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APPLICATION NO: 5-99-331 

APPLICANT: Makena Resources 

AGENT: Sundy-Finkel Architects 

PROJECT LOCATION: 347 Main Street, City of Seal Beach, County of Orange 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Construct a 5,900 square foot, single story, multi-tenant retail 
commercial structure on a vacant, 0.34 acre lot (14,657 square feet). Proposed 
parking includes 19 parking stalls on site . 

SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 

Staff recommends DENIAL of the proposed project because it is not in conformity with 
the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act. Staff is recommending denial of the 
proposed project because the project would not provide adequate parking and would 
therefore be inconsistent with the public access policies of the Coastal Act. Private 
commercial development which does not provide adequate on-site parking would 
require the use of public parking spaces for a private development. Patrons of the 
commercial development would displace public use of public parking spaces, resulting 
in an adverse impact upon coastal access. 

LOCAL APPROVALS RECEIVED: Conceptual approval by the City of Seal Beach dated October 
26, 1999. 

SUBSTANTIVE FILE DOCUMENTS: City of Seal Beach Main Street Specific Plan and In-Lieu 
Parking Fee Program; Orange County Regional Interpretive Guidelines; Parking Analysis 
for Pacific Coast Highway/Main Street Retail Use (City of Seal Beach, California), 
prepared by KHR Associates of Irvine, California dated October 22, 1999; Parking 
Surveys at Two Starbucks Coffee and Two Video Rental Retail Locations in Orange 
County Beach Communities, prepared by KHR Associates of Irvine, California dated 
August 31, 1999; Coastal development permit application 5-99-363 (Equilon 
Enterprises); 5-93-050 (Ursini); Selected coastal development permits involving parking 
on Main Street (see Appendix A). 



5-99-331 (Makena Resources) 
Page 2 of 13 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 

The staff recommends that the Commission make the following motion and adopt the 
following resolution: 

I. DENIAL - MOTION AND RESOLUTION. 

Motion: 

Jill move that the Commission approve Coastal Development Permit 5-99-331 for the 
development proposed by the applicant. n 

Staff Recommendation of Denial: 

Staff recommends a NO vote. Failure of this motion will result in denial of the permit 
application and adoption of the following resolution and findings. The motion passes only by 
affirmative vote of a majority of the Commissioners present. 

Resolution: 

The Commission hereby DENIES a coastal development permit for the proposed development 
on the grounds that the development will not conform with the policies of Chapter 3 of the 

-· 

California Coastal Act of 1976 including the public access and recreation policies of Chapter • 
3, the development would prejudice the ability of the local government having jurisdiction over 
the area to prepare a Local Coastal Program conforming to the provisions of Chapter 3 of the 
Coastal Act, and because there are feasible mitigation measures or alternatives available 
which would reduce significant adverse effects on the environment within the meaning of the 
California Environmental Quality Act. 

II. FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS 

The Commission hereby finds and declares as follows: 

A. PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND LOCATION 

The proposed project is located at 347 Main Street, at the corner of Main Street and Pacific 
Coast Highway ("PCH") in the City of Seal Beach (Exhibit 1 ). The proposed project is to 
construct a 5,900 square foot single story commercial structure with 19 parking spaces upon 
a vacant 0.34 acre site (Exhibit 2). No specific use, other than "multi-tenant retail" has been 
specified. 

The subiect site is located at the entrance to the "Old Town" area of the City of Seal Beach, 
which is the primary visitor serving commercial area of the city. 

The subject site is also located approximately 1,900 feet from the City's popular, mile-long • 
public beach. Vertical public access to this beach is available at the end of Main Street. A 
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• lateral accessway (paved walkway) along the shoreline extends from Main Street and the 
municipal pier to Electric Avenue. 

• 

• 

B. HISTORY OF SUBJECT SITE 

The subject property was previously a gas station. The gas station was demolished without a 
coastal development permit. A separate application (5-99-363), filed by the present owners 
of the site, is on the agenda to obtain permission for the demolition. 

C. PUBLIC ACCESS/PARKING 

Section 30252 of the Coastal Act states, in relevant part: 

The location and amount ·of new development should maintain and enhance public 
access to the coast by ... (4) providing adequate parking facilities or providing substitute 
means of serving the development with public transportation ... 

The subject site is approximately 1,900 feet from the shoreline and is not located between 
the sea and the first public road paralleling the sea. However, the site is located at the 
entrance to Seal Beach's 110ld Townn area, a popular visitor oriented commercial area next to 
the City's heavily visited municipal pier and beach. The lots along Main Street are shallow 
and narrow in size. In addition, many of the commercial structures along Main Street pre-date 
the Coastal Act and do not have adequate on-site parking. Therefore, on-street public parking 
is necessary to accommodate many of the existing, older, pre-Coastal Act commercial 
structures. The lack of on-site parking, the popularity of the commercial area, and the heavy 
use of the adjacent public beach have resulted in inadequate parking for public access in the 
area. 

1. Parking Impacts 

Section 30252 of the Coastal Act requires the protection of public access to the beach. An 
adequate quantity of parking spaces to accommodate new development maintains this public 
access. However, public access can be adversely affected if commercial development in the 
coastal zone does not provide adequate on-site parking. In cases of inadequate parking, 
commercial center users would displace public users from public parking spaces. 

In order to provide direction on performing parking analyses, the Commission established 
guidelines which calculate the parking demand generated by various uses within the coastal 
zone. The proposed development falls within the General Retail Stores category of the 
parking guidelines contained within the Orange County Regional Interpretive Guidelines. 

Using the Commission's parking guidelines for General Retail Stores, the guidelines state that 
the par~jng demand would be 1 parking space per 225 square feet of total gross floor area 
within the building. The proposed development is a 5,900 square foot structure. Based upon 
the Commission's guidelines, the multi-tenant retail center would need 26 parking spaces to 
meet the parking demand. The proposed development has 19 parking spaces. Therefore, 
based upon the guidelines for this category of use, the proposed development has a 7 parking 
space deficiency. 
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The applicant has submitted a parking analysis for the proposed development titled Parking 
Analysis for Pacific Coast Highway/Main Street Retail Use (City of Seal Beach, California), 
prepared by KHR Associates of Irvine, California dated October 22, 1999 (Exhibit 3). The 
parking analysis describes the various parking demand ratios applied by the California Coastal 
Commission and the City of Seal Beach. The parking analysis also cites a parking ratio 
developed by the Institute of Transportation Engineers (Exhibit 4). 

The parking analysis acknowledges that the proposed development does not meet the parking 
standards outlined in the Orange County Regions/Interpretive Guidelines which have been 
adopted by the Commission. However, the applicants parking analysis also points out that 
under the City of Seal Beach's Specific Plan for Main Street, the proposed development would 
fall under the category of 11retail stores." The City requires a parking ratio of 1 space for each 
500 square feet of floor area. Under this ratio, the development would require 12 parking 
spaces. Since the development provides 19 parking spaces, the development exceeds City 
requirements. In addition, the parking analysis cites the parking ratio referenced in the 
Institute of Transportation Engineer's UTE) Parking Generation manual. This parking ratio, 
which has not been adopted by the Commission, states that peak weekday demand would be 
3.23 parking spaces per 1,000 square feet of gross floor area. Based on this ratio, the site 
would require 19 parking spaces to accommodate peak weekday demand. Since the 
development provides 19 parking spaces, the peak weekday parking demand based upon ITE 
standards is satisfied. 

