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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 parkmg 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).
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STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

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

I.  DENIAL - MOTION AND RESOLUTION.

Motion:

“l move that the Commission approve Coastal Development Permit 5-99-331 for the
development proposed by the applicant,”

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.

. 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 subject 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




5-89-331 (Makena Resources)
Page 3 of 13

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 1,800 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 “Old Town"” 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 commercia! 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 parking 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 Regional 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 develapment would
fall under the category of “retail 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 (ITE) 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 cases, 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 89,9989 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, 'the 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 and 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
R N
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




5-99-331~ {Makena Resources}
Page 7 of 13

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 effect 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 wouid 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, 19986, 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 $3,500 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 8" 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 signage 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. . . .

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 gight 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 “[slince 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
deficienties.

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 (ITE} 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, 1883, 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 bpolicies 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 (CEQA). Section 21080.5(d){2}(A} of CEQA
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 CEQA
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 (Makena Resources) stfrpt
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APPENDIX A
Selected Coastal Development Permits

Involving Parking on Main Street

Permit #; Project Special Conditions;
Address Description Rationale
A-77-1403; Construction of a 145 sq. ft. No Conditions
115 Main St. | addition to an existing restaurant | (Addition did not increase public service
area)
5-97-012; Remodel and existing 1,838 sq. ft. | 1. Future Development
119 Main St. | 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)
5-85-39; Conversion of an existing 1. Provide 30 spaces in beach parking lot
138 1/2 - 140 | commercial building to a for development’s exclusive use.
Main Street 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
A-77-1724; Interior alterations and 2 new No conditions
143 Main St. | bathrooms to convert commercial | (Rationale not known)
structure to liquor-delicatessen
5-89-143; Convert deli and wine store to sit- | 1. Provide 7 off-site spaces (agreement
143 Main St. | down restaurant now terminated); 2. Signage;
3. Future Improvements
P-74-3537, Expansion of Walt’s Wharf No conditions
201 Main St. | seafood restaurant & fish market (Rationale not known)
P-78-3558,; Construction of a 2nd story No conditions
207 Main St. | addition to a 1-story retail store (Rationale not known)
P-74-3539; Construction of a 1-story No conditions
207 Main St. | commercial building, removal of | (Rationale not known)
utility building to construction 5
parking spaces (2 tandem)
5-95-155; Expansion of an 840 sq. ft. sweet | No conditions
210 Main St. | shop, selling items on a carry out | (Grandfathered existing parking

basis, by 160 sq. ft. No sit down
eating permitted.

deficiency; resultant deficiency less than
one space; heavy walk-in, as opposed to
drive-in, traffic; no in-store dining;
expansion needed to create handicap
accessible bathroom)

11
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APPENDIX A
Selected Coastal Development Permits
Involving Parking on Main Street

Permit #; Project Special Conditions;
Address Description Rationale
5-93-225; Convert an existing 5,674 sq. ft. 1. Revised Plans (remove kitchen)
212 Main St. | building from Masonic Lodge to | 2. Future Improvements
office/retail use (Project also deintensified use)
A-75-4788 Add 125 sq. ft. to front of existing | No conditions
215 Main St. | hardware store with 6 spaces (Rationale not known)
P-78-3940; Convert retail to restaurant with DENIED; (Inadequate on-site parking, 16
216 Main St. | 936 sq. ft. of dining area space deficiency)
A-76-7933 850 sq. ft. addition to existing 400 | 1. Prior to issuance of permit, applicant
218 Main St. | sq. ft. commercial building with 6 | shall submit revised plans with a
substandard tandem parking minimum of 5 parking spaces.
spaces
P-79-6092; Add 550 sq. ft. 2nd story to 1-story | 1. Revised plans showing 6 on-site spaces
218 Main St. | 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
A-75-4569; Establish postal distribution No conditions
221 Main St. | substation. City to label curb for 4 | (Rationale not known)
short-term parking spaces. 1
employee space in rear.
P-76-7170; Construct 2-story office building No conditions
224 Main St. (Rationale not known)
P-75-6596; 2-story, 4-unit commercial 1. Revised plans showing that either 3
228 Main St. | building additional on-site spaces are provided or
the building area is reduced by
approximately 650 sq. ft. to comply with
Commission parking standards.
P-73-1915; Convert portion of building to No conditions
306 Main St. | 1,600 sq. ft. restaurant (Rationale not known)
P-76-9716; Demolish storage sheds and 1. Submit signed/notarized statement
311 Mhin St. | 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
permitted which increases on-site parking.
2. Signs will require separate permit.

