considering now that the
pandemic is  (mostly) over. But there are many days and times during the year when
complete closure would not be justified, and the City’s response to these concerns has
been little more than perfunctory and performative.
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In this situation, we are counting on the Coastal Commission to protect this valuable
tourist resource and historic urban environment. Please allow the many citizens of
Laguna Beach who are trying to protect this resource the opportunity for a more
balanced, nuanced hearing than we have been able to achieve with our city government.
 
Robert Jacob
 

Robert Jacob Consulting
Planning•Urban Design•Landscape Architecture

2935 Chillon Way
Laguna Beach, California 92651
949.338.1573
California Landscape Architect #1985 CLARB
rjacob@mac.com
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From: SouthCoast@Coastal
To: Torres, Janet@Coastal
Subject: FW: Public Comment on August 2025 Agenda Item Friday 11a - Appeal No. A-5-LGB-25-0018 (City of Laguna

Beach, Laguna Beach)
Date: Tuesday, August 5, 2025 4:50:39 PM

 
 
From: Chris Tebbutt <chris.tebbutt@compass.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, August 5, 2025 4:44 PM
To: SouthCoast@Coastal <SouthCoast@coastal.ca.gov>
Subject: Public Comment on August 2025 Agenda Item Friday 11a - Appeal No. A-5-LGB-25-0018
(City of Laguna Beach, Laguna Beach)

 

Dear Coastal Commissioners,

I am writing to respectfully urge you to find a “Substantial Issue” with the appeal of the

Promenade project in Laguna Beach and to grant a full and proper public hearing.

As a long-time resident and business owner in Laguna Beach, I am deeply concerned

about the lasting impacts this project will have—not just on the character of our town,

but also on the day-to-day accessibility for residents and visitors. The Promenade, as

proposed, significantly limits access into the downtown village and, more importantly

since being closed during the pandemic, restricts essential routes for residents trying

to reach their own homes.

Our coastal downtown should remain open, inclusive, and easily accessible to all.

Any project that curtails this access without thorough review and public input is cause

for concern. Additionally, the potential impacts on businesses, coastal views, and

public access deserve close scrutiny under the Coastal Act.

Laguna Beach is a unique and cherished community. Decisions that could

permanently alter our coastal environment and public access points must be made

with transparency and full public participation.

I urge you to ensure that the public’s voice is heard by granting a full hearing on this

matter.

 

Sincerely,

Chris Tebbutt

504 Goff St

Laguna Beach, CA 92651

939.485.9898
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Chris Tebbutt / Founder

 

540 S. Coast Hwy #202 / Laguna Beach CA 92651

Mobile 949.485.9898 / License 01993864

Agent Profile / Chris Tebbutt Group

http://949.485.9898/
http://christebbutt.com/
http://christebbuttgroup.com/


From: SouthCoast@Coastal
To: Torres, Janet@Coastal
Subject: FW: Public Comment on August 2025 Agenda Item Friday 11a - Appeal No. A-5-LGB-25-0018 (City of Laguna

Beach, Laguna Beach)
Date: Wednesday, July 30, 2025 4:30:14 PM
Attachments: Calif. Coastal Commission 7.30.25.docx

Hi Janet,
Here’s a public comment.
From: bryan menne <bryan@menne.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, July 30, 2025 4:27 PM
To: SouthCoast@Coastal <SouthCoast@coastal.ca.gov>
Cc: Bryan Menne <bryanmenne@gmail.com>; Patricia Menne <patmenne@gmail.com>; Torres,
Janet@Coastal <janet.torres@coastal.ca.gov>; Merrill Anderson <merrill1137@yahoo.com>;
CATHERINE JURCA <cathjurca@gmail.com>
Subject: Public Comment on August 2025 Agenda Item Friday 11a - Appeal No. A-5-LGB-25-0018
(City of Laguna Beach, Laguna Beach)

 
Dr. Janet Torres,
Thank you for your return call & time for reviewing my questions.
Please see my attached Letter to Calif. Coastal Commission and Evidence Presentation Photo
Boards A & B which substantiate my Comments, displays a Resident Alternative Plan Concept
which has wide support from the 905 Residents Against the Forest Ave. Closure /City
Promenade Proposal- requesting this project be Stopped, to Preserve our Village Character
Commercial Entry, Circulation of Lower Forest Ave. & its Parking Spaces for Retail viability.
Bryan T.S. Menne – Land Planner/ Landscape Architect #1826
949-246-6183  
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July 30, 2025

To: California Coastal Commission – South Coast District – Dr. Janet Torres

       301 East Ocean Blvd. Long Beach, CA 90802-4830   Phone: 562-590-5071

From: Bryan T.S. Menne , 31988 10th Ave. Laguna Beach, Ca. 92651 Ph: 949-246-6183; as a 60-year   resident and Qualified Expert Land Planner/ Calif. Registered Landscape Architect #1826. 

Laguna Residents have been denied an Alternative Plan as required /California Law, (see CCC & CEQA –“Major Public Works Project”) & changes of this magnitude to Downtown  Character, Circulation /Drainage Changes,  further Loss of parking downtown & beach access are obvious reasons why Resident Approval – Voting is needed. 

The City skirt’s Resident participation with “Slow Streets” Caltrans Exemption & No Alternative Plan which will be subject to certain CCC Appeal & Legal actions from Commercial Lot Owners, Retail Businesses, Resident  Impacts of losing Access & Parking, Real Estate Value/Income from the City’s “Permanent Take” of their Land/ Lost Incomes of yearlong+- construction disruption previous /future bankruptcies.

· How many businesses will close increasing a few restaurants profits with this City Council’s Plan promotion since lockdown, while Residents haven’t had an Alternative Plan?

· The 180+- Parking Spaces lost Downtown were never disclosed to Businesses & Residents  and “In Lieu Parking Space”- Fees paid by Businesses are Diverted, Fraud?

· City proposes No Replacement Parking -suggests taking 30 Library spaces “Robbing Peter(retailers & residents) to Pay Paul” (restaurants). (122 spaces - Village Entry in 2019, 48 Forest spaces, 10 parklet spaces - 2020 benefiting just 8 restaurants, while hurting access & parking for Residents /other Retail merchants). 

· Replacement costs for 180 Parking spaces lost by City in the last 5 years = $21.6 +-Million  

($120,000+- /parking structure space, built on City’s available land / between Tivoli II & City Employee Lot)

· The City keeps adding to the Traffic Congestion & Circling car problems downtown from the 7.4 million annual visitors, Day Trippers, Cruisers & Beachgoers.( “Visit Laguna” ) that prohibits Resident’s use.

· Malibu Fires  could further swell our Village’s invasion to 10 million?, even without need of the “Visit Laguna” 10-year Contract- $500,000 annual campaigns = last 10 years getting us past saturation overload point.

An Alternative Now! to Reopen Forest Promenade this Summer to one-way ingress from PCH can preserve our Historic Village Commercial Gateway and the south-side 24 parking spaces saving struggling Retailers while retaining the 4 Restaurant’s  Cafe  Tables / north-side Promenade & will improve traffic circulation. The City would save $5 million in future Pkg. Structure Costs & Design- essentially no costs for 1-week conversion = providing immediate relief to Retailers & Traffic Congestion. (while still allowing monthly Special Event bollard closures on future Brick Rd. Plaza.) 

The City Alternative Plan should include upgrading Sidewalks & Curbs to Stone Paving & Herringbone Brick Pavers with One-Way travel lane, bike lane & parking into our Historic Village Gateway,  protecting our  City from Flood Liability, to restoring Resident’s Support &  Confidence, or Require a citywide Resident Vote approval if no Plan consensus is reached.

Previously , On Sept.10, 2018- I wrote to CCC - Marlene Alvarado; Charles Possner & Jordan Sanchez- reported the City of Laguna Beach had misrepresented the Public Parking Loss of 114 Parking spaces from the City Village Entrance Project in 2018. I later Appealed the City Project DR #17-2506 & CDP #17-2507 as the City sought to Amend their Permit with the CCC for an additional building & loss an additional 4 parking spaces. My 32-page CCC Appeal was submitted on 10/24/18  , for Non- Disclosure of actual Parking space Losses, Improper Public noticing & Misrepresentation of the Scale , Size of a Major Public Works Project/MND, Project Boundary incorrect, etc. with all the evidence & Standing for My previous Appeal. The City subsequently did not refute my Appeal case filed to CCC, but instead the City withdrew their CCC amendment application after my Appeal was under CCC review. I can only speculate that the City did not want to refute my evidence of deceitful representations from being exposed to its Residents/Public & thus I lost my standing & my CCC appeal was never heard. 

Therefore, the Public was never informed that the City had lost 118 actual /comparable Public Parking spaces with the Construction of the Village Entrance (VE) Project as constructed in 2019( not the 10 Pkg. spaces reported to the Public by City). As a result, the City Residents & businesses & Public Beach access Parking has been compromised for the last 6 years without the required LB General Plan- Policy 6H & CCC previously stated directives that Public Parking space losses be replaced on a 1 for 1 Basis. 

This has directly affected the Public’s access for beaches & businesses as this Parking has never been restored to equivalent parking resource for those previous Public Parking Space losses. Since 2019 the City subsequently added 24 parking spaces to Caltrans/Laguna Cyn. Rd. R.O.W. that wasn’t part of VE Project Boundary & 14 spaces at the former Transit Bus site-City Lot 15 = a Cumulative Net loss of 80 Parking Spaces has existed for over 5 years. Contrarily, the City has yet Taken another 6 parking spaces in the last 5 years for Parklets/ Restaurant/dining use on Beach St.,  Ocean & Forest Ave. , and in the last 2 Months another Take of 4 more Parking spaces on Mermaid & Park Ave. for more Parklets/ Restaurant dining uses = losing 10 more Parking Spaces in the DSP Area. Additionally, the City took another loss = 10 more parking spaces have also been Bagged as Tow Away/ Unusable spaces by a new 2025 Law per CVC restrictions within 20’ of Intersection Corners.  So, my observations are the City is still currently dealing with a Cumulative and Unmitigated Loss of 100 available Vehicle Parking Spaces that was never replaced per City General Plan & CCC Parking replacement policy Mandates. This can be substantiated by my 10/24/18 CCC Appeal Document (available upon request)

These Parking space losses can’t be mitigated through Local Transit or Dial up City Taxi services- as CCC Staff Report just stated, as the impact is to the Day Trippers & Visitors who arrive from out of Town, looking for those 100 existing Parking spaces removed by City that don’t exist anymore, and amplified with the ever-increasing Car Visitor totals that come from our City advertising with “Visit Laguna” marketing that now totals 7.4 million visitors annually. 

These 2 City Projects removing existing Parking Resources and the current Proposed Street Closure of Lower Forest Ave./loss of an additional 48 Parking Spaces permanently are conflicting with the majority of recent Resident responses presented at the Special City Hearing on June 11, 2025. “Friends of Forest Avenue”(FOFA) collected & presented 874 Resident hard Copy Jotform Petitions & their Comments which should be individually reviewed & responded to by CCC, as the City never even reviewed a single petition presented to the City Clerk for the Public Record & at the City Council & has provided no response to the 3:1 Resident Majority against the Forest Ave. Closure , including 119 Local Businesses who signed their petition.  Instead, the City approved this project 5-0. (These Petitions were Collected online in just 30 days before the City Meeting by the “Friends of Forest Ave.com”  website-with Resident’s Names on JotForm’s with the date, their Comments, & emails, and in person by “FOFA” members/ Residents in just 30 days from the formation of these Resident’s advocating for preservation of Forest Ave., but allowing closures for special events , while requesting Denial/ Against this Promenade Street Closure Project responses & plus another 31 City letters/emails against with Comments- for a Total of 905 Residents (66%) requesting a Stop to this Project at that Public Hearing , & Alternative Plan be prepared allowing for limited Event Closure & retention of at least ½- 24 parking Spaces.  Proponents for the Forest Closure Project numbered 308 (34%) letters for it = shows a current Residents 3:1 ratio Majority against Closure of Forest Ave. to preserve our Parking resources. 