• 

• 

The parking analysis submitted by the applicant states that the City of Seal Beach's parking • 
standards may be too generous, but the Commission's commonly utilized parking standard is 
excessively stringent. The parking analysis points to the ITE standard as a balance between 
the City and Commission standards. The analysis also states that since the site is 
approximately 2,000 feet from the beach, the demand for public curbside parking spaces is 
not generated by beach users, but instead by the commercial oriented uses in the area. The 
study states that public curbside parking spaces can provide any parking not provided on·site. 
The parking study also states that the proposed development will provide one public parking 
space which did not previously exist. The parking study states that this public parking space 
would improve access. However, the applicant has since revised their project which resulted 
in the elimination of this proposed on·street public parking space. 

As noted previously, and highlighted in the conclusions of the applicant's parking analysis, the 
"Old Town" area where the proposed project is located is a visitor oriented commercial area. 
Visitor serving commercial uses within the coastal zone are a priority use under the Coastal 
Act, and such visitor serving areas provide a form of recreation to visitors. Therefore, public 
on-street parking spaces provide a manner of access to the shopping-oriented coastal zone 
visitor. On Main Street in Seal Beach, the shallow and narrow lots were designed when the 
community was primarily serviced by public rail transit, rather than private automobile. As 
noted before, many of the structures constructed on these lots pre-date the Coastal Act. In 
most C:~f?es, on-site parking cannot be accommodated unless the structure is demolished and 
designed to include parking. Therefore, in order for visitors to patronize these pre-Coastal Act 
commercial buildings, public on-street parking spaces must be used. Therefore, there is 
already a heavy demand placed upon public on-street parking spaces by the existing uses. 
Therefore, in order to avoid additional cumulative impacts upon public parking spaces by • 
private development, it is very important that new development provide adequate on-site 
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• parking. In the case of the subject application, the lot is vacant and the site can be designed 
to provide all required on-site parking. 

• 

• 

In cases where a proposed development does not provide a quantity of parking spaces 
consistent with Commission adopted standards, a site specific parking study can sometimes 
be used to substantiate that the quantity of spaces provided is adequate to satisfy the parking 
demand generated by the site. In this case, the applicant has submitted a parking study 
which concludes that adequate parking is provided on site primarily based upon a parking ratio 
provided by the ITE. This parking standard has not been adopted by the Commission. 
According to excerpts from the ITE Parking Generation manual the ITE parking ratio was 
developed based upon 1,450 individual parking generation studies performed nationwide. The 
quantity of parking studies which apply to each land use type varies. Therefore, the reliability 
of the parking ratio of each land use type identified in the manual also varies. In this case, 
regarding the limitation of the data relating to the land use category of Shopping Center 
(which is the category used by the parking study to substantiate that the site has adequate 
parking), the ITE Parking Generation manual states 

Much of the data contained herein is for average business periods. Shopping center 
parking is usually designed to accommodate peak season demand rather than average 
demand. Hence, the data contained in this report should not be used to determine 
design day shopping center parking supply. 

Peak parking occurred during the mid-day hours for shopping centers smaller than 
50,000 square feet, and during the lunchtime and late afternoon and early evening 
hours for shopping centers between 50,000 and 99,999 square feet. 

It would be desirable to obtain additional data in order to better determine the peak 
rates. 

The proposed development will occur within the City of Seal Beach's main commercial 
destination area. This commercial area is also located in close proximity to the City's most 
popular beach. Parking demand in such areas with a high visitation rate for both the beach 
and the commercial area would tend to be higher than a typical commercial center which is 
not located next to a popular beach. The Commission has commonly found that the parking 
guidelines outlined in the Orange County Regional Interpretive Guidelines are adequate to 
avoid any adverse impact that a commercial center's parking demand may have upon public 
access in Seal Beach (e.g., 5-97-196 (Griffith)). However, the ITE parking standard was 
based upon commercial centers nationwide, some of which may not be within areas with high 
commercial and beach visitation patterns. In addition, the ITE manual states that the ratio is 
for peak visitation on weekdays. Peak visitation in commercial areas next to a popular beach 
would tend to be on weekends, not weekdays. This is one indication that the ITE ratio was 
not designed to be used to assess parking demands in heavily visited commercial/beach areas. 
Also, t~ ITE manual states that the parking ratio is for average business periods and not peak 
seasonal demand. The peak season is when the adverse parking impacts of a commercial 
development which does not provide adequate parking on-site would be most pronounced. 
Therefore, the Commission finds that the ITE parking ratio is not representative of the parking 
demand associated with commercial development in the coastal zone. A site specific analysis 
based upon specific uses at the site would more adequately characterize the parking demand 
generated by the proposed commercial development. 
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The parking analysis submitted bases the conclusion that the site has adequate parking by 
simply replacing the parking standards provided in the Regional Interpretive Guidelines with 
standards generated by the ITE. Both sets of standards are generalized ratios meant to apply 
to a variety of situations. However, the Regional Interpretive Guidelines have been adopted 
by the Commission and found to be an appropriate standard for parking for those sites where 
a coastal development permit has been issued for development on Main Street in Seal Beach. 
The ITE standards have not been found by the Commission to be adequate for Seal Beach. In 
either case, generalized parking standards are not site specific. A site specific analysis could 
take into account the many variables which are not adequately represented by generalized 
parking ratios. For instance, a site specific analysis could take into account the specific type 
of uses (e.g., restaurant, clothing store, etc.), opportunities for shared use of on-site parking, 
variable daily demand of the individual uses, among other variables. However, since the 
applicant has not identified a use more specific than ~~multi-tenant retail", and no such site 
specific study was performed, the site specific demand of the proposed commercial 
development could not be evaluated. Although site specific analysis could reveal that a 
particular combination of uses at the site would result in no adverse off-site parking impacts, 
no such analysis has been provided in this case. 

Some specific uses, such as video stores and gourmet coffee outlets have a very high parking 
demand. When the applicant initially submitted the subject application, a coffee house and 
video store were planned as tenants. The parking demand of these uses based upon the 
Regional Interpretive Guidelines exceeded that provided. In addition, separate from the 
parking demand study cited above, the applicant submitted a parking study based upon these 
uses. While the study was based upon observations of parking demands at coffee houses and 
video stores at other locations and may not have been entirely representative of the situation 
at the subject site, even this parking analysis, based upon specific uses, concluded that the 
site did not provide adequate parking ancf' would rely upon public curbside parking spaces to 
make up the difference. 