12
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APPENDIX A
Selected Coastal Development Permits

Involving Parking on Main Street

Permit #; Project Special Conditions;
Address Description Rationale
5-84-782; Construct 2-story, 5,320 sq. ft. 1. (a) Provide on-site or off-site 24 spaces
320 Main St. | commercial bldg. with 5 on-site for exclusive use of development; (b) If
parking spaces on vacant site. 1(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
5-84-782-A1; | Change Spec. Cond. 2 from deed | Special Condition 2 changed;
320 Main St. | restriction to recorded contract Special Conditions 1 and 3 unchanged.
5-84-782-A2; | Allow restaurant as permitted use | Changes:
320 Main St. | and add 7 off-site parking spaces 1(a). Provide 31 spaces total
at St. Ann’s. 2. Record contract providing 26 spaces at
St. Ann’s Church
P-78-3918, Demolish existing drive-thruand | 1. Applicant to submit revised plans
323 Main St. | construct 2-story commercial showing provision of one parking space
structure with 1,246 sq. ft. of retail | per 225 sq. ft. of gross floor area of retail
use and 1,194 sq. ft. of office use | use, one space per 250 sq. ft. of gross floor
with on-site parking. area for office use; No tandem spaces
allowed.
5-97-196 Construct on a vacant lota 7,635 | Revised plans limiting square footage, use
328 Main square foot, 3 story building with | of a parking management plan,
Street | 703 square feet of gross floor area | implementation of a deed restriction
of retail on the first floor, 1,804 regarding uses and future building
square feet of gross floor area of enclosures
office space on the third floor,
balcony area, and 10 indoor
parking spaces including a car lift
5-87-1011 Demolish medical office and 1. Deed restriction allowing 12 spaces of
330-332 construct 2-story, 6,900 sq. ft. applicant’s parking lot to be available for
Main Street commercial building with 25 public use on weekends.
.

spaces

2. Future improvements.

13




yl

o’ <,
7,

4
7
S,

UNITED STATES NAVA
,ﬂg;%” Sui{g;o
J

AR v B8 5
&g WF BN R BN A

S, RN AN o

> 4 m S, = “ -t .
e mr ol R AN ; N
I BRI Sy e ! LN > =
SR j ? 3
2 "

g

(¢ GAOVE PAAY.
%
S EX
HEE
T
Lo,
BB
o
Yo TS
4/ S
i ,r'\
SNAHETIM BAY
&
S5-PFY //
o
L]
&

%
<,
%
:})"
&
&
ct; AN
TSl
v
2y
LN
\l:: )
\\\' “ >
MNICIPAL
FIER
O
Q
>
&
N
i~
0O
§
| 72]
%]
@]
4

£
i

¥S
B

-
y S -
LS &Y N
R N | ¢
'g‘\kg 1/% {‘(
SOEYE 4O NN
s “1'1?""9;‘:
g3
3

5; g g‘b
E8s COASTAL COMMISSION
o0 S 5\@5&*%2 ¥
m:{) &5 o . A 4 M o em
7., N
Vel EXHIBIT #. -
A all « PAGE ....).. OF 2=
ge =1
’—1 V%:m;» %
ST WINETTY) > x f
:;J ; A:V AN ;ﬁ E§ gg 3
:,' ¥ A:: = . X, [= % N\}f’
‘ 2
:_ W -\ § [ «:: . 3
a N o] W ;%‘ =75 ;V‘f}
o) .
oJ
o0




~ |Ownership Map)