Two new polls conducted by Local Newspaper-LB Independent also show Resident’s rallying against It: February 11, 2025 : Support  = 10 votes, Against = 94 votes & June 6, 2025,  ( 90% Against = Majority ) June 6, 2025 : Support = 61 votes, Against = 117 votes ( 66% Against = Majority ,a 3:1 Ratio against)

The City has refused its Residents’ repeated requests for a majority vote to decide if there is support for this project, so as to avoid the risk of losing the Pet Project of Councilmembers & a minority supporters’ group for pro-Pedestrian Promenade/ anti-parking advocates. 

The City for the last several years instead has dictated their Preferred Closure Plan Alternative/dialog to the Planning Commission and Residents attending Community Input meetings, while not allowing Alternative Plan Options to be introduced, discussed or proposed. The City Council only presented its chosen plan for Complete Closure of Forest Ave. ( this is a direct violation of the CEQA & CCC Protocol of Project review & its purpose to protect Public Access Resources, Circulation & Parking resources with EIR  Alternative Plan Option Alternatives & No Alternative for Study to minimize impacts, preserve Public Coastal Resources.) 

Laguna Residents & Retail Businesses have realized that a better Alternative Plan should be prepared which Protects our Community Forest Ave. Entry to preserve our main Retail Business Community Entry, Village Character and vital adjacent Parking spaces for our Retail Business & beaches. The CCC Appeal is our last California mandated protection agency for the Public & Residents & should impartially judge who is being impacted here, not the City who no longer represents our Resident’s concerns of limited Parking availability, inability to shop locally due to lost parking resources adjacent to local Retail Businesses, and traffic congestion in the downtown area. The congestion Residents & Public are exposed to daily is all due to limited Parking remaining & circling of cars looking for spaces in the Downtown/Beach close parking Spaces that are no longer a public resource- gone for City Councilmembers pet Projects. ( See Attached Photos- 2 -36”x48” Evidence Boards presented to City Council by Bryan Menne- Public Record 6/11/25- Showing Alternative Concept, selected Letters and Retail Businesses / Business Cards opposed to Forest Ave. Closure, flooding risks)

Now, 7 years later the City of Laguna Beach, Councilmembers/City Manager are again proposing removal of another 48 Commercial/Public Parking Spaces permanently as City Council directed “Planning “ of our City’s future! This Project should be stopped and revised to get a net gain in Parking and work towards solving our Parking & Circulation shortfalls- not adding to our problems of Residents and restricting Public Access for Beach & Retail Commercial Uses.

The City now also disguises this Lower Forest Ave. Promenade Project as a “Slow Street” Closure based on a new April 2025 Cal-Trans Exemption- thereby circumventing Public Review & Comments via the EIR Process Review /Mitigation requirements, and further avoids Public Notification & Input of having to evaluate the true impacts on Circulation & 48 more parking space losses being imposed on the Residents of Laguna & General Public , resulting in more restricted access to Public Beaches & Retail businesses in the Downtown Specific Plan (DSP) area. 

At a Minimum the CCC should Protect the Public Access Rights to existing Parking resources removed & not replaced by Granting the Appeal  or by CCC Enforcement Action requirements- for the following actionable Items:

1. Replacement of full-size Public Parking spaces on a 1 for 1 Basis be required for all Cumulative Parking spaces with the Requirement for the City to prepare an Updated Cumulative Downtown Parking Impact analysis to verify Public Access Parking Space losses required.

2. Require City to Prepare a Traffic Circulation analysis to quantify the Downtown Congestion Impacts for the Previous 7 years, and from the losses for the additional 48 Parking spaces as proposed by City for the permanent lower Forest Ave. closure/Promenade Project. 

3. The City’s “Slow Streets” Caltrans Exemption closing Forest Ave. should not have precedence over a CEQA & California Coastal Commission (CCC) resource of Public Parking resource adjacent to Main Beach Park. The City is using this exemption to avoid Public Disclosure and review by the CCC and avoid normal protocol of evaluation for an EIR or MND process of review.

4. The City has not provided Proof of Service to Public & Notice to all Property Owners of each Business Lot owner for the Take of their Legal Property Street access ( per the New Cal trans-Slow Streets’ that City has invoked as authorization to close Lower Forest as required/outlined by that exemption). This is a Take- City mechanism  of Lot Owners Rights as guaranteed by their Title Reports for their Legal Access/Parking entitlement being taken without compensation, and losing their ability to service their properties for Commercial use as entitled and guaranteed by their original purchase Title Policies.

5. The City should not be allowed to avoid Standard Public Requirements /CEQA review when proposing a new Major Public Works Project & depleting a Public Resource of existing Public Parking access that’s covered by the LB LCP. (Non-compliance with COASTAL Commission, Calif. Coastal Act Sec. 30600 (c), LCP [EG. ''TAKING of parking abolishes Visitor resource ''  , and...'' removal of PARKING violates good faith to encourage Visitor and local spending at established licensed business'', This Forest Ave. Closure/Promenade. This project appears to Resident’s as  exactly that-losing Public Parking Access with this hidden downsizing in Parking Resources. 

6. The City failed to disclose the removal of 3 of the 4 existing Handicapped spaces covered by the ADA Requirements  and their proximity to the FOA/Arts/Events uses for Village Entrance Project. in 2018 (City Lot 11,  unreported to the Public & California Coastal Commission) This Forest Ave. Closure also has 2 more Handicapped space losses being undisclosed.

7. The City has provided No Budget, No Cost Estimate for the Residents to evaluate or Comment on the Financial Impacts & Implications of the Forest Ave  street Closure/Promenade.

8. The City has no plan or response for facts presented- that 89% of past Street Closure/Promenades have failed, or been returned to their original street configuration.( i.e.- Santa Monica, Santa Barbara, Denver, Pasadena, Burbank, Pacific City, Solvang, etc.)

9. The City has no plan for compensation to businesses that fail, potential bankruptcies , litigation that arises for losses incurred by existing & previous closed business caused by Forest Closure for last 5 years & future Business closures/ loss of income for duration of the Construction work.

10. The City has only provided for a 25-year Hydrology study in planning this street Closure Project , while Forest Ave. has experienced 3 - 100-Year flood events and damage to these Commercial properties in the last 55 years. This compromises public safety and increases flood risks & maintenance Liability to the Residents & increased risk exposure to Taxpayers of Laguna Beach.

11.  Keeping the street section as is won’t expose Taxpayers to flooding liability, whereas any new drainage/ level plaza solution proposed will expose the City & its residents to any future flooding Liability for damages for altering the existing drainage pattern & capacities of flood waters.

12.  The City cannot allocate 30 parking spaces as suggested are available at the adjacent Library site, as each project has a required Parking requirement that are necessary for its operation/ approved with that use. To suggest using those parking spaces is deceptive and robs the Library to justify the Promenade Project, while offering no Parking use during Library business hours which are sameas most Retail Businesses who would lose parking directly in front of their stores = convenient parking/directly adjacent to storefronts is crucial to retail businesses.

13. The City should also be required to review the total Car Parking spaces committed to the existing “In Lieu” Parking = City Parking Space Requirement Fee Program for those Businesses which have been required to Contribute these Fees for access to the existing Pool of Parking Spaces in DSP Area. That core Parking Count has been depleted or are potentially defrauding those Businesses of their available “purchased access-parking spaces ‘Rights’ they paid to use for their Businesses ( City Street Parking Resource sold to businesses as CUP conditional permitting alternative Parking pool for any business that doesn’t have parking or meet its required spaces). The 2019 Village Entrance Project created Parking losses from City Lots 11 & 12 were greatly affected-serving as the Central Parking for all Laguna Playhouse, Art A Fair, Tivoli Too events and weddings, Sawdust Festival, Downtown Businesses, Overflow Beach Parking. These uses never recovered the directly adjacent spaces at all, as we all know these uses are  under-parked, and near impossible to find a space here in Summer Peak use time.

14. The California Coastal Commission should respond to the 874 Resident/Business petitions and pertinent comments to appeal, as forwarded by Patricia Menne in a separate letter/ submission.

The City references below illustrate examples of the pattern of deception presented to Residents and Public Agencies by the City, that are supposed to be protected by the Laguna Beach General Plan/LCP, Safety Element and California Law- CEQA, & CCC policies for Project Developments. 

See Pages-121 (Paragraph 3-6 of the Mit. Neg. Dec.-Policy 6H- City General Plan-“(Central Business District), preserve all existing parking by assuring replacement on a one-for-one basis.” 

See pages 144-145( 4.16 “Transportation/Traffic-a. Cause an increase in Traffic” .  It’s logical assumption it would greatly increase circling vehicles looking for open Parking spaces for the 100 cumulative parking space losses from the last 2 City Projects. This constitutes a Significant Impact- per CEQA  that should be evaluated by CCC by this Appeal or through an Enforcement Action  Case that should be initiated.

I look forward to the review by the California Coastal Commission review & an enforcement investigation of the Cumulative losses of the 100 Parking Spaces & Public accessibility from the City’s 2 projects in the last 7 years in the Downtown areas. 



Bryan T.S. Menne

Land Planner/ California Registered Landscape Architect #1826, 60-year Resident of Laguna Beach
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From: SouthCoast@Coastal
To: Torres, Janet@Coastal
Subject: FW: Public Comment on August 2025 Agenda Item Friday 11a - Appeal No. A-5-LGB-25-0018 (City of Laguna

Beach, Laguna Beach)
Date: Friday, August 8, 2025 9:51:17 AM

 
 
From: Francesca Smith <smith-zzz@sbcglobal.net> 
Sent: Friday, August 8, 2025 9:40 AM
To: SouthCoast@Coastal <SouthCoast@coastal.ca.gov>
Subject: Public Comment on August 2025 Agenda Item Friday 11a - Appeal No. A-5-LGB-25-0018
(City of Laguna Beach, Laguna Beach)

 
 Dear Chair Harmon and Commissioners:
 
I disagree with the recommendation to find no substantial issue with the permanent closure of
lower Forest Avenue and urge you to schedule a de novo hearing.
 
I am a frequent visitor to Laguna Beach and am disabled. I have relied on the disabled parking
spaces available on lower Forest Avenue to access both the shops on that street and Main
Beach. It has been miserable the last five years since that parking has been removed. I no
longer visit downtown in summer at all.
 
I cannot wait around forever for the trolleys. Laguna Beach has been totally indifferent to the
needs of people like me.
 
Please find a substantial issue and schedule a de novo hearing.
 
Sincerely,
 
Francesca Smith
Glendale, CA
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From: SouthCoast@Coastal
To: Torres, Janet@Coastal
Subject: FW: Public Comment on August 2025 Agenda Item Friday 11a - Appeal No. A-5-LGB-25-0018 (City of Laguna

Beach, Laguna Beach)
Date: Friday, August 8, 2025 9:26:13 AM

 
 
From: Paige Lyall <paigeannel@gmail.com> 
Sent: Friday, August 8, 2025 9:08 AM
To: SouthCoast@Coastal <SouthCoast@coastal.ca.gov>
Subject: Public Comment on August 2025 Agenda Item Friday 11a - Appeal No. A-5-LGB-25-0018
(City of Laguna Beach, Laguna Beach)

 
I am a 23 year resident of Laguna Beach.  When I moved here in 2002, I loved the

small town vibe of Laguna.  We had the annual art festival and Pageant of the

Masters but the rest of the year was a nice, local community.  Over the years the city

leaders have changed to try to become one of the large coastal towns the residents

don't want.  The plans to permanently close lower Forest Avenue makes it less

attractive for locals to want to visit the downtown area.  It is the LOCAL residents that

support these businesses and restaurants throughout the year.  When I have out of

town guests, the choice to visit downtown Laguna is the least chosen because of

limited parking.  

 
This project does NOT conform with Laguna Beach's certified Local Coastal Program

for the following reasons:

- it reduces the number of parking spaces below the targeted occupancy threshold of

85% identified in the Downtown Specific Plan

- it does not comply with the Downtown Specific Plan, Land Use and Safety element

- it severely impacts our coastal community character.  