2. Feasible Alternatives 

The proposed development is a 5,900 square foot structure with 19 parking spaces on site. 
The site is deficient parking based upon the Commission's commonly used parking standards 
for development in this portion of the coastal zone. In addition, the parking analysis 
submitted by the applicant is not site specific and does not substantiate that the proposed 
development provides adequate parking. Since inadequate parking results in adverse impacts 
upon public access the development is inconsistent with Section 30252 of the Coastal Act. 
There are several feasible alternatives available which would result in no adverse impact upon 
public access. 

a. Reduce Size of Proposed Development to Match Proposed Parking 
- . . ,~ 

The proposed development is occurring upon a vacant lot. Therefore, one feasible alternative 
would be to reduce the size of the proposed commercial structure. With 19 parking spaces on 
site, a 4,275 square foot commercial structure could be constructed and would provide 
adequate parking based upon the General Retail Store category of the Commission's 
commonly used parking standards in the Orange County Regional Interpretive Guidelines. 
However, in order to adequately assess whether such development would have any adverse 

• 

• 

• 
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impact upon public access, the type of commercial use (i.e. type of retail, restaurant, etc.) 
would need to be specified. Information available in the newspaper, telephone inquiries, and 
the applicant's first application submittal have shown that the site may be used for a coffee 
store/restaurant and a video store. These types of uses are high intensity uses. A specific 
proposal and specific parking analysis would be required to adequately assess the effe'ct such 
development would have upon coastal resources. 

b. lesser Building Size Reduction and Increased Quantity of Parking Spaces 

A second alternative would be to decrease the size of the proposed development and increase 
the number of on-site parking spaces. For instance, it appears feasible to construct a 4,500 
square foot structure with 20 on-site parking spaces or a 4, 725 square foot structure with 21 
on-site parking spaces. Whereas these combinations are physically feasible, the applicant 
would need to assess how the parking spaces and the structure would be oriented on the lot. 
Identification of site specific uses and development of a site specific parking analysis may also 
be need to substantiate that the site has adequate parking. 

c. Off-Site Parking 

Another alternative to mitigate the parking deficiency is to require the applicant to lease off­
site parking spaces within a reasonable distance of the subject site. This condition has been 
imposed several times by the Commission on Main Street development projects in the past 
(see Appendix A). Some limitations on this alternative for the proposed project are that there 
is not a large supply of off-site parking available for lease, given the built-out nature of the 
area. Further, many of the off-site parking areas have already been committed to projects 
previously approved by the Commission. However, the opportunity for off-site parking 
remains a possibility. A complete assessment would be required to determine whether there 
are off-site parking opportunities. 

3. Infeasible Alternative 

The applicant has suggested that an in-lieu fee is a possible alternative to mitigate any parking 
deficiency at the site. However, based on the following information, such an alternative is not 
feasible. 

The City charges businesses on Main Street three thousand five hundred dollars ($3,500) for 
each parking space required by the City's code which is not provided on-site or within 300 
feet of the parcel on which the business is located. This fee only applies to businesses, such 
as the proposed development, which come into existence after September 1, 1996, the date 
when the City adopted.the fee. For businesses established before September 1, 1996, the in­
lieu fee is one hundred dollars on an annual basis for each deficient space, or as specified in a 
development agreement. 

. '. 
The $3,SOO fee was calculated by adding up the costs of all parking improvements 
contemplated within the next eight years, subtracting potential parking revenue from all 
sources during the eight years, and dividing the revenue shortfall ($173,479.00) for forty­
eight (48). This is the number of parking spaces which would be provided in a public parking 
garage proposed to be built at some point in the future on the existing 8th Street public 
surface parking lot. 
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However, in addition to the cost of the proposed parking structure, the City's calculation 
includes costs for improvements which do no result in the construction of actual parking 
spaces, such as improved sign age for the public beach parking lots, ticket machines for the 
beach lot, 'and parking meters. Further, the estimated cost of constructing the proposed 
public parking garage is four hundred forty thousand dollars ($440,000). Divided by 48 
spaces, the cost to construct the proposed garage is actually $9,166.67 per space. 
Therefore, the City's in-lieu $3,500 fee is not adequate to cover the actual cost of building 
one parking space. t' 

Since the City's in-lieu fee does not cover the full cost of providing an off-site, public parking 
space that cannot be provided on-site for development, the City's in-lieu fee should not be 
considered as an alternative for mitigating the parking deficiency of the proposed 
development. 

Further, since the City's projections extend over eight years, it may be up to eight years or 
more before the public parking spaces which would relieve the parking burden of proposed 
development come into existence. In the interim, proposed development would be creating a 
public burden which results in adverse public access impacts. 

• 

In addition, The City of Seal Beach's parking standards in its Main Street Specific Plan are 
much less restrictive than those of the Coastal Commission. For instance, the City only 
requires one space for every 500 square feet of general commercial space. This is only half 
the parking required by the standards the Commission regularly uses to ensure public access • 
in Seal Beach. Based on the City's standards, the proposed project meets the on-site parking 
requirements. Since there is no parking deficiency based on City standards, the City would 
not even require an in-lieu fee in this case. 

If the applicant were to pay an in-lieu fee for the seven space parking deficiency resulting 
from the application of Commission standards to the proposed project, this would eliminate 
seven spaces from the 48 spaces in the proposed public parking garage. This results in 
eliminating seven in-lieu spaces that may be needed for a future project that is deficient in 
parking based on the City's standards and for which the City would have to charge an in-lieu 
fee to satisfy their requirements. Therefore, the Commission finds that the applicants 
participation in the City's in-lieu fee program is not substantiated by the program itself and 
would create rather than eliminate adverse impacts. 

Page 23 of the City's adopted Main Street Specific Plan states that u[s]ince the existing 
commercial lots on Main Street have inadequate room for new parking, the only likely solution 
to parking needs is a City in-lieu parking program." This indicates that the City is relying on 
in-lieu fees to mitigate parking deficiencies. Once the City runs out of in-lieu spaces, then 
future development would no longer have the option of using in-lieu spaces to mitigate parking 
deficiimttes. 

There is also no definite estimate of when the proposed public parking garage will be built. In 
addition, the 48 spaces in the proposed garage ultimately may not be enough to satisfy all in-
lieu parking demand from future Main Street development. Further, there are no City • 
provisions for tracking in-lieu fees and correlating them with the number of public parking 
spaces built. Therefore, the Commission finds that the use of in-lieu parking to mitigate the 



• 

• 
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parking deficiency is not a feasible alternative to eliminate significant adverse impacts on 
public access to the beach. 