COAST

& S

=

105
DURT CASE NO. 13527
] MM 8-9

8 LOTHIANS IST ADO. M.M. 3-29

I~

NOTE - ASSESSOR'S BLOCK 8 °

PARCEL NUMBERS
SHOWN IN CIRCLES

o Ce

0(‘&{36__9

]
@)

b3
2. 9141

TI7E - ‘a'd N
A;@_,A# AN IS
- 1. G2 vis
e | VN0, VoD
“—a 3 | 666l I

Q
o0

ASSESSOR'S MAP

BOOK 43 PGE II
COUNTY OF ORANGE




-

T 2 TRy

»
'
*

40 "™ 39Vd

!
|
|
| PROJECT DATA
: SITE AREA: ME57 BF. (34 AC)
! BUILDING AREA:
I BUILDING USE: CGENERAL RETANI
s AREA: 5,900 5.F.
E PARKING REQUIRED:
i 1 per S5O0 o.f. RETAN. AREA 12 BTALS
+ FARKING PROVIDED:
| STANDARD: © 920 14 BTAILS
1.50. . COMPACT: @ 8’17 4 STALLS
a 4(&" 407 H-CAP: 1STALL
' TOTAL: 19 STALLS
3 v
< Is
m X, ~ 1
g Z
> < H 2
o I i ;
7 R “ '
’ e i '
* o “ | &)
Al r I RETAIL b ,
: n c ] ] | 2233w
i = 5,900 § | l
; £ C . R !
N = E 5.f. ! l
N '
@
Y.« ' ‘
E g S58V43°00°E 117,307 l
ALLEY |

MAIN & COAST HWY PLAZA SITE PLAN scheme 12

1,
SW comer - of Main St. & Pacific Coast Hwy, Seal Beach, CA \ %47 Main St. RO A R
Makana Resources PRI RITRT
221 m;Dr Ste. T, Irvine, CA 92612 b
1 of1
- . —— b Al




....%- 40 "'-'\&"" JOVd
....‘--'»-'\'C“"“"'# LigiHX3

T, v MNP,
Vi
NATEIAL

Of  EXICMOR PLASTIN W/ LI 'SAND PN

U7 8 WOL BELAY EO00 SONG - SLAL & ANt

B 8T WOE HIOLE WOOR TOHG - TR & PANT

W2 WOOD TORNER TN - SEN & AT

° NP cLass MACK

PUASIER {PasKn 0w

EROW CLATER AUMMUW STOREFWONT § DOORS W/ TNTES

282

®
g

ACUENY 04T PnmE

SAME VEMCOR BICE - LEDOEN STVRL - AT LOW WALS W/ CST
COMCMETE Y K AP

SOGL - 1D N SUMETIED AS SEPARATE NEVER

HETAL DOWNPOUE

LT BOOF . " STANDNG M MeS. % WILGHA.

CUTTEN & EAVE

IR CHOUY K7 T RO & TAMBUCHLE

E k)

HOOTH W ASTER Df O BIOCK LMDACAE WAL -
Wi 9T CHMEMIL CF - SUE SE MM

STERL T

DOMEAGLT - MCTAL TO MATCH ROOF MATL,
AETM COPNG CAF - TO WATOM  WETAL ROOS WMATTIRA.
QLRI NeOCES T2 LIMPAIL Gt

AT WHROR

LOW WAL - CHAS W/ LEDGER STOME
VEMETR A COK, P

LML AP

ST 5

RATED M ITER
HORLOW WAL DODN
TRABS FHCL O

WO WELLIS - STANMD

| ¥ B

ueE aNY 38388 26 8283

I
-5

e

ORI STONE - Chetonnoy Drystech Ladgratve
FRAZEL PAMY « VBT Staghern®
ERATIT RANT . KIS0 Nogg”
BOTRIE MHODTES A VAN

oK EOWARDS PANY

INTD DATHGAD Conrgran

PPG TDLLORKT PATTEMN

EACYORY FOADE TO MATOL NETAL PR
FROE FANT - BI2N W W
e Stan

FACTONY PN - COMRER

POLID SIAMESS SFULL

e~
o~

LR
R
)

-5
L
(e

NOISSINIO3 TY1SY02

trxczonnoowys

T

-
-

—

M AIN & C O A 6..r HWY PL AZ A South Elevation - View from Alley Exterior Elevations

6 S e, AT 31 . e

SW corner of Main St. & Pacific Coast Hwy, Seal Beach, CA 347 Main St. :

Developed By: Makena Resources -
2212 Dupont Dr., te. T, Irvine, CA 92612 ™ of 2

Bz 4 8

A A #21R
L ©

LT R -2

P MM W VN O —— SO W A L1 SO, T W TR S W ST




COASTAL CUMMISSION
..-\_- ;17’7/ ) J ;‘ .-

P ' ' EXHIBIT #...5

AL TS LY TP

. R KHR ASSOCIATES
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October 22, 1999

Mr. Don Robertson : e L

Clo Lobo Seal Beach Associates CChm im
- 2212 Dupont Drive e i neene N

Suite "T"

Irvine, CA 92715

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.