 
I am asking the Commissioners to find substantial issue with the appeal and grant a

full and proper hearing.  The decision to permanently close lower Forest Avenue

should not be decided by a few people and the resident voices not heard. 

Reasonable alternatives presented in the past were completely disregarded.   

 
Thank you for your attention to this matter.  

 
Paige Lyall

940 Baja Street

Laguna Beach, CA

paigeannel@gmail.com
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From: SouthCoast@Coastal
To: Torres, Janet@Coastal
Subject: FW: Public Comment on August 2025 Agenda Item Friday 11a - Appeal No. A-5-LGB-25-0018 (City of Laguna

Beach, Laguna Beach)
Date: Friday, August 8, 2025 8:28:00 AM

 
 
From: Bob Borthwick <bob.borthwick@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Thursday, August 7, 2025 11:10 PM
To: SouthCoast@Coastal <SouthCoast@coastal.ca.gov>
Subject: Public Comment on August 2025 Agenda Item Friday 11a - Appeal No. A-5-LGB-25-0018
(City of Laguna Beach, Laguna Beach)

 
Please consider the Promenade / Forest Avenue closure as a substantial issue

worthy of a full and proper hearing.

 

The main issue is not what will be gained by creating a new pedestrian mall in a

(formerly) fully functional historic commercial district in downtown Laguna...but rather,

what will be lost.  A stated goal by the City for this project is to "preserve and

enhance the unique character of the downtown area" (City of Laguna Beach: 

Request for Proposal, Feb. 9,2021.  This project does not preserve the unique

character of Forest Avenue as a historic commercial street with parking and

businesses.  On the contrary, this project destroys that historic character and

fabric.

 

Since the founding of Laguna Beach in the 1920's, Forest Avenue functioned as the

town's Main Street.  It served as the hub of commerce in downtown, and still serves

that function.  "Small town Main Street, USA."  In particular, the retail component of

Forest Avenue is threatened by this project and the loss of 48 parking spaces that

existed prior to the "temporary" street closure for COVID purposes to allow outdoor

dining in 2021.  As an example, the Shoe Cellar (originally established in 1947) has

been a retail landmark and legacy business on the street for generations.  The family

ownership of this store has seen substantially reduced business since the street was

closed and parking removed.  They have publicly stated that their business will likely

close if the street closure and parking removal becomes permanent.  It is small,

family-owned retail shops such as these that have created the charm and character of

this street, appreciated by residents and visitors alike.  Once such shops are gone,

the treasured ambiance of the street changes forever and Forest Avenue becomes

just another outdoor pedestrian mall.

 

The loss of parking affects more than just the businesses on lower Forest Avenue. 

This parking is also the most visible and safest parking for tourists to take a short visit

across the street to the famed Main Beach Boardwalk and historic Lifeguard Tower. 

Parallel parking on Coast Highway is difficult due to traffic volumes and speeds.

 

As a professional landscape architect and urban planner I have designed downtown
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projects that included permanent street closure, such as the award-winning Avalon

Waterfront on Catalina Island.  However, permanent street closure is not the answer

in all cases, as evidenced by the high failure rate of downtown pedestrian mall

conversions.  As a resident I would have hoped to see a hybrid design alternative that

combined some curbside dining along with limited street parking, but the City refused

to consider any hybrid designs or other planning alternatives.  In my opinion the lack

of public support for the Promenade is directly related to the lack of options and/or

alternatives (to full street closure) for public review and discussion.

 

For a beautiful town (and quaint downtown) that is known world-wide, lower Forest

Avenue deserves more study and options before destroying something that is

irreplaceable. 

 

Respectfully,

Bob Borthwick, ASLA

Landscape Architect 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



From: SouthCoast@Coastal
To: Torres, Janet@Coastal
Subject: FW: Public Comment on August 2025 Agenda Item Friday 11a- Appeal No. A-5-LGB-25-0018 (City of Laguna

Beach, Laguna Beach)
Date: Friday, August 8, 2025 8:27:50 AM

 
 
From: Jean Arovas <jearovas@me.com> 
Sent: Thursday, August 7, 2025 10:18 PM
To: SouthCoast@Coastal <SouthCoast@coastal.ca.gov>
Subject: Public Comment on August 2025 Agenda Item Friday 11a- Appeal No. A-5-LGB-25-0018
(City of Laguna Beach, Laguna Beach)

 
Commissioners:
 
This email is written to provide you with background, facts, and concerns regarding the
lower Forest Avenue project,  hereafter referred to as the “Promenade Project” sufficient
for you to find a Substantial Issue with the Promenade Project.
 
Background and Facts-
 
Our City Council is an elected body by the residents of Laguna Beach. As such, they
should represent majority opinions regarding decisions to be made and money to be
spent. This is not the case and the community is divided. The Council seeks opinions
from the public as a matter of form, not substance. Written and verbal comments are
sought before and during City Council meetings, respectfully. They may read but
certainly hear opinions from residents, but there is never a response to either. It is a ruse
to convince themselves and others from which approvals are required.
 
In this small city of less than 25,000 people, tourists abound by the millions during the
spring, summer, and fall seasons. They leave trash on our beaches and streets. They
constitute most DUI and assault arrests..They drive city costs well beyond  the revenues
the city realizes from their presence. So why would the City Council enter a 10-year
contract designed to increase their numbers? They want the money from special
interests to support their reelection.
 
We are in a high risk fire area. The last fire was approximately two months ago. Many
good things have been done by the City Council to improve our environment as well as
our abilities to fight fires, but much remains to be done to not only protect our residents
but also our pristine coast from the immediate and post fire effects all of which you
know. We have a total of five traffic lanes into and out of the community. This together

mailto:SouthCoast@coastal.ca.gov
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with the fire mitigation efforts are clearly inadequate to protect people, property, and our
coast during peak fire periods. This will take time and money, the latter of which is
proposed to be used to entertain one another with a better venue - the Promenade
Project.
 
Concerns:
 
During the COVID pandemic our City Council sold residents on the need for temporary
outdoor seating to augment indoor seating at our restaurants and bars on lower Forest,
and Ocean Avenues. This was accomplished by building outdoor seating where many
parking spaces existed at the expense of retailers. Regardless, the residents agreed with
the plan as it was alleged to be temporary. Then the Promenade Project was disclosed.
This was nothing short of a bait and switch imposed on the residents. To give you a sense
of the value of parking spaces in Laguna Beach, the City Council is favorable to a
proposal to tear down a 100 year old historical registered property to gain seven parking
spaces. 
 
Thank you for reading this and I hope that it provides sufficient basis for you to find a
Substantial issue with the Promenade Project, despite your staffs support for the
project. 
 
Robert  Arovas
950 Wilson Street
Laguna Beach, CA 92651
rarovas@gmail.com
714-240-7410
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From: SouthCoast@Coastal
To: Torres, Janet@Coastal
Subject: FW: Public Comment on August 2025 Agenda Item Friday 11a - Appeal No. A-5-LGB-25-0018 (City of Laguna

Beach, Laguna Beach)
Date: Friday, August 8, 2025 8:27:38 AM
Attachments: CC Appeal Promenade.pdf

 
 
From: j.pudwill@cox.net <j.pudwill@cox.net> 
Sent: Thursday, August 7, 2025 7:27 PM
To: SouthCoast@Coastal <SouthCoast@coastal.ca.gov>
Subject: Public Comment on August 2025 Agenda Item Friday 11a - Appeal No. A-5-LGB-25-0018
(City of Laguna Beach, Laguna Beach)

 
 
I am familiar with the following two letters which have been previously sent to you - and I
fully concur with their content.
 
The proposed promenade does not account for the parking it is removing from public
use, plus it obstructs the gateway to Laguna Beach’s most vital and historic avenue.
 Additionally, it blocks a key evacuation route.
 
Of critical regards, Laguna Beach’s total neglect of residents’ concerns should clearly
bear some weight; In a town of 22,300, 851 residents petitioned the Council for a
different plan - one which the Council promised to the public, but then totally refused to
provide.
 
I attended the council meeting when this “temporary” promenade was illegally
introduced to the public by the Council without any pre-meeting notification - a clear
violation of the Brown Act. Subsequently, the public has never had the opportunity to
vote or properly weigh in on whether it wanted its hometown Main Street turned into a
modern mall – this has been entirely driven by the City Council which recently voted to
proceed with its development despite having not set budget, much less budgetary limits.
 
Please review the two enclosed letters - both far more eloquent than mine - and put a
hold on the project until many of these issues can be sussed out.
 
Many thanks,
 
Jerome Pudwill,
38-Year Laguna Beach Resident
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Date:  August 7, 2025 


To:  California Coastal Commission Staff  


From:  Joy Berry, 30 year resident of Laguna Beach 


 
Subject: Rebuttal to Staff Report Finding of “No Substantial Issue” for Appeal No. A-5-LGB-23-
0056 (Laguna Beach Forest Avenue Promenade) 
 
I am writing in response to your Staff Report's conclusion that the appeal concerning the City of 
Laguna Beach's Forest Avenue Promenade project raises no substantial issue. The report's 
finding of "no substantial issue" is based on a narrow interpretation of both the project's 
impacts and the requirements of the City's certified Local Coastal Program (LCP).  
 


The Loss of Parking is Substantial and Violates the LCP 
The Staff Report dismisses the loss of 48 parking spaces as not substantial, relying on the City's 
claim of "sufficient mitigation" and the availability of a trolley system. This conclusion ignores 
key facts and misinterprets the very policy it cites. 
 


• The LCP's 85% Occupancy Threshold is a Hard Number, Not a Suggestion. The Staff 
Report claims that a "robust package" of parking alternatives is sufficient mitigation for 
the loss of parking. This directly contradicts the plain language of Topic 4, Policy 9 of the 
Downtown Specific Plan (DSP). The DSP explicitly allows for the temporary re-use of 
public parking spaces only if an 85% target occupancy level is not exceeded. As our initial 
appeal demonstrated, the City's own off-season study showed this threshold was 
already exceeded. To argue that other measures negate this specific, data-driven metric 
is to render the policy meaningless and sets a dangerous precedent. 
 


• Nighttime "Replacements" are Irrelevant for Peak Use. The Staff Report's claim that the 
loss of parking is not substantial because 30 spaces are replaced at night is a critical 
oversight. The vast majority of visitors who drive to Laguna Beach and use these 
spaces—beachgoers, daytime shoppers, and diners—do so during the day. The loss of 48 
spaces during peak hours is a significant detriment to coastal access and local 
businesses. The availability of replacement spaces at night, when demand is lower, does 
not mitigate the daytime deficit.  
 


• The Trolley is Not a Viable or Comprehensive Alternative. While the trolley system is a 
valuable resource, it does not fully mitigate the loss of these specific parking spaces. The 
trolley runs on Coast Highway, which does not directly serve the local streets where the 
45 spaces were lost. Visitors coming to the downtown area and legacy businesses on 
these streets are left without a direct, convenient alternative. The trolley system is an 
important part of the LCP, but it is not a cure-all for the removal of a significant number 
of parking spaces in a dense, heavily visited downtown. 
 







 
 
 


The Safety Element is a Substantial Issue and an LCP Requirement 
 
The Staff Report's claim that the project's failure to conform to the General Plan's Safety 
Element is "not an appealable contention" is based on a fundamental misreading of the LCP. 
This finding ignores a clear and specific requirement within the LCP itself. 
 


• Zoning Code 25.05.040(H)(5) is Part of the LCP. The Staff Report erroneously separates 
the General Plan from the LCP. However, Laguna Beach's own Zoning Code, which is part 
of the certified LCP, explicitly states that projects subject to design review "shall comply 
with all applicable policies of the General Plan, including all of its elements." This 
language is unequivocal. By failing to review the project against the Safety Element, 
especially for a project located within a FEMA-mapped floodway, the City acted in direct 
violation of its own LCP. 
 