4. Conclusion- Access 

Using the Regional Interpretive Guidelines which have been adopted by the Commission, the 
proposed development is deficient by 7 parking spaces. The applicant has submitted a 
parking analysis based on different standards which states the site has adequate parking. 
However, the conclusion is based upon a generalized parking ratio UTE) not adopted by the 
Commission. The generalized ITE parking ratio has been found to inadequately represent 
parking demand since no information was submitted which demonstrates that the ratio is an 
appropriate measure of parking demand at the subject site. Furthermore, the conclusions of 
the parking study are based upon a generalized parking ratio, rather than a site specific 
parking analysis based upon specific uses at the site. Therefore, the Commission finds that 
the proposed development does not have adequate parking. Inadequate on-site parking will 
require that patrons of the commercial development will displace beach visitors from public 
parking spaces and displace those commercial-recreation-oriented coastal zone visitors who 
patronize those commercial sites which do not have the opportunity to provide adequate on­
site parking. Therefore, the proposed development will have an adverse impact upon public 
access. Therefore, the Commission finds that the proposed development is not consistent 
with Section 30252 of the Coastal Act. As discussed above, there are feasible alternatives 
such as reducing the intensity of the development which would result in no adverse impact 
upon coastal resources. Therefore, since the proposed development is not consistent with 
Section 30252 of the Coastal Act and feasible alternatives are available which would result in 
no adverse impact upon coastal access, the project must be denied. 

D. LOCAL COASTAL PROGRAM 

Section 30604 of the Coastal Act provides for the issuance of coastal development permits 
directly by the Commission in regions where the local government having jurisdiction does not 
have a certified local coastal program. The permit may only be issued if the Commission finds 
that the proposed development will not prejudice the ability of the local government to prepare 
a Local Coastal Program which conforms with the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act. 

On July 28, 1983, the Commission denied the City of Seal Beach Land Use Plan (LUP) as 
submitted and certified it with suggested modifications. The City did not act on the 
suggested modifications within six months from the date of Commission action. Therefore, 
pursuant to Section 13537(b) of the California Code of Regulations, the Commission's 
certification of the land use plan with suggested modifications expired. The LUP has not been 
resubmitted for certification since that time. 

As outlined in this staff report, the proposed project is not in conformity with the public 
access f>olicies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. The proposed development would not 
provide adequate parking, resulting in adverse impacts upon the publics ability to access the 
coast. Since the development results in adverse impacts upon coastal access, the proposed 
development prejudices the ability of the local government to prepare a Local Coastal Program 
for Seal Beach that is consistent with the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act as required by 
Section 30604(a). 
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E. CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT 

Section 13096 of the Commission's regulations requires Commission approval of Coastal 
Development Permit applications to be supported by a finding showing the application, as 
conditioned by any conditions of approval, to be consistent with any applicable requirements 
of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEOA). Section 21080.5(d)(2)(A) of CEOA 
prohibits a proposed development from being approved if there are feasible alternatives or 
feasible mitigation measures available which would substantially lessen any significant 
adverse effect which the activity may have on the environment. 

As described above, the proposed project is not consistent with the public access policies of 
the Coastal Act. There are feasible alternatives or mitigation measures available, such as 
reducing the size of the development and therefore reducing the intensity of use of the site. 
This alternative would substantially lessen any significant adverse effect which the activity 
may have on the environment. Therefore, the proposed project is not consistent with CEOA 
or the policies of the Coastal Act because there are feasible alternatives which would lessen 
significant adverse effects which the activity would have on the environment. Therefore the 
project must be denied. 

5-99-331 IMakena Resources! stfrpt 
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Permit#; 
Address 

A-77-1403; 
115 Main St. 

5-97-012; 
119 Main St. 

5-85-39; 
138 1/2- 140 
Main Street 

A-77-1724; 
143 Main St. 

• 5-89-143; 
143 Main St. 

P-74-3537; 
201 Main St. 
P-78-3558; 
207 Main St. 
P-74-3539; 
207 Main St. 

5-95-155; 
210 Main St. 

i 

• 
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APPENDIX A 
Selected Coastal Development Permits 

Involving Parking on Main Street 

Project Special Conditions; 
Description Rationale 

Construction of a 145 sq. ft. No Conditions 
addition to an existing restaurant (Addition did not increase public service 

area) 
Remodel and existing 1,838 sq. ft. I. Future Development 
bldg. and convert from medical (Use was deintensified and existing 
offices to retail use, 6 on-site parking deficiency thus reduced, new use 
spaces, no new parking proposed is more visitor-serving in nature) 
Conversion of an existing 1. Provide 30 spaces in beach parking lot 
commercial building to a for development's exclusive use. 
restaurant/bar and demolition of an 2. If Condition 1 isn't met, submit revised 
existing garage to create 6 tandem plans reducing service area. 
parking spaces 
Interior alterations and 2 new No conditions 
bathrooms to convert commercial (Rationale not known) 
structure to liquor-delicatessen 
Convert deli and wine store to sit- I. Provide 7 off-site spaces (agreement 
down restaurant now terminated); 2. Signage; 

3. Future Improvements 
Expansion of Walt's Wharf No conditions 
seafood restaurant & fish market (Rationale not known) 
Construction of a 2nd story No conditions 
addition to a 1-story retail store (Rationale not known) 
Construction of a 1-story No conditions 
commercial building, removal of (Rationale not known) 
utility building to construction 5 
parking spaces (2 tandem) 
Expansion of an 840 sq. ft. sweet No conditions 
shop, selling items on a carry out (Grandfathered existing parking 
basis, by 160 sq. ft. No sit down deficiency; resultant deficiency less than 
eating permitted. one space; heavy walk-in, as opposed to 

drive-in, traffic; no in-store dining; 
expansion needed to create handicap 
accessible bathroom) 

1 1 



Pennit#; 
Address 
5-93-225; 
212 Main St. 

A-75-4788 
215 Main St. 
P-78-3940; 
216 Main St. 
A-76-7933 
218 Main St. 

P-79-6092; 
218 Main St. 

A-75-4569; 
221 Main St. 

P-76-7170; 
224 Main St. 
P-75-6596; 
228 Main St. 

P-73-1915; 
306 Main St. 
P-76-9716; 
311 Mldn St. 
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APPENDIX A 
Selected Coastal Development Permits 

Involving Parking on Main Street 

Project Special Conditions; 
Description Rationale 

Convert an existing 5,674 sq. ft. 1. Revised Plans (remove kitchen) 
building from Masonic Lodge to 2. Future Improvements 
office/retail use (Project also deintensified use) 
Add 125 sq. ft. to front of existing No conditions 
hardware store with 6 spaces (Rationale not known) 
Convert retail to restaurant with DENIED; (Inadequate on-site parking, 16 
936 sq. ft. of dining area space deficiency) 
850 sq. ft. addition to existing 400 1. Prior to issuance of pennit, applicant 
sq. ft. commercial building with 6 shall submit revised plans with a 
substandard tandem parking minimum of 5 parking spaces. 
spaces 
Add 550 sq. ft. 2nd story to 1-story 1. Revised plans showing 6 on-site spaces 
structure for use as office adjunct (up to 3 tandem) 
to existing retail use 2. No further intensification of use unless 

entire development is made to comply 
with Commission parking standards 
3. Deed restriction limited use of structure 
to office use 

Establish postal distribution No conditions 
substation. City to label curb for 4 (Rationale not known) 
short-tenn parking spaces. 1 
employee space in rear. 
Construct 2-story office building No conditions 

(Rationale not known) 
2-story, 4-unit commercial 1. Revised plans showing that either 3 
building additional on-site spaces are provided or 

the building area is reduced by 
approximately 650 sq. ft. to comply with 
Commission parking standards. 