Background

Lobo Seal Beach Associates, Irvine, Califomia, has proposed to build a
commercial/retail development on a 0.34 acre site on the southwest corner 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 paraliel 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 turn 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.

:’,

Thé California Coastal Commission staff, upon its review of the subject project, has
indicated that, per the Regional 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 (949) 756-6440
irvine, California 92614 FAX (949) 756-6444
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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 Clty 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 shouid 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).

'8)+The 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 26 parking spaces. COASTAL COMMISSION
' z; SRV
EXHIBIT # 3
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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).

8) 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.

10) Per the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Parking Generation
manual, 2™ 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 (R?) 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 spaces 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

-:3,requally balanced” parking provision between a “parking surplus” (City code)
‘and a “parking shortage” (Coastal Commission requirement).

COASTAL coMMissIdD
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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

D w
Jaries H. Kawamura, P.E.
President

R-Makena-Seal Beach Parking Analysis2 doc
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INTRODUCTION

OBJECTIVES OF THE REPORT

The primary objective of this report is to provide a
comprshensiva sourcs of parking occupancy rates

for Iand uses and building types. Updated editions

of this report will be periodically published fo include
analyses of additional land uses and bullding types.

CHANGES IN THE SECOND EDITION

This sdition of Parking Generation contains consid-
arably mors data than the previous edition. Data
from mote than 650 new parking generation studias
have been addad for a total data base of nearly 1460
individual parking generation studies. Data for the
following land yses ara now availsble:

¢ Land Use: 021—Commeroial Airport

® Land Uze: 150—Warehousing

® Land Use: 311—Convantion hotsl

¢ Land Use: 312-—=Non-Convention hotei

® Land Uea: 321—Motel with restaurantiounge
& Land Use: 322-—-Motel without restaurantiounge
& Land Use: 480-—Amusement Park ’
® Land Use: 760—Research Center

* tand Use: 851—Convenience Market

Othar changes in the Second Edition ars as follows:

¢ Graphic pregsentations of parking gensration
gdata by (and use are provided.

o Standard deviations, correlation cosfficients,
and regression equations are provided.

® Sources of parking generation studies are pro-
vided in a source list at the end of the docy-
ment, sorted by land use code.

® Additional descriptive materlal and character-
istics of land uses are provided.

* Some land use codes have been renumbered
50 that the pymbering system is consistent with
that used in ITE's 7rip Generation.

USE OF THE PARKING GENERATION
REPORT

Parking generation data have been included for 64
land uses. In some casas, only limited data have
bash.obtained to date, and thus, may not accurately
refiect the true characteristics of a particular land
use or buliding type.

vil
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Variations exist in parking gensration characteris-
tics for the same bulilding classifications or fand
uses. These wiil bo further idantified in future edi-
tions of this report. Becauss of thesa variations,
sample size, and speoizl characterigtics of a aite
being analyzed, extreme care must be exercised in
the use of this data. Users of this report should
exarcise extreme caution when ulilizing dala that is
besed on a amak number of studies.

Ths analyst shouid also uss discretion when study-
ing & multi-use project. For more deatails, refer to the
section In this report on multi-use projects.

A vast maljority of tha data Included in this report Is
derived from suburban dovelopments with little or
no significant transit ridership. At specific sites, the
user may consider modifying the parking genera-
tion rates presented in this report because of loca-
tion {central city, suburban, rural}, public transpor.
tation service, ridesharing, proximity to other davel-
opments which may reduoce parking ganarated, either
through walking or pombined trips, or of special
cheracteristics of the site or surrounding areas. Local
data shouid be collected for comparison when con-
sidering use of ths data in this report.

Graphic presentations and regression equations of
parking generation data have been provided as a
new faature of this edition. Plots have been included
for most relationships having more than two data
points,

INSTRUCTIONS

Choice of Gensration Rate

Rate tables in this report provide average parking
occupancy rates for weekdays, Saturdays, and Sun-
days and [nclude average, maximum, and minimum
ratas for the rangs of studies inciuded for each land
use. The minimum and maximum rates are provided
only to show the full range of the data. An approxi-
mation of ihe standard deviation and R*forthe aver-
ape ratas are provided along with a plot of the actual
measured parking occupancies from esoh study
varsus the size of the indepandant variabie.

