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STAFF REPORT: REVISED FINDINGS 

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. 

DATE OF COMMISSION ACTION: January 11, 2000 

COMMISSION ACTION: Approval with special conditions. 

COMMISSIONERS ON PREVAILING SIDE: Daniels, Desser, Dettloff, Estolano, Kruer, 
Mclain-Hill, Nava, Rose, Woolley, Chairman Wan 

SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 

Staff recommends that the Commission adopt the following revised findings in support of the 
Commission's approval with special conditions of Coastal Development Permit application 
5-99-331 on January 11, 2000. 

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, MOTION AND RESOLUTION 
OF ADOPTION OF REVISED FINDINGS. 

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

MOTION: 

I move that the Commission adopt the revised findings in support of the 
Commission's action on January 11, 2000 concerning Coastal Development 
Permit 5-99-331. 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION OF APPROVAL: 

Staff recommends a YES vote on the motion. Passage of this motion will result in the 
adoption of revised findings as set forth in this staff report. The motion requires a majority 
vote of the members from the prevailing side present at the January 11, 2000 hearing, with 
at least three of the prevailing members voting. Only those Commissioners on the prevailing 
side of the Commission's action are eligible to vote on the revised findings. 

RESOLUTION TO ADOPT REVISED FINDINGS: 

The Commission hereby adopts the findings set forth below for Coastal Development Permit 
5-99-331 on the ground that the findings support the Commission's decision made on January 
1 1 , 2000 and accurately reflect the reasons for it. 

II. STANDARD CONDITIONS: 

1 . Notice of Receipt and Acknowledgment. The permit is not valid and development shall 
not commence until a copy of the permit, signed by the permittee or authorized agent, 
acknowledging receipt of the permit and acceptance of the terms and conditions, is 
returned to the Commission office. 

2. Expiration. If development has not commenced, the permit will expire two years from 
the date on which the Commission voted on the application. Development shall be 
pursued in a diligent manner and completed in a reasonable period of time. Application 
for extension of the permit must be made prior to the expiration date. 

3. Compliance. All development must occur in strict compliance with the proposal set 
forth in the application for permit, subject to any special conditions set forth below. 
Any deviation from the approved plans must be reviewed and approved by the staff 
and may require Commission approval. 

4. Interpretation. Any questions of intent or interpretation of any condition will be 
resolved by the Executive Director or the Commission. 
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Inspections. The Commission staff shall be allowed to inspect the site and the project 
during its development, subject to 24-hour advance notice. 

6. Assignment. The permit may be assigned to any qualified person, provided assignee 
files with the Commission an affidavit accepting all terms and conditions of the permit. 

7. Terms and Conditions Run with the land. These terms and conditions shall be 
perpetual, and it is the intention of the Commission and the permittee to bind all future 
owners and possessors of the subject property to the terms and conditions. 

Ill. SPECIAL CONDITIONS 

1. FUTURE DEVELOPMENT DEED RESTRICTION 

A. This permit is only for the development described in coastal development permit 
No. 5-99-331. Pursuant to Title 14 California Code of Regulations section 
13253(b)(6), the exemptions otherwise provided in Public Resources Code 
section 30610 (b) shall not apply to the entire parcel. Accordingly, any future 
improvements to the permitted structure, including but not limited to repair and 
maintenance identified as requiring a permit in Public Resources section 
30610(d) and Title 14 California Code of Regulations sections 13252(a)-(b), 
which are proposed within the restricted area shall require an amendment to 
Permit No. 5-99-331 from the Commission or shall require an additional coastal 
development permit from the Commission or from the applicable certified local 
government. 

B. PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the applicant 
shall execute and record a deed restriction in a form and content acceptable to 
the Executive Director, reflecting the above restrictions on development in the 
restricted area. The deed restriction shall include legal descriptions of both the 
applicant's entire parcel and the restricted area. The deed restriction shall run 
with the land, binding all successors and assigns, and shall be recorded free of 
prior liens that the Executive Director determines may affect the enforceability 
of the restriction. This deed restriction shall not be removed or changed 
without a Commission amendment to this coastal development permit. 

2. LEGAL INTEREST 

3. 

PRIOR TO THE ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the applicant 
shall submit, for the review and approval of the Executive Director, written 
documentation demonstrating that it has the legal ability to undertake the proposed 
development as conditioned herein. 

CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION APPROVAL 

PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, applicant shall 
provide to the Executive Director a copy of a permit issued by California Department of 
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Transportation~ or letter of permission, or evidence that no permit or permission is 
required. The applicant shall inform the Executive Director of any changes to the 
project required by the California Department of Transportation. Such changes shall 
not be incorporated into the project until the applicant obtains a Commission 
amendment to this coastal development permit, unless the Executive Director 
determines that no amendment is required. 

IV. FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS 

The Commission hereby finds and declares as follows: 

A. PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND LOCATION 

The proposed project is located at 34 7 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 1101d 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 
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 coastal development permit (5-99-363), requested by 
the owners of the gas station, was approved with conditions by the Commission on January 
111 2000 • 

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. The site is located at the entrance to, but 
not within, Seal Beach's "Old Town" area, a popular visitor oriented commercial area next to • 
the City's heavily visited municipal pier and beach. The property lots along Main Street are 
shallow and narrow in size. In addition, many of the commercial structures along Main Street 
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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 high demand for parking in this 
area. 

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. 

For general retail stores, the Commission typically requires that 1 parking space per 225 
square feet of total gross floor area be provided on-site to support the parking demand of the 
development. The proposed development is a 5,900 square foot structure. Based upon the 
Commission's commonly used standard of 1 space:225 square feet, the multi-tenant retail 
center would need 26 parking spaces to meet the parking demand. The proposed 
development has 19 parking spaces. Therefore, based on the Commission's typical parking 
requirements, the proposed development has a theoretical 7 parking space deficiency. 

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 provides less parking than 
the Commission typically suggests should be provided by a retail commercial development. 
However, the applicants parking analysis points out that under the City of Seal Beach's 
Specific Plan for Main Street, the proposed development 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 applicant's parking analysis cites the parking ratio referenced in the Institute of 
Transportation Engineer's (ITE) Parking Generation manual. This parking ratio 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. 

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 
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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 important that new development provide adequate on-site parking. 

While the proposed development provides less parking than the Commission's commonly used 
parking standards suggest is adequate, the development does provide more parking than City 
standards require and does provide precisely the number of spaces that the Institute of 
Transportation Engineers suggest are needed. The Commission's parking standard is one of 
many general indicators of parking need. The applicant's site specific parking study suggests 
that the City-sponsored 1994 parking study and the ITE parking ratio more accurately predict 
the quantity of parking spaces necessary to support a general retail building at the subject site 
than the Commission's parking standards. 

In addition, the proposed development is located approximately 1 ,900 feet from the nearest 
public beach at the corner of a heavily traveled transportation route (Pacific Coast Highway). 
This location is at the entrance to, but not within, the "Old Town" area of downtown Seal 
Beach, which begins seaward of Electric Avenue and the subject site. Persons utilizing the 

• 

beach are less likely to use on-street parking in the vicinity of this project site because of the • 
busy nature of the intersection and the availability of more conveniently located public parking 
spaces closer to the beach. Since the project site has 19 on-site parking spaces which the 
site specific parking study states is adequate to support the proposed development it is 
unlikely that persons patronizing the site would need to utilize public on-street parking spaces. 
The Commission acknowledges that parking needs for new development projects occurring 
more seaward of the subject site may be more accurately characterized by the Commission's 
commonly used parking standards as opposed to City standards. However, at the subject 
location, 19 parking spaces for a general retail use is enough to avoid adverse impacts upon 
public access caused by inadequate parking. 

In addition, the Commission notes that the City of Seal Beach evaluated the proposed project 
for parking related impacts with special attention to impacts upon public access. The City 
determined that the proposed project provided adequate parking for the project site. In 
addition, the Commission specifically notes that the City is implementing a parking 
management program that, at the January 2000 hearing, the City's Director of Development 
Services stated would assure that the City would not be seeking a preferential parking 
program in the future to address parking issues in the City. 