Convert portion of building to No conditions 
1,600 sq. ft. restaurant (Rationale not known) 
Demolish storage sheds and 1. Submit signed/notarized statement 
convert existing commercial agreeing to; (a) on-site parking will be 
building to office/retail mall. 28 made available to public when any use in 
on-site parking spaces. project is closed; (b) no use will be 

pennitted which increases on-site parking . 
2. Signs will require separate pennit. 
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Permit#; 
Address 
5-84-782; 
320 Main St. 

5-84-782-Al; 
320 Main St. 
5-84-782-A2; 
320 Main St. 

P-78-3918; 
323 Main St. 

5-97-196 
328 Main 
Street 

5-87-1011 
330-332 
Main Street 

• • 
' 

5-99-331 (Makena Resources) 

APPENDIX A 
Selected Coastal Development Permits 

Involving Parking on Main Street 

Project 
Description 

Construct 2-story, 5,320 sq. ft. 
commercial bldg. with 5 on-site 
parking spaces on vacant site. 

Change Spec. Cond. 2 from deed 
restriction to recorded contract 
Allow restaurant as permitted use 
and add 7 off-site parking spaces 
at St. Ann's . 

Demolish existing drive-thru and 
construct 2-story commercial 
structure with 1,246 sq. ft. of retail 
use and 1,194 sq. ft. of office use 
with on-site parking. 

Construct on a vacant lot a 7,635 
square foot, 3 story building with 
703 square feet of gross floor area 
of retail on the first floor, 1,804 
square feet of gross floor area of 
office space on the third floor, 
balcony area, and 1 0 indoor 
parking spaces including a car lift 

Demolish medical office and 
construct 2-story, 6,900 sq. ft. 
commercial building with 25 
spaces 

Special Conditions; 
Rationale 

1. (a) Provide on-site or off-site 24 spaces 
for exclusive use of development; (b) If 
l(a) can't be fulfilled, applicant must 
submit revised plans reducing project 
2. Record deed restriction for provision of 
19 spaces at St. Ann's Church 
3. Future Development 
Special Condition 2 changed; 
Special Conditions 1 and 3 unchanged. 
Changes: 
l{a). Provide 31 spaces total 
2. Record contract providing 26 spaces at 
St. Ann's Church 
1. Applicant to submit revised plans 
showing provision of one parking space 
per 225 sq. ft. of gross floor area of retail 
use, one space per 250 sq. ft. of gross floor 
area for office use; No tandem spaces 
allowed. 
Revised plans limiting square footage, use 
of a parking management plan, 
implementation of a deed restriction 
regarding uses and future building 
enclosures 

1. Deed restriction allowing 12 spaces of 
applicant's parking lot to be available for 
public use on weekends . 
2. Future improvements. 

13 
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I 
OCT 2 9 1999 .__; 

f" I 6 I,... .... ~~f. , .. 

SUBJECT: PARKING ANALYSIS FOR PACIFIC COAST HIGHWAY/MAIN 
STREET RETAIL USE (CITY OF SEAL BEACH, CALIFORNIA) 

Dear Mr. Robertson: 

Transmitted herein is an analysis of parking requirements for a proposed retail 
development in the City of Seal Beach, California. 

Back& round 

lobo Seal Beach Associates, Irvine, California, has proposed to build a 
commerciaVretail development on a 0.34 acre site on the southwest comer of Main 

• 

Street and Pacific Coast Highway in the City of Seal Beach, California. A site plan for • 
the proposed project was developed by the proponent's Architect, Bundy Finkel 
Architects, Santa Ana Heights, California. The site plan calls for a 5,900 square foot 
building and 19 marked spaces (including one handicapped parking space and 4 
compact spaces). In addition, one new on-street parallel parking space is provided on 
Main Street immediately contiguous to the subject site. Access is provided via a two-
way driveway on Pacific Coast Highway and a right tum out only driveway on Main 
Street. The proposed tenants are not identified, other than as "retail commercial. • 

The City of Seal Beach has approved the proposed project with the building size, use, 
and parking spaces specified on the site plan. The site is located within the City's 
"Commercial Core" and under the City's Specific Plan for Main Street, adopted 
January 1976, and updated July 1996. Under the Specific Plan one space per 500 
square feet of gross building floor area is required for the proposed project (or 12 
spaces). The proposed use falls under the City category of "retail stores." It is 
important to note that the one space per 500 square feet of gross building floor area 
for retail stores in the Main Street Specific Plan area was determined to be appropriate 
based on a comprehensive 1994 parking and traffic study by Linscott, law & 
Greenspan. 
- .~o• .... 

Tti*' California Coastal Commission staff, upon its review of the subject project, has 
indicated that, per the Regions/Interpretive Guidelines for Orange County, the subject 
project requires an off-street parking ratio of one space per 225 square feet of gross • 
building floor area for the Coastal Commission category of "general retail." 

2355 Main Street - Suite 120 
Irvine, California 92614 

(949) 756-6440 
FAX(949)756~ 
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Using the parking criteria of the Coastal Commission, the proposed project would be 
required to provide 26 parking spaces, or 2.2 times the amount required by the City of 
Seal Beach. 

Use & Site Specific Factors 

The wide discrepancy between the City of Seal Beach's requirements for parking and 
the Regional Interpretive Guidelines for Orange County suggests that a compromise 
must be developed. 

Consideration should be given to the following: 

1) Due to economic considerations and seasonal variations,· parking provisions in 
Southern California beach communities are typically overextended during 
summer months, and underutilized during winter months. This is the case in 
Seal Beach. 

2) It is noteworthy that the parking requirements set forth in the Regional 
Interpretive Guidelines for Orange County, are based on the goal of preserving 
beach access. Since parking demand at Southern California beaches often 
exceeds parking supply, off-street parking requirements for properties 
contiguous to or near points of public beach access must be kept high to 
prevent an exacerbation of parking shortages. 

3) The subject project site, while within a "beach community," is actually around 
2,000 feet away from the nearest point of beach access (at the Seal Beach 
Pier). Thus, it highly unlikely that parking demands in the immediate area 
around the subject site are generated primarily by beach going traffic. Rather, 
the parking and traffic characteristics of Main Street Seal Beach are a mixture 
of commercial, recreational, tourist-oriented, and neighborhood residential uses 
within a beach community atmosphere. 

4) The City of Seal Beach's code requirement of one space per 500 gross square 
feet of retail building is based on a comprehensive parking and traffic study 
commissioned specifically for the Main Street area. 

5) When applied to the subject project, the City code requires 12 parking spaces 
be provided. However, the project proponent has provided 19 spaces -7 more 
than is required (or nearly 60% more than the City's requirement). 

· 6) ~)"he City of Seal Beach's jurisdictional rights to determine the adequacy of 
parking provided by the project proponent (i.e., project has City approval with 
19 parking spaces) . 