Cholce of independent Variable

Parking occupancy rates for most land use types or
butiging typas have been provided for more than
ane independent veriable. The choice of indepen-
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dent variable can ba one of the most important deci- including any basements, mezzanines, or upper
sions in making the parking generation caloulation. floors, sxpressed In square feel and measurad {rom |
Sometimes there is no choice bscause the only the centerline of joint partiticas and from outside
information known may be tha size of the site or the wall 1aces. |
building. Correlation coefficients betweentheaver- .o 1oocanie area Is that erea for which tenants
age weekday rates and various independent varl- pay rant; it is the area that produces income. GLA a
ables are provided yith the trip rate tables. The first lends itse!f readily to measurement and compari-
step In selecting an independent varlable Is to choose son. Because of this feature, GLA has been adopted |
the variables with the best correlation. However, it by the sh opping center ind;:stry as its standard for
is also imporlent to chsck the sampie slze for each statistical o fm Qa rison ]
given independent variable. In the case of two vari- P '
ablgs with similar correlation coefficierts, one should independent Variabie: A physical, measyrable, and [ |
then choose the variable with the larger sample size. predictable unit quantifying the study site or gen-
erator, i.e. building ares, employees, sests, acres, [ |
Data Analysis dweiling units, eto.
The following three tools are proviced to give the Office Bullding Size:* The gross area of the sntire
user an approximation of the variance of the data. building is the sum of the areas at each floor level,
& Apilot of the actual parking occupancies versus including oa.llars. basgments. mezf;anlneis. lp‘"t'
the eize of the indepsndent variable for sach hguges. corqd ors, lobbies, stores, offices, included
study. THE NUMBERS REPRESENTEDONTHE  Within the principal outsids taces of sxtarlar wals,
PLOTS ARE NOT PARKING OGGUPANCY not including archltgmtural sethacks or projesctions.
RATES. THEY ARE ACTUAL PARKING OCCU- Includad are ali stories or areas lhat have floor sur-
PANCIES plotied against an indepandent varl- faf;a_s with clear standing head ropm (6 fest 6 inches
able. The user will achieve slightty aitferent minimum) regardiess of thelf use. Where a ground
results when using rates versus plofs. lefvei area, or part thereof, within the principal out-
e The etandard deviation for the average parking side faces of the exterior walis is left unenclosed.
otcupancy rate representing: the gross area of the unenclosed portion Is to be
1. The difference betwean studies or data sets, considered es a pert of the overall square footage
2. The difference betwesn generating units of the bullding. All unroofed areas and wnenclosed
within & study or data set. roofed-over spaces, sxcept as defined above, are to
» Regression equetions of parking occupanties be excluded from the area calculations.
related to the appropriate independent vark For purposes of the parking generation calcula-
abie, the R? and a plot of the calculated parking tions, the gross area of any parking garages within
ocoupancies versus the size of the independent the building shall not be Included within the gross
variable, area of the entire bullding. The gross area of the .
entire building shall be referrad {0 as the gross square
feet building arsa.
DEFINITION OF TERMS Parking Gensration Rate: The number of occupied
parking spaces per one unit of Independent variable
The following definitions of terms are presented to {i.e.. per employes). This number is an averege, not
clarify the terminoicgy used throughout the textand = weighted average.
tables: Peak Parking Oocupancy: The number of occupied
Correlation Coetficlent (R): A meusure ¢of the degree perking spaces during the time of peak usage ot &
of linear association betwesn two variables. The land use. '
correlation coefficiant Indicates the dagree towhich o,
the mode! estimated vaiues account f%r the devie- Be?;‘e ”:;.“ Eiq""’i:g“‘ ";;fxge’“;i:: :Lm.o:pgim 1
tions in the indivigual observed values of the depan- mathemetical relationship etw o ifiad
dent varieble from their mean valus, Numerical  'e/ated ltems (varlabiss) according to a spec t
magnitudes for “least squares” models range from crrterlpn. It‘ the Yadablss are related lingarly, the
“110 +1 with larger absolute valuas representing  S9u&tion wil be in the following format: P < & " 1
higher degress of linear assoiation, bX. In & non-linear relationship, the equation wi
A od (A9 & of th , . have a diffsrent type of format. |
squar a measure e proportion of -
it The objective in developing the relstionship betwesn
“?m.l variation bstween two variaies. X (lnde’:ggdam vafiable)r;gnd P (depsndent varishle) 1
Grons Leasahis Area (GLA): The total building aree. Is to determine values of the parmmeters e and
designed for tenant cocupancy and exclusive use, “b" g0 that the expected error involved in astimating |
|
v COASTAL COMMISSION
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the depandant variable given estimates of the inde-
pendent variable will be minimum.