• The Flood Risk is Substantial. The project proposes to alter street and drainage 
infrastructure in a high-risk flood zone. The City's belated hydrology report only modeled 
a 25-year storm, a measure that is woefully inadequate for a 100-year flood zone. The 
Staff Report's indifference to this issue is perplexing and dangerously shortsighted. This 
is not a minor technicality; it is a substantial public safety concern that the City failed to 
address, and it is a directly appealable matter under the LCP's own terms. The 
precedential value of ignoring this provision for a project in a high-risk area is significant 
for all future coastal development in Laguna Beach. 
 


Conclusion 
The Staff Report’s finding of no substantial issue is based on an analysis that glosses over critical 
inconsistencies with the LCP.  By ignoring the explicit 85% occupancy threshold, misinterpreting 
the parking substitution at night only, the role of the trolley, and failing to acknowledge the 
LCP's requirement for conformity with the General Plan's Safety Element, the report downplays 
what are in fact substantial and appealable issues. 
 
We urge the Commission to find that a substantial issue exists and to accept this appeal. The 
City’s decision has significant negative impacts on coastal access, public safety, and the 
precedent for future interpretations of the LCP. 
 







 
 
 

Public Comment on August 2025 Agenda Item Friday 11a - Appeal No. A-5-

LGB-25-0018 (City of Laguna Beach, Laguna Beach)

 

To the California Coastal Commission:

Please find a “Substantial Issue” with this appeal and grant a full and proper

hearing. 

 

In a process that took from 2014 to 2022, the Laguna Beach Downtown

Specific Plan Update involved hundreds of thousands of dollars and untold

number of hours by the public, city staff, and the following consultants -  MIG,

Inc., MJB Consulting, Rick Williams Consulting, IBI Group, Stanley R. Hoffman

Associates, and Stoffel & Associates. Finally, more than7 years after the

process commenced, on December 15, 2021, the California Coastal

Commission approved LCP Amendment (LCP-5-LGB-20-0052-with

modifications, and finally, at its meeting February 15, 2022  the Laguna Beach

City Council adopted an ordinance accepting the California Coastal

Commission's revisions to the City's Downtown Specific Plan.

 

Nowhere in that 171 page Downtown Specific Plan have I been able to find

one recommendation that the city create a permanent pedestrian only plaza or

”Promenade” on lower Forest or anywhere in Laguna Beach. 

 

Instead, there are numerous sections of that plan that specifically recommend

AGAINST a permanent pedestrian plaza, but instead discuss the possibility of a

temporary, or seasonal pedestrian plaza, including these references:

 

P 78 (TEMPORARY PROMENADE) Through adaptive re-use of public

parking spaces on a limited or temporary basis, the City has the

opportunity to accommodate enhancements such as a pedestrian

promenade or street festivals through partial street closures, a parklet

program, or other community desired events and activities within the

downtown.

 

(TEMPORARY PROMENADE) during the non-summer months

 

(MAYBE NOT A TEMPORARY PROMENADE) On the other hand,

adaptive re-use of public parking spaces during the summer months may

not be ideal due to the high parking occupancy observed.

 

P 78 Perhaps the greatest impact associated with providing more

parking in the downtown is the potential  to worsen traffic congestion

by drawing more cars into the local street circulation system.



Parking areas also pose potentially negative impacts by virtue of their

design and appearance.

 

P 80 Topic 4 Policies (PROMENADE?) #9 Allow for the limited or

temporary-  adaptive re-use of public parking spaces for community-

desired events and activities during summer and non-summer months,

provided that an 85 percent target occupancy level is not exceeded.

 

P 111 (PARKLETT) On-street parking allows the opportunity for drivers to

shop and give patronage to local businesses with convenience

 

P102/113  (TEMPORARY PROMENADE) The use of a continuous

paving material on Forest Avenue between Coast Highway and

Glenneyre Street will create a more pedestrian friendly street that also

retains existing parking and aids in traffic calming.

 

P106/117: (TEMPORARY PROMENADE) Depending on usage, this

plaza could be installed on a temporary status to be used during non-

peak visitor months, and then reverted to the original auto-oriented use

during peak summer months.

 
And yet, ignoring the specifics of its own Adopted Downtown Specific Plan, and

without spending hundreds of thousands of dollars on consultants, and without

involving the public to the degree the public was involved in the Downtown

Specific Plan Update, the Laguna Beach City Council has taken it upon itself to

drive this concept through the city’s approval process. 

 

To make matters worse, with the ink barely dry on the Coastal Commission

approved version of LCP Amendment (LCP-5-LGB-20-0052-2), in spite of

specific instructions reflected in Agenda Report Regular Item #14 of the June

14, 2022 City Council meeting (attached) that an alternative plan be developed

that could be a temporary of seasonal pedestrian plaza, the city ignored its own

approval and the city proceeded ONLY with a plan for a permanent pedestrian

plaza. It never seriously considered an alternative to a total and permanent

pedestrian plaza.

 

There clearly is a substantial issue involved and I ask that the Commission find

there is a substantial issue and grant a full and proper hearing. Thank you.

 

John Thomas

31699 Seacliff Drive

Laguna beach, Ca. 92651

johnthomas@cox.net

.

https://www.google.com/maps/search/31699+Seacliff+Drive+Laguna+beach,+Ca.+92651?entry=gmail&source=g
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From: SouthCoast@Coastal
To: Torres, Janet@Coastal
Subject: FW: Public Comment on August 2025 Agenda Item Friday 11a - Appeal No. A-5-LGB-25-0018 (City of Laguna

Beach, Laguna Beach)
Date: Friday, August 8, 2025 8:27:22 AM
Attachments: June 7 2022 Staff Report Text Highlighted.pdf

 
 
From: johnthomas@cox.net <johnthomas@cox.net> 
Sent: Thursday, August 7, 2025 5:21 PM
To: SouthCoast@Coastal <SouthCoast@coastal.ca.gov>
Cc: 'A' <johnthomas@cox.net>
Subject: Public Comment on August 2025 Agenda Item Friday 11a - Appeal No. A-5-LGB-25-0018
(City of Laguna Beach, Laguna Beach)

 
Public Comment on August 2025 Agenda Item Friday 11a - Appeal No. A-5-LGB-25-0018

(City of Laguna Beach, Laguna Beach)

 

To the California Coastal Commission:

Please find a “Substantial Issue” with this appeal and grant a full and proper hearing.

 

In a process that took from 2014 to 2022, the Laguna Beach Downtown Specific Plan

Update involved hundreds of thousands of dollars and untold number of hours by the

public, city staff, and the following consultants -  MIG, Inc., MJB Consulting, Rick Williams

Consulting, IBI Group, Stanley R. Hoffman Associates, and Stoffel & Associates. Finally,

more than7 years after the process commenced, on December 15, 2021, the California

Coastal Commission approved LCP Amendment (LCP-5-LGB-20-0052-with modifications,

and finally, at its meeting February 15, 2022  the Laguna Beach City Council adopted an

ordinance accepting the California Coastal Commission's revisions to the City's Downtown

Specific Plan.

 

Nowhere in that 171 page Downtown Specific Plan have I been able to find one

recommendation that the city create a permanent pedestrian only plaza or ”Promenade” on

lower Forest or anywhere in Laguna Beach.

 

Instead, there are numerous sections of that plan that specifically recommend AGAINST a

permanent pedestrian plaza, but instead discuss the possibility of a temporary, or seasonal

pedestrian plaza, including these references:

 

P 78 (TEMPORARY PROMENADE) Through adaptive re-use of public parking

spaces on a limited or temporary basis, the City has the opportunity to accommodate

enhancements such as a pedestrian promenade or street festivals through partial

street closures, a parklet program, or other community desired events and activities

within the downtown.

 

(TEMPORARY PROMENADE) during the non-summer months
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AGENDA REPORT 


Meeting Date 
June 7, 2022 


Regular 
14 


SUBJECT: APPROVAL OF PROMENADE ON FOREST PROGRAM PLAN AS A GUIDE TO 
DEVELOP TWO DISTINCT CONCEPT PLANS FOR FUTURE CONSIDERATION 


RECOMMENDATION: It is recommended that the City Council: 


1. Approve the Promenade on Forest Program Plan. 


Appropriation: ____________ _ Fund Name: --------------------
Submitted By:~ 
Mark McAvoy,=-;/"" 


Approved: CiAo /re,h J) ~6 
Shohreh Dupuis, citYMaTaief 


SUMMARY OF THE MATTER 
On May 18, 2021, the City awarded a contract to RRM Design Finn (RRM) to perform preliminary 
engineering and entitlements to make the Promenade on Forest (Promenade) a pennanent installation. The 
initial phase of work included the preparation of a program plan to identify the basic design parameters for 
the permanent Promenade. Extensive outreach with business owners along Forest Avenue, public safety 
personnel, maintenance staff, and public officials was conducted to identify key program elements to be 
incorporated into the program plan. The program plan is being presented now for the public and City 
Council review and City Council approval. The program plan information will be the basis of design for 
the development of the Promenade concept plans. The concept plans will include two options for 
consideration. The first option is a complete conversion to a pedestrian promenade that no longer resembles 
a roadway, while the second is a simpler version that maintains curbs, gutters and sidewalks similar to what 
exists today. Both options will include enhanced paving, improved lighting, and improved infrastructure. 
The development of the concept plans will include comprehensive public outreach with the entire 
community to collaborate on thoughts and inspiration that will help guide the design and vision forward. 


DISCUSSION 
Stakeholder Interviews 
Staff walked door to door along the Promenade making introductions with shop owners and managers. As 
part of the introductions, staff shared letters providing contact infonnation and an invitation to participate 
in stakeholder interviews. Stakeholder interviews were held with several business owners on Forest 
Avenue, utility companies, city staff, public safety, councilmembers, planning commissioners, and others 
in the corridor directly influenced by the Promenade. 


The design team inquired about opportunities, constraints, potential concerns, deal-breakers, desirables, 
design character and the many factors related to day-to-day operations of the Promenade. The stakeholder 
interviews were setup with up to four people with similar interests and roles within the project area. Public 
officials were interviewed individually. The interviews varied in duration from thirty minutes to one hour; 
with conversations focused on the interviewee's experience with the Promenade since it was created in June 
2020. Common items discussed included appearance, character, pedestrian circulation, programmed 
activities and events, public function, short and long-term maintenance, and impacts to businesses. 


Feedback received included both positive and negative elements. These shared experiences regarding the 
closure of Forest A venue and day-to-day operations of the Promenade, were collected and organized to 
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Approval of Promenade on Forest Program Plan 
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develop the Promenade on Forest Program Plan (Attachment I), which organizes key elements to be 
addressed and considered in the creation of the Promenade design. 


Program Plan Format 
Once RRM organized the feedback received in the stakeholder interviews, they divided the Promenade into 
five distinct areas. These areas serve different functions in the operation of the Promenade; however, they 
may share common program elements. Although these areas have diffeting functions, they will all be 
incorporated into a cohesive design for the Promenade. 


The Paseo Access is the existing breezeway adjacent to Bushard's Phannacy that provides access to the 
parking lot on Ocean Avenue (Lot 3), the alley, and the public restroom. The West Entrance to the 
Promenade at South Coast Highway is a prominent crossing to Main Beach and the shops and restaurants 
on the west side of South Coast Highway. The Central Promenade is the core space of the Promenade. 
This space will be the most active area in the Promenade design. The East Entrance is the access into the 
Promenade at the intersection of Forest Avenue and Glenneyre Street. In addition to pedestrian access, this 
access also provides access for emergency and maintenance vehicles. The Main Beach Access is at Main 
Beach Parle Although it is not within the limits of the Promenade, it will be considered in the design to 
provide a transition from the Promenade to Main Beach Park. 


Program Plan Elements 
The program plan summarizes stakeholder input into two categories. The first category is Function and 
Services (how the space is used), and the second category is Site Design Elements (physical features). The 
elements listed under each category are derived from the most common items mentioned in the stakeholder 
interviews. The check boxes in the center of the program plan identify which elements will be incorporated 
into each of the five project site areas. 


While discussing the site design elements, stakeholders felt strongly that the Promenade should have a 
timeless design with high-end and elegant features that capture and preserve the unique culture of Laguna 
Beach. Key elements such as lighting, landscape, and pavement design will be developed to deliver the 
desired unique site character. The design will also create an inviting destination for residents and visitors 
to the area. The site character and aesthetic improvements will be identified and refined with the 
development of the concept plans. 