7) Per the Coastal Commission's parking standard, the proposed project is 7 
short of the required 2e parking spaces. COASTAL COMMISSION 

r;:..~c_~(~~ ·~ 
41 cJ "-' 
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8) By eliminating an existing driveway on Main Street, the proposed project will 
also create one new on*street parking space (i.e., a space that does not 
currently exist). 

9) Public on-street parking is readily available within easy walking distance of the 
project site along Main Street and Pacific Coast Highway. A total of 10 on­
street public parking spaces are available within 150 feet of the project site, 
including one new on-street parking space provide by the proposed project. 

1 0) Per the Institute of Transportation Engineer's (ITE) Parking Generation 
manual, 2"d Edition, a retail use (land Use category 820*828) will generate a 
peak weekday parking demand for 3.23 parking spaces per 1,000 square feet 
of gross leasable floor area. With a correlation coefficient (R2

) of 0.939, the 
confidence factor in applying this parking rate is very high. 

11) Applying the ITE parking generation rate of 3.23 parking spaces to the 5,900 
square foot subject project yields a peak demand of 19 parking spaces -
exactly the number of spac~s provided by the project. 

Conclusions 

• 

Based on the information provided by the project proponent, the City of Seal Beach, • 
the Coastal Commission, and our independent investigation into the subject matter, 
the following conclusions are reached: 

1) While the City's parking code requirement of 1 space per 500 square feet of 
retail use may seen "overly generous," the Coastal Commission's requirement 
of 1 space per 225 square feet of retail use appears "excessively stringent." 

2) Based on standardized ITE parking generation rates for retail commercial uses, 
the proposed project will generate a peak parking demand for 19 parking 
spaces. 

3) Since 19 off-street parking spaces will be provided, the proposed project 
should be sufficiently parked under normal operating conditions, even during 
peak periods of parking demand. 

4) Since the proposed project will provide 7 more parking spaces than is required 
by City code, but is, at the same time, 7 short of meeting Coastal Commission 
requirements, the 19 spaces provide by the proposed project represents an 

·.~/equally balanced" parking provision between a "parking surplus" (City code) 
"and a "parking shortage" (Coastal Commission requirement). 

-, 
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In Closing 

If there are any questions regarding our findings or conclusions, please do not hesitate 
to call at your convenience. 

Sincerely yours, 

KHR Associates 

C?;t~b 
President 

{ 

R·Makena-Seal Beach Parking Analysis2.doc: 

COASTAL COMMISSION 
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INTRODUCTION 

OBJECTIVES OF THE REPORT 

Tho primary objective of thla report Ia to provide a 
comprah6nslva source of parking occupancy rates 
for land u30S and bulfdlog typO$. Updated edition• 
of this report will be j)enodlcaJiy published to inc::!ude 
analyse& of additional land uaea and building typu. 

CHANGES IN THE SECOND EDITION 

This edition of Ptrklng Generation contains consid· 
erably more data than the previous edition. Data 
from more tnan 650 new parking generation atudlas 
have been added for a total data bue of nearly 1460 
Individual parking generation sludles. Data for the 
following land uses are now available: 

• lend Use: 021-commerolal Airport 
• Land Uu: 150-Warehouslng 
• Land Use: 311....COnvantlon hotel 
• Land U&e: S12-NonoConvilntion ho.,.l 
• Land Uee: 321-Motel with restaurant/Sounge 
• Land Use: 322--Motal without restaurant/1ounge 
• Land Use: 480-Amuaement Ptrk · 
• Land Use: 7eo-Ae&earcn C.nter 
• Land Use: 851-convenience Market 

Other changuln tht Second EdHion are as follows: 

• Grelphio presentation$ of parking ven•nttlon 
data by land use ant provided. 

• Standard delltatlons, correlation coefficients. 
and regreuion &quatlona are provided. 

• Sources of parkin; generation !itudiG$ are pto­
vlded In a source lilt at the end of the docu· 
ment, sorted by land UM COde. 

• Additional descriptive material tnd character· 
letica of land usea are provided. 

• Some let~d use codeG heve been renumbered 
so ttl~ tile nvmbering system Ia conalatent With 
that uood in ITE't Trip Genemion . 

USe OF THE PARKJNG GENERATION 
REPORT 

Pal'klng generation data have been inctucs.c:t tor ~ 
lalld uaes. In some cases, only limited data have 
beef\~t,')talned to date, and thue, may not accurately 
r.nect the true characteristica of • particular land 
use or building type . 

vii 

Variation' exist in parking generation charactarls-­
tlcs for the same building classifications or land 
U$N. Theae will be further ldentlfled In future edl· 
tlons of thit repert BecauM of these variations, 
aamplt ll&:o, and $1)f!Oial charact&rlatice of a •ita 
being analyzed, extreme care must be exercised in 
the use of thl& data. Uun of fhl1 report thould 
IX Melli extreme caution when llflllzlng dfllll that Ia 
baaed on eam1U number of .Wie&. 

Tne analyst enould also usa discretion when ltudy· 
lng a multi-use project. For more details, nilf•l' to the 
uctlan In this report on multi·ute projeots. 

A vMt majority of the data Included In thfa report Is 
derived from suburban developments with little or 
no significant transit ridership. At lf)ecific site&., the 
uaer may contldtr modifying the parking genera­
tion ~W$ preHnWd in thit report because of loca· 
tlon (central city, suburban, rural), public transpor· 
tatlon service, rldesharlng, proximity to other davel· 
opmGnte which may reduOfl ~rldng generated, either 
through walking or oombined trips, or of special 
characteristics of the site or suCTOunding ~ Local 
data should be collected for comparison when eon­
aide ring uM of the data In thlt report. 

Graphio presentationt artd regression equatlona of 
parking generation data have been provided 81 a 
new feature of this edition. Plotc hav• been Included 
for most relationship• haviflg mQre than two data 
pointl. 

INSTRUCTIONS 

Choice of GaniH'IItlon Rete 

Rate tablee in thi& repor1 provide average parking 
occupancy rates for weelc;days, saturdays, and Sun­
days and Include average, m~mum, and minimum 
rates tor th& range of studle•lncluded for e.oh land 
uee. The minimum and maximum rate~tare provided 
only to show the full range of the data. Art apprcucl­
mation of the standard deviation and R1 forthe aver­
age rates are provided along with a plot of the actual 
measured parklni; occupancies from (Utah study 
v•raua the size of the Independent variable • 

CtloiA of Independent Variable 

Parking occupancy rates for most land use types or 
ttunolng types have been provided for more than 
one Independent variable. The ohoic;e of lndepen· 

• 

• 
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dent variable can be one of the most important decl­
aion~ in making the parking generation oaloulation. 
Sometimes there is no choice because the only 
inform8tion known may be the size of the site or the 
building. Correlation coefficients between the aver· 
age weekday rate& and various independent varl­
abl~ are provided with the trip rate tables. The first 
step In selecting an independet'lt variable Is to choose 
the variables with the best correlation. However. It 
Ia also important to check the sample size for each 
given Independent variable. In the case of two varl· 
&ble$ with similar correlation coefficients, one should 
then choose the vari~le with the larger sample size. 