in this report, P is the depandant varigble, number °

of o¢cupied parking spaces, and X is the indepen-
dent variable, such as floor area, or number of
amployees,

Shopping Center Size: The unit of measure for all
shopping centers and other retalling of goods and
spparet {land use codes 870 fo 828, 850 tg 830) shall
be gross leasable area.

DATA LIMITATIONS

As indicated In the fand use dsscriptions, the data
presantad have limitations. The basioiimitation, and
araason for varlation in rates, is the sample size of
counts at some generators. Additional data are
needsed for somae generators to morg accurately pre-
dict the peak hour parking demand,

Another reason for such variation Is the time of year
that parking studies wera conducted. Daily and sea-
sonal varlations exist for many generators. Not ali
o! the data in this report have besn collectad during
peasonal peak periods, “design days,” or even aver-
age days.

* Variations may aiso exist because of the geographic
fogation ¢of the generator studied, eithsr within the
United States or Canada, or a matropotitan area.
These locations have begen identifled In the data
sets, but no separaie analysas have been made to
detarmine if a difference exists bacause of locetion.

MULTIUSE PROJECTS

Thers Is a great deal of concern sbout the parking
generation characteristics of multi-use projects,
Specitically, questions have been raised about
whether the parking generation characteristics of
multl-use projects are the same as for the single-
use projects that compose the project. it appears
reasonabie to assuma that muiti-use projects would
potentially domand fewer parking spaces, because
of the internal matching of trip ends within the proj-
ect. In addition, one trip to a multi-use project could
satisfy 8 numbar of trip purposes at the same tims.

For purposas of parking generation snalyaes, & multi-
use project would contain two of more fandg uses of
building types that #ach attract people from outsida

the project, share parking facliities and driveways,

and inglude unimerrupted padastrian conneotions.
This definltion is somewhat different than the com-
monly accepted dafinition of a mixed-use develop-

Ix
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ment, as stated previously, becauses the practitioner
would bs Interestad in defining the inter.refation-
ships between the two or mora uses sharing the
same driveways.

Central businesas districis (downtowns) ars, in fact,
examples of extensive muiti-use developmants, and
can provide a model for smaller muiti-use project
parking generation characteristics. For example,
downtown areas fypically have a mixture of very
diverse uses (retall, rasidential, commercial, recre-
ation, and lodging). The high intensity and clogse
proximity of these uses are unique. Extansive
pedestrian Interaction occurs betwasen thase ditfer-
ent uses, becauss of tha scale of the downtown area,
the sase of access, and the proximity of the uses.
Some downtown areas have excelient transit ser-
vice, which often resufts in a higher percentage of
all person trips arriving by transit. In eddition, auto
occupancy, particularly during the peak commute
hours, is usually higher in a cantra! business district
that it Is in an outlying araa. For these reasons,
parking generation characteristics In & downtown

- gnivironment are different than thoss outside of a

central business district. Parking generation rates
indicated hereln gre from outside the downtown,
Parking generation rates in the central businesa dis-
trict are normally lower than thoss In suburban areas,

Shopping centers are also multi-use projects which
ars treatod as Individual projeots. For parking gen-
eration purposes, 8 shopping center should be
treated as an Iindividual project when all of its uses
are retail in nature, such as oonvenience and com-
parison retall goods, stores, restaurants, theaters,
and banking [nstitutions. The reason for this dis-
tinction is that this is the historic makeup of shop-
ping canters and the parking generation rate data
reflacts these uses. However, the addition of sub-
stantial office space or a hotel or motal (with or
without convention facilitias) to a shopping oenter
should then constitute a multi-use project.