Outdoor dining was a major topic of discussion with stakeholders. Stakeholders did not want the 
Promenade to have the feel of an outdoor food court. While stakeholders understood that outdoor dining is 
a component of the Promenade, the majority requested that restaurant seating be limited, and that open 
seating should be incorporated throughout the Promenade. It was further stated by several stakeholders that 
the space reserved for restaurants should be rented to the restaurants at a fair market rate and should be 
limited to 500 square feet per restaurant. Stakeholders identified concerns with the existing restaurant 
spaces and wanted assurance that the pennanent design would address these concerns. For example, it was 
stated that space heaters and propane tanks were bulky and detracted from the overall aesthetic, and the 
tents and shade covers block open sight lines through the Promenade, making it hard for pedestrians to see 
adjacent storefronts and signage. These concerns are reflected in the program plan and will all be addressed 
in the concept design(s). 







Approval of Promenade on Forest Program Plan 
June 7, 2022 
Page 3 of3 


Stakeholders shared mixed feelings regarding public perfom1ances in the Promenade. Most stakeholders 
supported public performances but expressed that they should occur in different areas rather than at one 
fixed performance area. The program plan identifies event space in the West Entrance, Central Promenade, 
and the East Entrance. These spaces will consist of informal performance areas by providing electrical and 
audio/visual infrastructure throughout the Promenade. This will allow performances to occur in various 
locations throughout the Promenade. The program plan identifies a large event space which could be up to 
400 square feet. Several stakeholders suggested this space should be located towards Coast Highway. 


ADA accessibility was a shared concern amongst stakeholders. It is anticipated that an accessible path will 
be created through the Paseo Access to provide accessibility to parking and the public restroom. In addition 
to access to parking and the public restroom, the entire Promenade design will focus on accessibility to all 
public spaces, amenities, and businesses. 


Next Steps 
The next step in the design of the Promenade will be holding a series of public workshops. Public Workshop 
# 1 will be an information gathering workshop with the community. Together with the information received 
at the public workshop and the approved program plan, RRM will produce draft concept plans. The draft 
concept plans will then be shared with the public at Public Workshop #2 and will provide an opportunity 
for the public to review and evaluate the two concepts. Following this workshop, RRM will make additional 
refinements to the concept plans and then share them at Public Workshop #3, which is intended to be an 
informal open house to allow the public to review the plans and discuss them with the design team. 
Following the last public workshop, the concepts will be finalized and presented to the City Council for 
selection of the concept to be studied for CEQA compliance, design review, and coastal development 
permitting. The detailed Promenade Outreach Plan is provided as Attachment 2. 


FINANCIAL ANALYSIS 
The current budget includes funding for this project. No appropriation is being requested. 


ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS 
The City Council's action at this time is limited to providing preliminary direction on the design of the 
Promenade project. It does not constitute authorization to proceed with the project and will not directly 
result in construction or site disturbance. Further, until such time as the proposed design is ascertained, 
there is not sufficient information for which meaningful environmental review can be undertaken. 
Accordingly, the City Council's direction on the program plan is not a "project" pursuant to Public 
Resources Code Section 21065. The project entitlements will ultimately consist of applications for design 
review and coastal development permits, and a CEQA evaluation and determination must be made when 
the project is considered for approval at a noticed public hearing. 


ATTACHMENTS 
1. Promenade on Forest Program Plan (Pgs. 4-14) 
2. Public Outreach Plan (Pgs. 15-16) 


Report Prepared By: Coordinated With: 


Thomas Perez, Capital Program Manager 
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PROMENADE ON FOREST PROGRAM PLAN 
PURPOSE STATEMENT 
Create a vibrant plaza in downtown for safe outdoor dining, gathering and shopping- The Promenade on Forrest shall preserve and 


enhance the unique character of the Laguna Beach downtown. 


INTRODUCTION 
Forest Avenue was closed to through traffic between South Coast Highway and Glenneyre Street to create a pedestrian 


promenade in 2020 to activate the area. encourage pedestrian social distancing and circulation through the street block. 


The block has been referred to ever since as The Promenade on Forest. The City worked with local restaurants and 


businesses to inst all parklets along the edge of the sidewalks in the parking zone to allow for outdoor dining, flex space 


for retail shops, and casual seating and gathering areas for pedestrians visiting the Promenade. The City of Laguna Beach 


along with their Design Team have 


begun the fi rst steps to create a 


permanent promenade by meeting 


with stakeholders to listen and 


gather input about the existing 


promenade and better understand 


the opportunities and constraints 


within the corridor. The fo llowing 


document summarizes key issues, 


opportunities, and challenges 


to consider while developing 


improvements to create a premiere 


public space. 


This program plan will be used as a 


guide to work with the community 


as a whole and further develo p 


two distinct concept plans for a 


Promenade on Forest. During the 


conceptual design phase, the design 


team will work with stakeholders 


and the Laguna Beach community to 


identify improvements that further e nhance the corridor for pedestrians and create a vibrant public space. The outcome of 


the conceptual design phase will be concept plans for t he area. One concept will explore a minimized design approach with 


enhancements that retain a roadway, curbs, public sidewalks, with improvements to the parklet design elements, and other 


upgrades such as lighting, landscaping, and open spaces. The second concept will include a complete redesign of the area to 


create a one-level plaza or piazza with new decorative hardscape, lighting, upgraded landscape, event space. outdoor dining, 


gathering spaces, and other enhancements to create a unique outdoor experience in downtown. 


PROMENADE ON FOREST PROGRAM PlAN 
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STAKEHOLDER INTERVIEWS 
Stakeholder interviews are an important and effective way to gather information and perspective since often people are 


more relaxed interfacing in a small group. The stakeholder interviews were held with the variety of the business owners, 


utility companies, city staff, first responders, public officials, and others in the corridor directly influenced by the promenade 


and the permanent closure to vehicle traffic through Forest Avenue. 


The design team inquired about opportunities, constraints, concerns, deal-breakers, desirables, design character and the 


many factors that are part of the day to day operations of the promenade. This task and method of engagement is a critical 


step in gaining a local understanding from a variety of perspectives that can be incorporated as part of the Project's pre­


design understanding and approach. 


The stakeholder interviews were setup with up to four people 


with similar interests and roles within the project area. The 


interviews varied in duration from 30 minutes to one (1) hour 


with most of the conversation focused on the interviewee's 


sharing their experience with day-to-day operations along the 


promenade such as; pedestrian circulation, emergency access, 


activities and events, the changing routines seasonally, public 


function, adaptations to changing conditions, maintenance, and 


other opportunities and constraints over the last two years. 


The stakeholders shared their experiences about the promenade 


with both positive and negative elements that will influence the 


development of the concept plans. 
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Shared experiences and ideas regarding the stakeholder's involvement in the day-to-day operations of the promenade were 


collected and recorded to develop the following Program Plan to organize key elements that need to be addressed and 


considered in the predesign information gathering phase of the project. The program plan information wi ll be the basis of 


the conceptual design w hile continuing to collect public input from t he greater community through several public workshop 


sessions. The public workshops w ill provide the design team and the public an opportunity to collaborate on thoughts and 


inspiration that wi ll guide the design and vision that will preserve and enhance the public space on the Promenade. 


PROMENADE ON FOREST PROGRAM PLAN 
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PROGRAM ELEMENTS 
The program plan summarizes the stakeholder input into two categories. The first category is the site design elements, 


and the second category are the functions and services that take place on the promenade. The site elements are design 


components needed for the built environment. Some of the design elements will be located at specific locations and others 


may occur in one or more locations. These were the primary items and issues brought up in the stakeholder interviews to 


consider in the promenade corridor and adjacent boundaries. The project limits have been labeled to delineate areas with in 


the corridor where different activities and elements generally occur. 


PROJECT SITE DELINEATION 
AREA A- PASEO ACCESS 
This is the existing breezeway adjacent to Bushard's Pharmacy that provides access to the Ocean Avenue Parking Lot B, the 


alley, and the nearby public restroom. This paseo is not currently wheelchair accessible from the alley side. 


PROMENADE ON FOREST PROGRAM PLAN 
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AREA 8 -WEST ENTRANCE 
The west entrance to the promenade at So uth Coast Highway is a prominent crossing to Main Beach and the restaurants, 


cafes, and shops on the west side of South Coast Highway. The west entrance has a view to the ocean and is currently a 


non-programmed passive area. This area has been closed to through vehicular traffic with the placement of decorative 


mosaic bollards. 


PROMENADE ON FOREST PROGRAM PLAN 
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AREA C - CENTRAL PROMENADE 
The core space of the promenade is where several parklets are constructed for outdoor dining, informal seating, display 


areas for shops, and a performance deck. 


AREA D - EAST ENTRANCE 
This is t he access into the promenade from Glenneyre Street. This access is closed to through vehicle traffic with removable 


bollards to provide access for emergency and maintenance vehicles. This intersection has been a two-way stop controlled 


intersection since Forest Avenue was closed to through-traffic. 


PROMENADE ON FOREST PROGRAM PlAN 
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AREA E -MAIN BEACH ACCESS 
The crossing at South Coast Highway was updated by the City to include a scramble crossing for pedestrians crossing from 


Main Beach to Forest Avenue. This access provides views to the ocean and beach and pedestrian access across South Coast 


Highway. This is an important access point for Forest Avenue and needs to be examined further with the improvement plans 


for the Promenade and Main Beach Park. 
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Assigned seating (rented at marl<et rate) and open seating 


-./ _;; -./ Improved shade opportunities with reduced view impacts 


-./ -./ -./ Should be concealed and placed to minimize public interruption 


-./ 1 -./ 1 -./ 
I 


-./ -./ -./ Encourage circulation toward retail frontage 


-./ -./ -./ -./ Minimize physical barriers 


I I I 
-./ -./ -./ -./ 
-./ -./ -./ -./ Upgrade ADA parl<lng and access 


Vehicle access from Gienneyre 


Identify nearby space 


I I 
-./ Nearest at Main Beach and Laguna Avenue 


-./ Maintain access from Glenneyre and Park Ave. 


-./ Identify opportunities for additional parking in nearby areas 


I I 
-./ -./ -./ -./ Well defined ingress and egress for visitors 


-./ -./ -./ -./ Designed and Integrated throughout 


-./ -./ -./ -./ 
MISC. 


Public Events 


Flexible Space 


Sustainabil ity 


1 -./ 1-./ 1-./ I 
Create multiple spaces within the project area 


-./ -./ -./ Include power and AN connect1ons at multiple po1nts 


-./ -./ -./ -./ Incorporate throughout 
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NOTES 


Maximum 500 s.f. for rented areas 


Integrate throughout with varying furniture hetghts 


Approx>mately 400 s.f. formal performance area 


Integrate into design throughout 


Enhanced Pavement 


Integrated throughout 


Access at Glenneyre intersection 


Access at Glenneyre intersection 


Explore moving stop to Park Avenue 


Parking at each end of promenade 


Integrate throughout 


Outlets throughout 


Integrate throughout 


Landscape lighting 


Promote random/natural placement 


Potential education points 


Integrate w/landscape throughout 


Upgrade throughout 


Maintain existing drinking fountains 


Ensure system adequacy 


Enhanced receptacles (trash & recycle) 


Public gathering 


Htgh end, elegant. non-cookte cutter, local culture 


Integrate throughout 
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Attachment 2 


PROMENADE ON FOREST 


Outreach Plan 


Summary: 


The intent is to first have stakeholder meetings with business owners/managers, property 
owners, and city staff. The three public workshops will follow the stakeholder meetings. Public 
Workshop #1 will be an information gathering workshop with the community. Public Workshop 
#2 will be a review and evaluation of the two concepts. The results will be discussed with staff 
and shared with City Council for further direction. Public Workshop #3 will be the presentation 
of the preferred concept plans to the community. Following the final public workshop, the 
concepts will be finalized and presented to the City Council for further direction. Below is a 
detailed outline of the outreach approach for the project. 