Dala .Ani1tlye1s 

The following three tools are provided to give the 
u&er en approximation of the variance of the data 

• A plot of the actual pandng occupancies versus 
the size of the ind•pandent variable for eeeh 
1t1.1dy. THE NUMBERS REPRESENTED ON THE 
PLOTS ARE NOT PARKlNG OCCUPANCY 
RATES. THEY AAE ACTUAL PARKING OCCU· 
PANCIES plotted against an independent V~ttri· 
eble. The user will achieve slightly different 
reaulta when using rates versus plots. 

• Tl'\e standard deviation for the average parking 
occupancy rate repr~enting: 
1. The difference between st1.1dies or data eet9. 
2. Tne difference between generating units 

within a study or data set. 
• Flegresslon equations of parking occupanclea 

related to 1ne appropriate independeni vari­
able, the R', and a plot ofthe calculated parXing 
occupancies versus the size of the Independent 
variable. 

DEFINITION OF TERMS 

The following definitions of terms are pre&ented to 
clarify the terminology uaed throughout the text and 
table&; 

CorreLation Coefficient (A): A meil!lure of the degree 
cf linear a&soclatlon betwHn two \lariables. The 
correlation coefficient Indicates the degree to which 
the model e~timated ve!uea account for the dtvle-­
tiom; in tfle inoi.-ictuat ob~rveo values ofthe depen­
dent varieble from their mean valu$. Numerleal 
magnitudes for ''laa&t squares .. models range from 
-1 to + 1 with largl)f' absolu1& vaJues repruentlng 
higher degrea of linear a5SOciation. 

A--squared (A'~ Ia a measure of the proportion of 
total variation t>etw&en two varlablas. 

G~ Leasable Aree (GLA):T The total bultdlng aree. 
designed for tenant ocoupency end excluslvo uae, 

viii 
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including any basements, mezzanlnee, or upper 
floorc, ;xprll~$0d In square feel and meas1.1red from 
the centerline of joint partitions and from outside 
wall races. 

Gross leasable area Is that area for which tenants 
pay renti It Is the area that produces income. GLA 
lend$ itself readily to measurement and compari· 
a on. Becaun of thii feature, GLA has been adopted 
by the shopping center Industry as ib; standard for 
statistioal comparison. 

Independent Variable: A physical. measurable, and 
predictable unit quantifying the 5tudy 5ite or gen· 
erator, i.e. bolldlng &rea, employees, seats, ecru, 
dwelling Ul')its, etc. 

Office Building srze:t The gross area of the entlra 
building i$ the sum of the artae at each floor level, 
fncluding cellars, basements. mezzanines, pent· 
house&. corridoriS, lobbies, stores, offices, Included 
within the principal out8lde faces or exterior waJia, 
not Including architectural eetbaoi<S or proJ&Qtlon$. 
Included are all stories or areas that have floor sur· 
tCJ~ with clear &tanding head ropm (6 feet 6 inches 
minimum) regardle$& of their use. Where a ground 
level ar~a. or port thereof, within the principal out­
side fa~s of the exterior walls Is Jeft unenclosed. 
the gross area of the unenclosed portion Is to be 
considered as a ~rt of the overall square footage 
of the building. All unroofed areaa IIDd uneneiO&ed 
roofed-over spacu. except aa defined above, are to 
be excluded from th$ area ealeulatlona. 

For purposes of 1ht parking genere1ion · calcula­
tions, the gross area of any plfklng garages within 
the building shall not be Included within the ;ron 
area of the entire buiJding. The gross area of the 
entire b~o~Hding &hall be referred to as the grOA squarn 
feet building area.. 

Parldng Generation Rate: The number of occvpled 
parking &pace~ per one unit of Independent variable 
{i.e .• per employee). This number l$ an average, not 
a weighted average. 

PefJIC Parking Oooupancy: The number of occupied 
perking specea during the time of peak IJU.ge of • 
land use. 

Fk:gresslon EquatiOn: An expl'8881on of tht optimal 
mathematical relation&hlp between two or more 
related Items (variables) according to a s.pec!Md 
eriterlon. If the '¥arlables are related linearly, the 
equation will be in the 1ollowfng format: P • a + 
bX. In a non-linear relationshiP. the equation wilt 
have a different type of format. 

The objective in dweloplng the relationship betwllf'l 
X (Independent variable) and P (dependant varlehle) 
Is 1o determine velues of th• par•met•rs ••a" end 
"b" so that tllv expect9d error in\lolved In estlmatinO 
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tha dependent variable glW~n estimates of tha inde­
pendent variable will be minimum. 

In thlt fJport, P is the dependent v.;able, number • 
of occupied parking spaces, and X 18 the Indepen­
dent variable, SCJCh as floor area, or number ot 
employees. 

Shopping C.nw Size: The unit of measu,. for all 
$hopplng <:enters and other retailing of goods and 
apparel (land use codea 810 to 828,850 to 690) ~hall 
bt arosa lea&ab~ atea. 

DATA LIMITATIONS 

As indicated In !he land use ducrrptions. the data 
presented nave limitations. The basic limitation. and 
a reason for variation In rates. is the sample sire of 
counts at some generatort. p.ddltlonal data are 
needtd for some generator& to more accurately pre­
dict the peak hour parking demar~d. 

Another reason for such variation Ia the time of year 
that parking studies were oonduottd. Daily and sea~ 
aonal var'lations eJtlst for many gen&rators. Not all 
or the data in this report have been coflected dl.lrlng 
eeasonal peak periods, "design days.'' or even aver~ 
age days. 

~ Variations may also exist because of the geog I'Jphlc 
locetfon or the gener.ator studl8d, either. within the 
Unlt.d Statee or Canada, or a metropolitan area. 
These locations have been Identified In the data 
seta, t)ut no s.epa.ra1e analyses have bHn mada to 
determine if a difference exists becauae of location. 

MULTI-USE PROJECTS 

Ther1 It a great deal of concern about the parking 
generation characteristics of multkJse projectl. 
Specifically, questions ttave Men raised about 
whether the parking generation charact•rlttfca of 
mufti-use projects are the same as for the alngle­
use projeoti that compo&e the project. It appeart 
reuonabre to &:~sume that multl-uae projects would 
potentially demand fewer parking Ol'loel, becauH 
of the internal matching of trip enda within the proJ­
ect In addition, one trip to a multi-use proJeot oould 
satisfy a number of trip purposes at the s•me time. 

For purposes o1 parking generation analyeu, a multl­
uae projec;t would contain two or moreland Ultl or 
building typ•s that each attract ~opt& irom outeide 
the R~Jeot. &hare parking facilities and driveways, . 
and~rt;tude uninterrupted pedaetrtafl connections. 
This definition Ia somewhat different than the com· 
monty accepted definition of a mhc:ed-use dtvllop.-
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ment, as stated previously, beca~Jae the practitioner 
would ba lntere$ted in defining the inter·l'9flltion­
&hlps between tf'le two or more usu sharing the 
tame driveways. 