The proposed 1 9 parking spaces have been found to be adequate specifically for general retail 
uses at the site. Other uses, such as a restaurant or other food outlet may have more intense 
parking needs than the proposed general retail uses. Changes in intensity of use of a site is a 
non-exempt _form of development which requires a coastal development permit or permit 
amendment. Some future improvements to the structure may be necessary to intensify use of 
the site. In order to assure that future improvements to the site are monitored for impacts • 
upon public access, the Commission imposes Special Condition 1. Special Condition 1 
requires the applicant to execute and record a deed restriction stating that all future 
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improvements to the proposed development require an amendment to Permit No. 5-99-331 
from the Commission or shall require an additional coastal development permit from the 
Commission or from the applicable certified local government. The deed restriction shall be 
subject to review and approval of the executive director and shall be recorded prior to 
issuance of the coastal development permit. The deed restriction shall not be changed or 
removed without a Commission amendment to the permit. As conditioned, the Commission 
finds the proposed development is consistent with Section 30252 of the Coastal Act. 

D. LEGAL ABILITY TO UNDERTAKE DEVELOPMENT 

The proposed development includes construction of sidewalks, curb cuts, and other 
improvements within the California Department of Transportation (CaiTrans) Pacific Coast 
Highway right-of-way . Documentation which would confirm that the applicant has the legal 
ability to undertake this portion of the proposed development and comply with all the 
conditions of approval has not been submitted. Section 30601.5 of the Coastal Act requires 
states in part, 

.. . prior to the issuance of a coastal development permit, the applicant shall 
demonstrate the authority to comply with all conditions of approval. 

The proposed development includes 19 parking spaces which includes an ingress to the site 
from Pacific Coast Highway and an egress from the site to Main Street. This ingress/egress 
layout allows the applicant to maximize the number of on-site parking spaces. If CaiTrans 
were to require changes to the location of the ingress/egress point from Pacific Coast 
Highway, changes to the parking layout and quantity of spaces provided could be affected. 
Therefore, the Commission imposes Special Condition 2 which requires that, prior to issuance 
of the permit, the applicant shall submit evidence of their legal ability to undertake 
development at the subject site as conditioned herein. In addition, the Commission imposes 
Special Condition 3 which requires that, prior to issuance of the coastal development permit, 
the applicant shall provide to the Executive Director a copy of a permit issued by the 
California Department of Transportation, or letter of permission, or evidence that no permit or 
permission is required from CaiTrans. The applicant shall inform the Executive Director of any 
changes to the project required by the California Department of Transportation. Such changes 
shall not be incorporated into the project until the applicant obtains a Commission amendment 
to this coastal development permit, unless the Executive Director determines that no 
amendment is required. As conditioned the Commission finds the proposed project is 
consistent with Section 30601.5 of the Coastal Act. 

E. 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 
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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 conditioned, the proposed development is consistent with the Chapter Three policies of the 
Coastal Act. Therefore, the Commission finds that the proposed development would not 
prejudice the ability of the City to prepare a certified coastal program consistent with the 
Chapter Three policies of the Coastal Act. 

F. 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. 

The proposed project is located in an urban area. The proposed development has been 
conditioned to assure that the project will not have a significant adverse impact on coastal 

• 

resources. The proposed development, as conditioned, is consistent with the Chapter 3 • 
policies of the Coastal Act. There are no feasible alternatives or mitigation measures available 
which will lessen any significant adverse effect the activity would have on the environment. 
Therefore, the Commission finds that the proposed project is consistent with CEQA and the 
policies of the Coastal Act. 
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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. 

• 
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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. 1. 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 1. Provide 7 off-site spaces (agreement 
sit-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) 

9 



Permit#; 
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 Main St. 

6-99-331 (Makena Resources) 
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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 permit, 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-term 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 

permitted which increases on-site parking . 
2. Signs will require separate permit. 

10 
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Permit#; 
Address 
5-84-782; 
320 Main St. 

5-84-782-A 1; 
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 

• 
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Involving Parking on Main Street 

Project Special Conditions; 
Description Rationale 

Construct 2-story, 5,320 sq. ft. 1. (a) Provide on-site or off-site 24 spaces 
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 

Change Spec. Cond. 2 from deed Special Condition 2 changed; 
restriction to recorded contract Special Conditions 1 and 3 unchanged. 
Allow restaurant as permitted use Changes: 
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 
Demolish existing drive-thru and 1. Applicant to submit revised plans 
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. 
Construct on a vacant lot a 7,635 Revised plans limiting square footage, use 
square foot, 3 story building with of a parking management plan, 
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 

Demqlish medical office and 1. Deed restriction allowing 12 spaces of 
construct 2-story, 6,900 sq. ft. applicant's parking lot to be available for 
commercial building with 25 public use on weekends. 
spaces 2. Future improvements. 