Plan Outline: 


1. Contact Stakeholders for Meetings 
a. Work with City staff member Jeremy Frimond and Chamber of Commerce to 


make contact with Forest Avenue business owners. 
b. City will coordinate schedules for outreach meeting. 
c. Develop spreadsheet with names and contact information for each stakeholder. 
d. Update and maintain the contact list. 


2. Stakeholder Meetings 
a. RRM set (Zoom) meetings to last 40 minutes each. 


i. Stakeholders with like interests can be grouped, no more than four (4) 
different representatives in one meeting. 


ii . Council member meetings will include CM, Shohreh Dupuis, and up to two 
(2) council members at a time. 


iii . City staff stakeholders (i.e. Fire, Police, Community Development, 
Maintenance, other staff) will be in one (1) stakeholder meeting 60 to 90 
minute long. 


3. Program Plan 
a. City Council Presentation 


i. City coordinate presentation to City Council 
ii. RRM provide project overview and planning efforts ahead 
iii. Collect input of current improvements (2020 closure to vehicle traffic to 


date) 
iv. Discuss Program elements to develop concept plans 
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4. Outreach Materials- To be coordinated with Cassie Walder 
a. City webpage 
b. Social Media Notices announcing public workshops 
c. Flyer Announcing Public Workshop 
d. Posters at Promenade site 


5. Public Workshop #1 
Information gathering to identify visions and ideas for the promenade's two design 
options for minor and major improvements. 


a. Project overview- boundaries of the project (virtual walk-through} 
i. On-site photos/video, aerial plan views, survey plan view 


b. Introduce the project 
c. Share stakeholder meeting key results 
d. What are the needs for public promenade? 


i. Program Elements 
e. Visual collection of images of public pedestrian spaces 
f. Break-out Groups- break into groups to discuss ideas and inspiration (up to four 


groups). The groups will have same format to listen and discuss enhancement 
ideas 


g. Open Forum -Come back to main group and share ideas from the breakout 
groups 


h. Rank items and ideas for most important, share the results live. 


6. Public Workshop #2 
a. Project overview- Discussion of previous input and direction 
b. Present each conceptual option 
c. Breakout groups to share comments on each plan option 


i. What's missing from either 
ii. What are the top prioritized elements? 
iii. Top three things can't live without from each option 


d. Return to large group and present each groups response to preference and 
priorities 


7. Open House Final Preliminary Plan 
a. Informal open house with plan and sketches of the preferred concept plans. 
b. Display exhibits for public to review independently 
c. RRM and City staff available for one-on-one discussions with public 


8. City Council Presentation 
a. Present final concept plans to City Council. 
b. Obtain direction for which concept to proceed with for design development and 


entitlements. 
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(MAYBE NOT A TEMPORARY PROMENADE) On the other hand, adaptive re-use of

public parking spaces during the summer months may not be ideal due to the high

parking occupancy observed.

 

P 78 Perhaps the greatest impact associated with providing more parking in the

downtown is the potential  to worsen traffic congestion by drawing more cars

into the local street circulation system. Parking areas also pose potentially

negative impacts by virtue of their design and appearance.

 

P 80 Topic 4 Policies (PROMENADE?) #9 Allow for the limited or temporary- 

adaptive re-use of public parking spaces for community-desired events and activities

during summer and non-summer months, provided that an 85 percent target

occupancy level is not exceeded.

 

P 111 (PARKLETT) On-street parking allows the opportunity for drivers to shop and

give patronage to local businesses with convenience

 

P102/113  (TEMPORARY PROMENADE) The use of a continuous paving material

on Forest Avenue between Coast Highway and Glenneyre Street will create a more

pedestrian friendly street that also retains existing parking and aids in traffic calming.

 

P106/117: (TEMPORARY PROMENADE) Depending on usage, this plaza could be

installed on a temporary status to be used during non-peak visitor months, and then

reverted to the original auto-oriented use during peak summer months.

 
And yet, ignoring the specifics of its own Adopted Downtown Specific Plan, and without

spending hundreds of thousands of dollars on consultants, and without involving the public

to the degree the public was involved in the Downtown Specific Plan Update, the Laguna

Beach City Council has taken it upon itself to drive this concept through the city’s approval

process.

 

To make matters worse, with the ink barely dry on the Coastal Commission approved

version of LCP Amendment (LCP-5-LGB-20-0052-2), in spite of specific instructions

reflected in Agenda Report Regular Item #14 of the June 14, 2022 City Council meeting

(attached) that an alternative plan be developed that could be a temporary of seasonal

pedestrian plaza, the city ignored its own approval and the city proceeded ONLY with a

plan for a permanent pedestrian plaza. It never seriously considered an alternative to a total

and permanent pedestrian plaza.

 

There clearly is a substantial issue involved and I ask that the Commission find there is a

substantial issue and grant a full and proper hearing. Thank you.

 

John Thomas

31699 Seacliff Drive

Laguna beach, Ca. 92651



johnthomas@cox.net

.

mailto:johnthomas@cox.net


From: SouthCoast@Coastal
To: Torres, Janet@Coastal
Subject: FW: Public Comment on August 2025 Agenda Item Friday 11a - Appeal No. A-5-LGB-25-0018 (City of Laguna

Beach, Laguna Beach)
Date: Friday, August 8, 2025 5:11:58 PM

-----Original Message-----
From: Trish Sweeney <trish@sweeney.zone>
Sent: Friday, August 8, 2025 4:56 PM
To: SouthCoast@Coastal <SouthCoast@coastal.ca.gov>
Subject: Public Comment on August 2025 Agenda Item Friday 11a - Appeal No. A-5-LGB-25-0018 (City of
Laguna Beach, Laguna Beach)

Dear Commissioners:

Our family opposes the proposed Promenade at Forest and we ask that you find a substantial issue with the appeal
for the following reasons:

*       Laguna Beach is located in an extreme high fire hazard zone with only three exits out of town. Currently, 7.1
million visitors a year visit. Closing half the street burdens surrounding streets--some of which are one way or
narrow—causing vehicles to back up, especially at peak times. Closure of a street in a crowded, high fire zone is
irresponsible.

*       The loss of the parking on the Promenade has impacted the public and surrounding streets have food corrals
taking up additional spaces. This has made it more difficult for residents and visitors alike to find convenient
beachside parking.

*       The drainage issues in this area have been well documented and the potential for flooding could pose an
elevated risk for businesses operating there. Multiple business owners say they want the street returned to its original
use along with parking. As it stands now, many are struggling and no wonder: pedestrian promenades in the U.S.
have an 89% failure rate.

*       Under the revised Downtown Specific Plan, parking requirements were changed, which indirectly allowed the
intensification of use there. Under the $14 million-dollar Downtown Action Plan, more of the public right of way is
slated to be removed and repurposed.

*       The loss of convenient access, nearby parking, and ability to use our public streets as intended are just the
beginning of the real costs of the promenade.  An impartial overview and proper survey should be mailed to all
residents and responses tabulated by an independent third party. As it stands now, the city conducted a survey of 500
people visiting the promenade. Of this, 58% were Laguna residents; 290 people—in a city of 23,000—approved.
This is a major change to downtown and more than 1.3% of the residents should be asked about it. Even so, our

mailto:SouthCoast@coastal.ca.gov
mailto:janet.torres@coastal.ca.gov


current city council is pressing for this controversial plan—one that has too many question marks to move forward.

Please grant the opponents a full and proper hearing. 

Thank you,

Patricia Sweeney

Mike Sweeney

Jim Sweeney

Kathryn Sweeney



From: SouthCoast@Coastal
To: Torres, Janet@Coastal
Subject: FW: Public Comment on August 2025 Agends Appeal #A-5-LGB-25-0018( City of Laguna Beach}
Date: Tuesday, August 5, 2025 6:41:09 PM

Hi Janet,
Here’s a public comment for review.
 
Becky
 
From: Darrylin Girvin <dgirvin1216@gmail.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, August 5, 2025 5:31 PM
To: SouthCoast@Coastal <SouthCoast@coastal.ca.gov>
Subject: Public Comment on August 2025 Agends Appeal #A-5-LGB-25-0018( City of Laguna Beach}

 
Dear Coastal Commissioners,
 
Please accept my email for consideration of the Appeal of the Promenade on Forest Ave.
 
I am a 27 year resident of Laguna Beach. But, I have been coming to Laguna Beach since
my College years. The town had an attractive charm about it with lovely shops and great
restaurants especially along this one block area.
 
Now, since 2021 the COVID era has changed it, not for the better. The Promenade had
its use to help keep businesses open. But now, it is a determinant for the local Retail
businesses in this one short block. 45 parking spaces were removed that the retail and
restaurants relied on.
Two long time businesses have closed and this could continue along this strip if the
Promenade is  allowed to stay.
 
We would gain 45 parking spaces back, to accommodate the visitors and our local
shoppers and bring back the Charm to this area of Laguna Beach.
 
As to the staff report's conclusions they do not conform to the City's LCP as you will read
in our Appeal nor is it consistent with the Policies of the Certified LCP.
 
You can read the reasoning behind these faulty conclusions made by the Staff in our
Appeal Email and testimony. 
 
I encourage you to uphold our Appeal and Deny the City's Request for your approval on
this issue.

mailto:SouthCoast@coastal.ca.gov
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Thank you,
Darrylin Girvin
dkgirvin1216@gmail.com
949-633-7565 cell
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From: SouthCoast@Coastal
To: Torres, Janet@Coastal
Subject: FW: Subject: Public Comment on August 2025 Agenda Item Friday 11a - Appeal No. A-5-LGB-25-0018 (City of

Laguna Beach, Laguna Beach)
Date: Tuesday, August 5, 2025 4:55:11 PM

 
 
From: margaretbee <margaretbee@cox.net> 
Sent: Tuesday, August 5, 2025 4:54 PM
To: SouthCoast@Coastal <SouthCoast@coastal.ca.gov>
Subject: Subject: Public Comment on August 2025 Agenda Item Friday 11a - Appeal No. A-5-LGB-25-
0018 (City of Laguna Beach, Laguna Beach)

 
Please find a “Substantial Issue” with the appeal and to grant a full and proper hearing.
 

The temporary closure has negatively affected traffic in the downtown and it will be a
total wipeout in any substantial flooding.  Meanwhile, resident-serving businesses in the
area and on the fringes of it are suffering and cannot survive.  The only businesses that
will survive will be restaurants, bars, coffee and possibly another t-shirt shop.  Tuvalu,
the retail business at the entry, has access to nearby parking and a separate entrance
from one in the "promenade" and so it has maintained.  In the past I frequented Brussels
Bistro and Moulin but have not been there since the street was closed off as it's too far to
walk from parking.  I go to the library several times a week and they have had to install
security to ensure their parking is available for library patrons and I see the commission
has included library parking as available after hours but who pays attention to that, cars
will be parking there during the day to access the "promenade".  The current "temporary
Promenade" is virtually empty at many hours - many people have simply strayed over
from the City's large and beautiful park directly across the street unless they have come
to eat in one of the restaurants.  Plus the City has avoided giving the public any cost
estimates and has not divulged how they intend to pay for it.  Residents should be
allowed to vote on this issue.  90% of these closed-street affairs fail and are returned to
open traffic.  That will be another cost residents must bear.  

mailto:SouthCoast@coastal.ca.gov
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From: SouthCoast@Coastal
To: Torres, Janet@Coastal
Subject: FW: Subject: Public Comment on August 2025 Agenda Item Friday 11a - Appeal No. A-5-LGB-25-0018 (City of

Laguna Beach, Laguna Beach)
Date: Thursday, August 7, 2025 9:45:57 AM

 
 
From: lbvandercook@cox.net <lbvandercook@cox.net> 
Sent: Thursday, August 7, 2025 9:26 AM
To: SouthCoast@Coastal <SouthCoast@coastal.ca.gov>
Subject: Subject: Public Comment on August 2025 Agenda Item Friday 11a - Appeal No. A-5-LGB-25-
0018 (City of Laguna Beach, Laguna Beach)
 

To:   Janet Torres, Coastal Program Analyst, California Coastal Commission
 
As a long-time resident (twenty-six plus years) and employee of a business
directly impacted by the “Promenade project”, I am writing to support
Village Laguna in its efforts to stop the permanent closure of Forest Avenue
in Laguna Beach. 
 