Central business diatricts (downtowns) are. In fact, 
examples of extensive multi-use dev&Jopment&. and 
can provide a mod•l for smaller multi-use proJect 
parking generation cheraeterlstict. For example, 
downtown areas typically have a mixture of very 
divtrte uses (retail, te&identiaJ, commercial. recre· 
atlon, and lOdging). Tne l'llgl'l ;nrell$ity and clote 
proximity of these uses art unique. Extensive 
pedestrian Jnteractlon occurs batween these differ­
ant uHs, because cf the scale of the downtown area, 
tne ease of af!cess. and the proximity of the unt. 
Some downtown areas havt exceflent tranelt eer­
Yice, which often rMults In a hlgher percentage of 
all person trip& arrilllng by trM&it. ln addition, auto 
occupancy, particularly d~o~ring the peak commute 
"oura. is usually higher in a central buslneu dlatrlct 
that It Ia In an outlying area. For these reasons, 
parking generation characteristics In a downtown 
environment are different than those outside of a 
central buslneaa dlatrict. Parking generation rate$ 
lndicatad hel'flln ..-e from outside the downtown. 
P.arking generation rates In the central buslnese dlt· 
triQt are normally tower than those rn suburban areas. 
Shopping centera are aleo multi-use projeots which 
are treated as Individual projects. For parking gen­
eration purpOHS, a shopping center ahould be 
treated u an lndlvldoal project when all of Its utet 
are retalltn nature. auch as oonvenience and com­
parison retail gOOds, stotes, restaurants, theatera, 
and banking ln~~tltuttona. The reason far lhla dl&­
tinctlon 11 that thla Ia the hlatorfc mabup of shop~ 
prng canters and tl'le parldng generation rate data 
reflaots these uses. However: the addition of sub­
&tantfal offiCe epace or a hotel or motel (with or 
without conv.ntlon tacilitieG) to a ehopping oenter 
should then wnstitute a multi•UM project. 

Office buildings with suppon retail or l'llltlurant 
facilities and Mntleu contained Inside tht building 
ahould not be treated as a multl..u~e project beCause 
the data for generel office buildings alto contain 
th.,. usa. However, a development with lUI office 
building, a free-standing restaurant and/or free­
standing retail facilities should be treated as a multi• 
uae projeCt. 

If a building or project contains uses that do not 
attract people from outaide bl.rt are entirely auppor­
rlve of the peOple within the proJect then thoM u~e~ 
would not be considered within the definition of a 
multi-use proJect. 

A report publla,hed by the Urban Land lni!Jtitute, 
Sharfld Parking, adctraues multi-use parking aen· 
.ration characteristioo. This document oontail'l8 data 
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on the effec;t of the captive market. Table 1 sum­
marizes E;~thibit 23 from snared Parking, Indicating 
the percentage of employoos. who were measur~ 
to elso be patrons In the same or nearby develop­
ment. 
This report Cllso indicates a strong linkage between 
hotel guests. end nearby restaurants or retail uses. 
In one survey of eight hotels. 73 to 100 percent of 
the guests lndioa1ed that they were also patrona ~t 
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retail establishments and/or restaurants. This appears 
to be consl$tent for both downtown and suburban 
hotels. 

'Urban Land ln1thut., Dollars and Cents of Shopping C.ntert: 
1984. 
'ln:s11tute of Real Estate Managgmant o11ht~ Nlltioflal APOCiatlon 
of Realtor5, h\oocna!ExpenSI Analysl$, Offle41 BuildinSJ*, Dowtl­
town, •nd Subul'berl, 1 965. 
llf.Jrben Land lnstitula, Shlhld Pat'klnf, ,t83. 

TA8LE1 

EFFECTS OF CAPTIVE MARKET-
PERCENTAGE OF EMPLOYEES WHO ARE ALSO PATRONS IN SAME OR NEARISY DEVELOPMeNT 

SINGLE-USE SITES 
MIXED-USE SITI:S 
ALL SITES 

C8D SITE NO("i=CBO SITE 
AVERAGE ~NGE AVERAGE RANGE 

29 
51 
43 

G-76 
22-85 
o-85 

· .... 

19 
28 
24 
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LAND USES: 820-828 
SHOPPING CENTER 

82Q-Less Than 50,000 Gross Square Feet Leasable Area 
821-50,00Q-99,999 Gross Square Feet Leasable Area 
822-100.000-199,999 Gross Square Feet Leasable Area 
823-200,000-299,999 Gross Square Feet leasable Area 
824-300,00()-399,999 Gross Square Feet Leasable Area 
825-400,000-499,999 Gross Square Feet Leasable Area 
8.26-500,00G-999,999 Gross Square Feet Laasable Area 
827-1,000,0Q0-1,250,000 Gross Square Feet Leasable Area 
828-Greater Than 1,250,000 Gross Square Feet Leasable Area 

DE9CRIPTION 

A shopping center Ia an Integrated group of oom­
merclel establishments wnlcl'l Is planned, devel~ 
oped, owned, and managed a& a unit It is related to 
It& market area in terms of si~e. location. anc:i type 
tJt •tore. Off-site parking facllltfn art provided. 

Nearly all of the facilities surveyed W&re located in 
IUburban areas. Many were served by transit. The 
ehoppinlil centen surveyed range In aizl from 10,479 
to 1,BS8,000 square feet gross le8$1ble area. 

PARKING CHARACTERISTICS AND 
DATA liMITAnONS 

Much of the data contained herein Is for average 
buslnen periods. Shopping center parking Is usu­
ally designed to accommodate p6al( season d.mand 
rather than average demand. Henc., the data con· 
tal ned In this report should not be used to determine 
design day shopping centar parking supply. 

Peak parking occurred during the mid-day houra for 
shopping cent•r• smaller than 50,000 square feet, 
and during the lunchtime and late attemoon ana 
early evening hours for shopping oenters between 
50,000 and 99,999 square feel 

It VtOUICI be df315irable to obtain additional data In 
order to better determine the peak rates. 

• 

• 

Parking Generation, Augult 1 !187/ll'ltttt~• Of Tranaportat.ion lingiMers 
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SHOPPING CENTER (820-828) 
Peak Parking Spaces Occupied vs: 1,000 GROSS SQUARE FEET 

LEASABLE AREA 

Average 
Rate 
3.23 

10,000 

9,000 

a,ooo 

7,000 

6,000 

5,000 

4,000 

3,000 

2,000 

1,000 

0 
0 

0 

Range of 
Ratt• 

1.02-6.17 

On a: WEEKDAY 

PARKING GENERATION RATES 

Standard 
Devietiorr 

1.20 

Number of 
Btudle& 

141 

DATA PLOT AND EQUATION 

Average 1,000 
Squara FeBt GLA 

635 

Cl 

~ ~ ~ ~ 1~ 1~ 1~1~1~ 

X = 1000 GROSS SQUARE FEET LEASABLE AREA 
ACTUAL DATA POINTS FITTED CURVE 

Fitted Curve Equation: Ln(P) • 1.173 Ln(X) + 0.064 
R:t = 0.939 
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