Oftice bulidings with support retall or restaurant
facilities and sarvices contained inside the building
should not ba treated as a multl-use projectbecause
the data for general office buildings alsc contaln
these uses. However, 8 daveiopment with an office
building, & free-standing restaurant and/or free-
standing ratail facilities should be treated as @ multi-
uss project.

¥ a buliding or project contains uses that do not
attract people from outside but are entirely suppor-
tive of the paople within the project then those uses
would not be considered within the definition of a
multi-use project.

A report published by the Urban Land institute,
Shared Parking, addrassas multi-use parking gen-
sration characteristios. This document containg dats

EXHIBIT # B S
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on the effect of the captive market. Table 1 sum-
marizes Exhibit 23 Trom Shared Parking, indicating
the percentage of employees who were measured
to ai50 be patrons in the same or nearby develop-
ment,

This report also indicates & strong linkage between
hotel guests end nearby restaurants or retail uses,
In one survey of eight hotels, 73 to 100 percént of
the guests indicated that they were aiso patrons at

KHR ASSOGIATES PAGE 05

retal] establishments and/or restaurants. This appears
to be conslstent for both downtown and suburban
hotels.

“Urban Land Instituts, Bollars and Cents of Shopping Canters:
1984,

Hnatitute of Real Estate Managemant of the National Asaociation
of Realtors, insoma’Expense Analys!s, Office Buildings, Down-
fown, and Suburben, 1866,

Yirben Land Institute, Shated Parking, 1882,

_ TABLE 1

EFFECTS OF CAPTIVE MARKET—

PERCENTAGE OF EMPLOYEES WHO ARE ALSO FATRONS IN SAME OR NEARBY DEVELOPMENT
CBOD SITE _ NON-CBD SITE
AVERAGE RANGE AVERAGE RANGE

SINGLE-USE SITES 29 0-76 18 0-78
MIXED-USE SITES 61 22-85 28 0-83
ALL SITES 3 0-85 24 0-83
- IQ s
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LAND USES: 820-828
SHOPPING CENTER ‘

11/28/199% 11:33 KHR ASSUCIATES

-

820—Less Than 50,000 Gross Square Feet Leasable Araa
821-—50,000--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 Arsa
824—300,000-399,999 Gross Squara Feet Leasable Area
825—400,000—-499,999 Gross Square Feet Leasable Area
826—500,000-999,999 Gross Square Feet Leasable Area
827—1,000,000-1,250,000 Gross Square Feet Leasable Area
828—Greater Than 1,250,000 Gross Square Fest Leasable Area

~ DESCRIPTION

A shopping canter is an integrated group of com-
mercial establishments which & planned, devel-
cped, owned, andg managed as a unit. itis related to
Its market area in terms of size, location, and typa
of store, Off-site parking tacilities are provided.

Nearly all of tha facilitlas surveyed were located in
suburban areas. Many were served by tranalt. The
shopping centers surveyed range In aiza from 10,479

to 1,856,000 square feet gross leasable ares.

Purking Generation, August 1887/institie 0f Transportation Engineers

125

PARKING CHARACTERISTICS AND
DATA LIMITATIONS

Much of the data contained herein Is for average
business periods. Shopplng center parking Is usu-
ally designed to accommodate paak $eason demand
rather than average demand. Hence, the data con-
tained in this report should not be usad to determine
design day shopping centar parking supply.

Peak parking occurred during the mid-day hours for
shopping centers smalier than 50,000 square feet,
and during the lunchtime and late afternoon and
early evening hours for shopping centars batween
50,000 and 99,998 square feet,

(t would be desirable to obtain additional data in
order to better determine the pesak rates.

COASTAL CQMMISS!
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SHOPPING CENTER (820-828) .
Peak Parking Spaces Occupied vs: 1,000 GROSS SQUARE FEET
LEASABLE AREA i
On a: WEEKDAY |
PARKING GENERATION RATES !
Average Range of Standard Number of Average 1,000 i
Rute Rates Deviation Studles Square Feat GLA i
323 1.02~-6.17 1.20 141 635
|
DATA PLOT AND EQUATION
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Fitted Curve Equation: Ln(P) = 1.173 Ln(X) + 0.064 !
R?* = 0.938 . |
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