 I request that you find a Substantial Issue with the appeal and grant a
proper hearing.  This Promenade has negatively impacted the community
character of the downtown village area, creates a significant safety issue,
destroys the beauty and ambiance of our village community and has, and
will, severely impact the viability of business throughout Laguna Beach.
 
Thank you for hearing the voices of the community who oppose this
permanent tragedy to the history, appeal and flavor of our community.
 
Linda Vandercook
2937 Rounsevel Terrace
Laguna Beach, CA  92651
lbvandercook@cox.net
(949) 315-5592
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From: SouthCoast@Coastal
To: Torres, Janet@Coastal
Subject: FW: : Public Comment on August 2025 Agenda Item Friday 11a - Appeal No. A-5-LGB-25-0018 (City of Laguna

Beach, Laguna Beach)
Date: Tuesday, August 5, 2025 9:06:57 AM

 
 
From: Johanna Felder <johanna@felders.net> 
Sent: Tuesday, August 5, 2025 8:46 AM
To: SouthCoast@Coastal <SouthCoast@coastal.ca.gov>
Subject: : Public Comment on August 2025 Agenda Item Friday 11a - Appeal No. A-5-LGB-25-0018
(City of Laguna Beach, Laguna Beach)

 
Janet Torres, Coastal Program Analyst
California Coastal Commission
Re: Agenda Item 11.a, August 15, 2025, South Coast District
Appeal No. A-5-LGB-25-0018, City of Laguna Beach
 
Dear Dr. Torres:                                                                                                                  
August 5, 2025
 
I am taking this opportunity to respond to signific parts of the Staff Report.
 
Grounds for an appeal to the California Coastal Commission include “allegations that the
approved development does not conform to the LCP” (Appeal Information Sheet, p.
3). The Staff Report ignores two allegations fatal to its conclusion that the project approvals
“are consistent with the policies of the certified LCP” (p. 2).1) There is a required 85 percent
target occupancy threshold in the Downtown Specific Plan, Local Coastal Program.
The Staff Report ignores the specific metric in the LCP for determining whether parking
spaces can be eliminated. The City’s own parking study—conducted off-season, not even in
summer when demand is highest—demonstrates that the loss of parking on lower Forest
Avenue exceeds the 85 percent target occupancy threshold in the downtown.
 
2) Laguna Beach’s LCP requires that all projects subject to design review “shall comply
with all applicable policies of the General Plan, including all of its elements, applicable
specific plans, and the certified local coastal program” (25.05.040(H)(5), emphasis
added).
Please consider the above points as the Staff Report does not understand that under Laguna
Beach’s LCP, conformity with the LCP is not achieved unless the project complies with “all”
“elements” of the General Plan. The City never reviewed the project at any point in light of the
Safety Element of the General Plan, even though the project is located within a FEMA-
mapped floodway and Special Flood Hazard
 
The Village Laguna’s rebuttal focuses on abundant evidence of at least two keyways the
City’s approvals are inconsistent with LCP policies. I believe their evidence and concerns
raise a Substantial Issue.
 
Respectfully,

mailto:SouthCoast@coastal.ca.gov
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Johanna Felder
Laguna Beach, CA.
 



From: bryan menne
To: SouthCoast@Coastal
Cc: Bryan Menne; Patricia Menne; Torres, Janet@Coastal; Merrill Anderson; CATHERINE JURCA
Subject: Public Comment on August 2025 Agenda Item Friday 11a - Appeal No. A-5-LGB-25-0018 (City of Laguna Beach,

Laguna Beach)
Date: Wednesday, July 30, 2025 4:27:20 PM
Attachments: Calif. Coastal Commission 7.30.25.docx

Dr. Janet Torres,
Thank you for your return call & time for reviewing my questions.
Please see my attached Letter to Calif. Coastal Commission and Evidence Presentation Photo
Boards A & B which substantiate my Comments, displays a Resident Alternative Plan Concept
which has wide support from the 905 Residents Against the Forest Ave. Closure /City
Promenade Proposal- requesting this project be Stopped, to Preserve our Village Character
Commercial Entry, Circulation of Lower Forest Ave. & its Parking Spaces for Retail viability.
Bryan T.S. Menne – Land Planner/ Landscape Architect #1826
949-246-6183  

mailto:bryan@menne.com
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July 30, 2025

To: California Coastal Commission – South Coast District – Dr. Janet Torres

       301 East Ocean Blvd. Long Beach, CA 90802-4830   Phone: 562-590-5071

From: Bryan T.S. Menne , 31988 10th Ave. Laguna Beach, Ca. 92651 Ph: 949-246-6183; as a 60-year   resident and Qualified Expert Land Planner/ Calif. Registered Landscape Architect #1826. 

Laguna Residents have been denied an Alternative Plan as required /California Law, (see CCC & CEQA –“Major Public Works Project”) & changes of this magnitude to Downtown  Character, Circulation /Drainage Changes,  further Loss of parking downtown & beach access are obvious reasons why Resident Approval – Voting is needed. 

The City skirt’s Resident participation with “Slow Streets” Caltrans Exemption & No Alternative Plan which will be subject to certain CCC Appeal & Legal actions from Commercial Lot Owners, Retail Businesses, Resident  Impacts of losing Access & Parking, Real Estate Value/Income from the City’s “Permanent Take” of their Land/ Lost Incomes of yearlong+- construction disruption previous /future bankruptcies.

· How many businesses will close increasing a few restaurants profits with this City Council’s Plan promotion since lockdown, while Residents haven’t had an Alternative Plan?

· The 180+- Parking Spaces lost Downtown were never disclosed to Businesses & Residents  and “In Lieu Parking Space”- Fees paid by Businesses are Diverted, Fraud?

· City proposes No Replacement Parking -suggests taking 30 Library spaces “Robbing Peter(retailers & residents) to Pay Paul” (restaurants). (122 spaces - Village Entry in 2019, 48 Forest spaces, 10 parklet spaces - 2020 benefiting just 8 restaurants, while hurting access & parking for Residents /other Retail merchants). 

· Replacement costs for 180 Parking spaces lost by City in the last 5 years = $21.6 +-Million  

($120,000+- /parking structure space, built on City’s available land / between Tivoli II & City Employee Lot)

· The City keeps adding to the Traffic Congestion & Circling car problems downtown from the 7.4 million annual visitors, Day Trippers, Cruisers & Beachgoers.( “Visit Laguna” ) that prohibits Resident’s use.

· Malibu Fires  could further swell our Village’s invasion to 10 million?, even without need of the “Visit Laguna” 10-year Contract- $500,000 annual campaigns = last 10 years getting us past saturation overload point.

An Alternative Now! to Reopen Forest Promenade this Summer to one-way ingress from PCH can preserve our Historic Village Commercial Gateway and the south-side 24 parking spaces saving struggling Retailers while retaining the 4 Restaurant’s  Cafe  Tables / north-side Promenade & will improve traffic circulation. The City would save $5 million in future Pkg. Structure Costs & Design- essentially no costs for 1-week conversion = providing immediate relief to Retailers & Traffic Congestion. (while still allowing monthly Special Event bollard closures on future Brick Rd. Plaza.) 

The City Alternative Plan should include upgrading Sidewalks & Curbs to Stone Paving & Herringbone Brick Pavers with One-Way travel lane, bike lane & parking into our Historic Village Gateway,  protecting our  City from Flood Liability, to restoring Resident’s Support &  Confidence, or Require a citywide Resident Vote approval if no Plan consensus is reached.

Previously , On Sept.10, 2018- I wrote to CCC - Marlene Alvarado; Charles Possner & Jordan Sanchez- reported the City of Laguna Beach had misrepresented the Public Parking Loss of 114 Parking spaces from the City Village Entrance Project in 2018. I later Appealed the City Project DR #17-2506 & CDP #17-2507 as the City sought to Amend their Permit with the CCC for an additional building & loss an additional 4 parking spaces. My 32-page CCC Appeal was submitted on 10/24/18  , for Non- Disclosure of actual Parking space Losses, Improper Public noticing & Misrepresentation of the Scale , Size of a Major Public Works Project/MND, Project Boundary incorrect, etc. with all the evidence & Standing for My previous Appeal. The City subsequently did not refute my Appeal case filed to CCC, but instead the City withdrew their CCC amendment application after my Appeal was under CCC review. I can only speculate that the City did not want to refute my evidence of deceitful representations from being exposed to its Residents/Public & thus I lost my standing & my CCC appeal was never heard. 

Therefore, the Public was never informed that the City had lost 118 actual /comparable Public Parking spaces with the Construction of the Village Entrance (VE) Project as constructed in 2019( not the 10 Pkg. spaces reported to the Public by City). As a result, the City Residents & businesses & Public Beach access Parking has been compromised for the last 6 years without the required LB General Plan- Policy 6H & CCC previously stated directives that Public Parking space losses be replaced on a 1 for 1 Basis. 

This has directly affected the Public’s access for beaches & businesses as this Parking has never been restored to equivalent parking resource for those previous Public Parking Space losses. Since 2019 the City subsequently added 24 parking spaces to Caltrans/Laguna Cyn. Rd. R.O.W. that wasn’t part of VE Project Boundary & 14 spaces at the former Transit Bus site-City Lot 15 = a Cumulative Net loss of 80 Parking Spaces has existed for over 5 years. Contrarily, the City has yet Taken another 6 parking spaces in the last 5 years for Parklets/ Restaurant/dining use on Beach St.,  Ocean & Forest Ave. , and in the last 2 Months another Take of 4 more Parking spaces on Mermaid & Park Ave. for more Parklets/ Restaurant dining uses = losing 10 more Parking Spaces in the DSP Area. Additionally, the City took another loss = 10 more parking spaces have also been Bagged as Tow Away/ Unusable spaces by a new 2025 Law per CVC restrictions within 20’ of Intersection Corners.  So, my observations are the City is still currently dealing with a Cumulative and Unmitigated Loss of 100 available Vehicle Parking Spaces that was never replaced per City General Plan & CCC Parking replacement policy Mandates. This can be substantiated by my 10/24/18 CCC Appeal Document (available upon request)

These Parking space losses can’t be mitigated through Local Transit or Dial up City Taxi services- as CCC Staff Report just stated, as the impact is to the Day Trippers & Visitors who arrive from out of Town, looking for those 100 existing Parking spaces removed by City that don’t exist anymore, and amplified with the ever-increasing Car Visitor totals that come from our City advertising with “Visit Laguna” marketing that now totals 7.4 million visitors annually. 

These 2 City Projects removing existing Parking Resources and the current Proposed Street Closure of Lower Forest Ave./loss of an additional 48 Parking Spaces permanently are conflicting with the majority of recent Resident responses presented at the Special City Hearing on June 11, 2025. “Friends of Forest Avenue”(FOFA) collected & presented 874 Resident hard Copy Jotform Petitions & their Comments which should be individually reviewed & responded to by CCC, as the City never even reviewed a single petition presented to the City Clerk for the Public Record & at the City Council & has provided no response to the 3:1 Resident Majority against the Forest Ave. Closure , including 119 Local Businesses who signed their petition.  Instead, the City approved this project 5-0. (These Petitions were Collected online in just 30 days before the City Meeting by the “Friends of Forest Ave.com”  website-with Resident’s Names on JotForm’s with the date, their Comments, & emails, and in person by “FOFA” members/ Residents in just 30 days from the formation of these Resident’s advocating for preservation of Forest Ave., but allowing closures for special events , while requesting Denial/ Against this Promenade Street Closure Project responses & plus another 31 City letters/emails against with Comments- for a Total of 905 Residents (66%) requesting a Stop to this Project at that Public Hearing , & Alternative Plan be prepared allowing for limited Event Closure & retention of at least ½- 24 parking Spaces.  Proponents for the Forest Closure Project numbered 308 (34%) letters for it = shows a current Residents 3:1 ratio Majority against Closure of Forest Ave. to preserve our Parking resources. 

Two new polls conducted by Local Newspaper-LB Independent also show Resident’s rallying against It: February 11, 2025 : Support  = 10 votes, Against = 94 votes & June 6, 2025,  ( 90% Against = Majority ) June 6, 2025 : Support = 61 votes, Against = 117 votes ( 66% Against = Majority ,a 3:1 Ratio against)

The City has refused its Residents’ repeated requests for a majority vote to decide if there is support for this project, so as to avoid the risk of losing the Pet Project of Councilmembers & a minority supporters’ group for pro-Pedestrian Promenade/ anti-parking advocates. 

The City for the last several years instead has dictated their Preferred Closure Plan Alternative/dialog to the Planning Commission and Residents attending Community Input meetings, while not allowing Alternative Plan Options to be introduced, discussed or proposed. The City Council only presented its chosen plan for Complete Closure of Forest Ave. ( this is a direct violation of the CEQA & CCC Protocol of Project review & its purpose to protect Public Access Resources, Circulation & Parking resources with EIR  Alternative Plan Option Alternatives & No Alternative for Study to minimize impacts, preserve Public Coastal Resources.) 

Laguna Residents & Retail Businesses have realized that a better Alternative Plan should be prepared which Protects our Community Forest Ave. Entry to preserve our main Retail Business Community Entry, Village Character and vital adjacent Parking spaces for our Retail Business & beaches. The CCC Appeal is our last California mandated protection agency for the Public & Residents & should impartially judge who is being impacted here, not the City who no longer represents our Resident’s concerns of limited Parking availability, inability to shop locally due to lost parking resources adjacent to local Retail Businesses, and traffic congestion in the downtown area. The congestion Residents & Public are exposed to daily is all due to limited Parking remaining & circling of cars looking for spaces in the Downtown/Beach close parking Spaces that are no longer a public resource- gone for City Councilmembers pet Projects. ( See Attached Photos- 2 -36”x48” Evidence Boards presented to City Council by Bryan Menne- Public Record 6/11/25- Showing Alternative Concept, selected Letters and Retail Businesses / Business Cards opposed to Forest Ave. Closure, flooding risks)

Now, 7 years later the City of Laguna Beach, Councilmembers/City Manager are again proposing removal of another 48 Commercial/Public Parking Spaces permanently as City Council directed “Planning “ of our City’s future! This Project should be stopped and revised to get a net gain in Parking and work towards solving our Parking & Circulation shortfalls- not adding to our problems of Residents and restricting Public Access for Beach & Retail Commercial Uses.

The City now also disguises this Lower Forest Ave. Promenade Project as a “Slow Street” Closure based on a new April 2025 Cal-Trans Exemption- thereby circumventing Public Review & Comments via the EIR Process Review /Mitigation requirements, and further avoids Public Notification & Input of having to evaluate the true impacts on Circulation & 48 more parking space losses being imposed on the Residents of Laguna & General Public , resulting in more restricted access to Public Beaches & Retail businesses in the Downtown Specific Plan (DSP) area. 

At a Minimum the CCC should Protect the Public Access Rights to existing Parking resources removed & not replaced by Granting the Appeal  or by CCC Enforcement Action requirements- for the following actionable Items:

1. Replacement of full-size Public Parking spaces on a 1 for 1 Basis be required for all Cumulative Parking spaces with the Requirement for the City to prepare an Updated Cumulative Downtown Parking Impact analysis to verify Public Access Parking Space losses required.

2. Require City to Prepare a Traffic Circulation analysis to quantify the Downtown Congestion Impacts for the Previous 7 years, and from the losses for the additional 48 Parking spaces as proposed by City for the permanent lower Forest Ave. closure/Promenade Project. 

3. The City’s “Slow Streets” Caltrans Exemption closing Forest Ave. should not have precedence over a CEQA & California Coastal Commission (CCC) resource of Public Parking resource adjacent to Main Beach Park. The City is using this exemption to avoid Public Disclosure and review by the CCC and avoid normal protocol of evaluation for an EIR or MND process of review.

4. The City has not provided Proof of Service to Public & Notice to all Property Owners of each Business Lot owner for the Take of their Legal Property Street access ( per the New Cal trans-Slow Streets’ that City has invoked as authorization to close Lower Forest as required/outlined by that exemption). This is a Take- City mechanism  of Lot Owners Rights as guaranteed by their Title Reports for their Legal Access/Parking entitlement being taken without compensation, and losing their ability to service their properties for Commercial use as entitled and guaranteed by their original purchase Title Policies.

5. The City should not be allowed to avoid Standard Public Requirements /CEQA review when proposing a new Major Public Works Project & depleting a Public Resource of existing Public Parking access that’s covered by the LB LCP. (Non-compliance with COASTAL Commission, Calif. Coastal Act Sec. 30600 (c), LCP [EG. ''TAKING of parking abolishes Visitor resource ''  , and...'' removal of PARKING violates good faith to encourage Visitor and local spending at established licensed business'', This Forest Ave. Closure/Promenade. This project appears to Resident’s as  exactly that-losing Public Parking Access with this hidden downsizing in Parking Resources. 

6. The City failed to disclose the removal of 3 of the 4 existing Handicapped spaces covered by the ADA Requirements  and their proximity to the FOA/Arts/Events uses for Village Entrance Project. in 2018 (City Lot 11,  unreported to the Public & California Coastal Commission) This Forest Ave. Closure also has 2 more Handicapped space losses being undisclosed.

7. The City has provided No Budget, No Cost Estimate for the Residents to evaluate or Comment on the Financial Impacts & Implications of the Forest Ave  street Closure/Promenade.

8. The City has no plan or response for facts presented- that 89% of past Street Closure/Promenades have failed, or been returned to their original street configuration.( i.e.- Santa Monica, Santa Barbara, Denver, Pasadena, Burbank, Pacific City, Solvang, etc.)

9. The City has no plan for compensation to businesses that fail, potential bankruptcies , litigation that arises for losses incurred by existing & previous closed business caused by Forest Closure for last 5 years & future Business closures/ loss of income for duration of the Construction work.

10. The City has only provided for a 25-year Hydrology study in planning this street Closure Project , while Forest Ave. has experienced 3 - 100-Year flood events and damage to these Commercial properties in the last 55 years. This compromises public safety and increases flood risks & maintenance Liability to the Residents & increased risk exposure to Taxpayers of Laguna Beach.

11.  Keeping the street section as is won’t expose Taxpayers to flooding liability, whereas any new drainage/ level plaza solution proposed will expose the City & its residents to any future flooding Liability for damages for altering the existing drainage pattern & capacities of flood waters.

12.  The City cannot allocate 30 parking spaces as suggested are available at the adjacent Library site, as each project has a required Parking requirement that are necessary for its operation/ approved with that use. To suggest using those parking spaces is deceptive and robs the Library to justify the Promenade Project, while offering no Parking use during Library business hours which are sameas most Retail Businesses who would lose parking directly in front of their stores = convenient parking/directly adjacent to storefronts is crucial to retail businesses.

13. The City should also be required to review the total Car Parking spaces committed to the existing “In Lieu” Parking = City Parking Space Requirement Fee Program for those Businesses which have been required to Contribute these Fees for access to the existing Pool of Parking Spaces in DSP Area. That core Parking Count has been depleted or are potentially defrauding those Businesses of their available “purchased access-parking spaces ‘Rights’ they paid to use for their Businesses ( City Street Parking Resource sold to businesses as CUP conditional permitting alternative Parking pool for any business that doesn’t have parking or meet its required spaces). The 2019 Village Entrance Project created Parking losses from City Lots 11 & 12 were greatly affected-serving as the Central Parking for all Laguna Playhouse, Art A Fair, Tivoli Too events and weddings, Sawdust Festival, Downtown Businesses, Overflow Beach Parking. These uses never recovered the directly adjacent spaces at all, as we all know these uses are  under-parked, and near impossible to find a space here in Summer Peak use time.

14. The California Coastal Commission should respond to the 874 Resident/Business petitions and pertinent comments to appeal, as forwarded by Patricia Menne in a separate letter/ submission.

The City references below illustrate examples of the pattern of deception presented to Residents and Public Agencies by the City, that are supposed to be protected by the Laguna Beach General Plan/LCP, Safety Element and California Law- CEQA, & CCC policies for Project Developments. 

See Pages-121 (Paragraph 3-6 of the Mit. Neg. Dec.-Policy 6H- City General Plan-“(Central Business District), preserve all existing parking by assuring replacement on a one-for-one basis.” 

See pages 144-145( 4.16 “Transportation/Traffic-a. Cause an increase in Traffic” .  It’s logical assumption it would greatly increase circling vehicles looking for open Parking spaces for the 100 cumulative parking space losses from the last 2 City Projects. This constitutes a Significant Impact- per CEQA  that should be evaluated by CCC by this Appeal or through an Enforcement Action  Case that should be initiated.

I look forward to the review by the California Coastal Commission review & an enforcement investigation of the Cumulative losses of the 100 Parking Spaces & Public accessibility from the City’s 2 projects in the last 7 years in the Downtown areas. 



Bryan T.S. Menne

Land Planner/ California Registered Landscape Architect #1826, 60-year Resident of Laguna Beach
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From: Torres, Janet@Coastal
To: SouthCoast@Coastal
Subject: Public Comment on August 2025 Agenda Item Friday 11a - Appeal No. A-5-LGB-25-0018 (City of Laguna Beach,

Laguna Beach)
Date: Wednesday, July 30, 2025 3:56:16 PM

Janet Torres, Ph.D.
(They/Them/Elle)
Coastal Program Analyst
California Coastal Commission | South Coast District
(562) 590-5071
301 E. Ocean Blvd, Suite 300
Long Beach, CA, 90802

mailto:SouthCoast@coastal.ca.gov
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\]̂TXXYZ[Y_̀ àb̂ Zc[deT̂ fghijR
kUlXmnZop
qlblmr
sp
t̀tu
svuw
qWxPR
yTlrUzTZmrazTZmrZ[
\yTlrUzTZmraeTZmrZ[deZdbT{fg|}~h�jR
�l�[ce
zT̂ ŶVr
TV
qlblmr
t̀tu
qbYVnZ
�rŶ 
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Ŷ
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rfŴb[
�tWg
�Zhb[̀
��[
�
r��W[_
�Yc
r�x�����vx�ww�{
��ht̀
Y�
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¦RSRÛNQPQS
_]U
S§R
[]\P[
µRSPN[
ZYWNQRWWRW
NQ
S§NW]QR
W§]US
Z[]\db
¶·
XPUdNQ®
WXP\RW
aRUR
UR̂ ]̀R¦
S§PS
S§R
URSPN[
PQ¦
URWSPYUPQSW
UR[NR¦
]Qbā]
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�eo[�e
�YêT�
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From: Patricia Halman-Menne <patmenne@gmail.com> 
Sent: Monday, August 4, 2025 2:53 PM 
To: SouthCoast@Coastal <SouthCoast@coastal.ca.gov> 
Subject: Public Comment on August 2025 Agenda item Friday 11a-Appeal no. !-5-LGB-15-
0018 (City of Laguna Beach, Laguna Beach) 

  

Hello - I urge the Commissioners asking them to find a "Substantial Issue" with the appeal 
and to grant us a full and proper hearing.  

The Permanent Closure of Forest Ave will be a hardship on myself as a Senior Citizen - as 
the City is eliminating Vital On=Street Access and Parking to the Merchants. I have 
purchase medicine from Bushards Pharmacy, shoes at the Shoe Cellar and summer 
cotton clothing from Fresh Produce. This is a resident serving street and access - and 
should remain open to public access and parking. Also any ADA parking is hundreds of 
yards away from this street via a side alley and parking is limited. 

  

Please approve the Appeal - and Deny the City of Laguna Beach to permanently close 
Forest Ave in Laguna Beach. 

  

Respectfully 

  

Patricia Halman-Menne 

31988 10th Ave, Laguna Beach, CA 92651 

949.246.6182 

patmenne@gmail.com 

resident since 1994. 

 

Pat Menne 

949-246-6182  
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