11 
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Consulting Engln..,. • Arohlteota ··Pl..,.,.,. 

October 22, 1999 

Mr. Don Robertson 
C/o lobo Seal Beach Associates 

· 2212 Dupont Drive 
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 retaH 
development in the City of Seal Beach, California. 

Background 

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 proponenfs Architect, Bundy Finkel • 
Architects, Santa Ana Heights, Carlfomia. The site plan calls for a 5,900 square foot · 
building and 19 marked spaces Qncluding one handicapped parking space and 4 
compad 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, UM, 
and parking spaces specified on the site plan. The site is located within the City's 
•Commercial eore• 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 Unscott, Law & 
Greenspan .. · 
'. ,. . . . 

nJ California Coastal Commission staff, upon its review of the subject project. has 
indicated that, per the Regions/Interpretive Guidelines for Orange County, the subject 
projed 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 
lrvfne, Ce.llfDmla 92614 

(949) 766-6440 
FAX (849) 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 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 
commissione.d 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) •,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 ot the required 26 parking spaces. COASTAL COMMISSION 

5=9t?=331 
EXHIBIT # ...... _3. __ _ 
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8) By eliminating an existing driveway Qn 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, 2nd 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 coefficie11t (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 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 
, . ,~equally balanced• parking provision between a •parking surplus• (City code) 

· '8nd a "parking shortage• (Coastal Commission requirement). 

COASTAL COMMISSia 
5c29=33f-' 
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In Closlna 

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

Sincerely yours, 

KHR Associates 

Cfi~~ 
President 

:. ti-

COASTAL COMMISSION 
~E%Js9=ast 

EXHIBIT # ·····-~·-········· 
PAGE •••• :L. OF •• :L ... 



A 

a· 
r 
r 
•• 
•• 
i 
I 

I 

• 
• • • • • • • 

,, 

949-7!56-6444 10-R ASSOCIATES PAGE 82 

INTRODUCTION 

OBJECTIVES OF THE REPORT 

The primary obJective of thla report Ia to provide a 
oomprehanaiVe eource of parking occupancy ratM 
for land ueea Mel bulldlog tyP"- Updated edition• 
of this report will bt PeriodlcaJiy published 1o Include 
analyaee of additional land usee and building type&. 

CHANGES IN THE SECOND I!DITION 

This adltlon of P1rtlng Generation contains consid-
8tably more data than the previous edition. Data 
from more tnan 650 new partclng generation atudlea 
h1W8 been added for 1 total data bale of nearly 1460 
Individual parking generaUon ltudl-. D.ta for the 
following land UHI are now 'IVallable: 

• Land Uu: 021~mmeroial Airport 
• Land Uu: 150-Warahoullng 
• Land Uea: 311-conv.ntlon hOtel 
• Land u .. : 112-Non..COnv•ntiOn ~ 
• Land uea: 321-Motel With nastaurantllounoe 
• Unci U.: 322-Mobll without rwtaurantt1ounge 
• Land UN: 480-Amu•ment Park · 
• Land UM: 7eo-Aeeearoh C.ter 
• Land U.: l&i--convenienoe Market 

Ottlar chang&~ In tht Second EdHion.,.. u foltowl: 

• Graphio preeentetio,_ of parking get*atiOft 
data by land Ult a,. provided. 

• Standard de\llattona. correlation coatficientl, 
and regression equatlona are provided. 

• Sourcee of parkin; generation studies are pro­
vided In a source llat m the and of the docu· 
ment, eortad by land IJM coM. 

• Additional delcrlptlve material and character­
latlca of land uta~ are provided. 

• Some lartd uae oodel have been renumberwc:t 
so 1h-' the numbering system Ia conelatentwlth 
thet 1.1-.d in ITE'1 Trip GeiNII'8fion. 

US! OF THE PARKING GENERAnoN 
REPORT 

Patlelng generation data h..,. been ineludact for 64 
ltlrtd .uHS. In IOft18 cues, anly limited data han 
beel\.o~talned to date, and thua, may not accurataly 
refleCt the true characteristics of a partie\llar lanes 
UM or building type . 

Vari .. ion• e•lst in parking generation charactarls­
tlcs for the arne building claalficatlona or land 
usee. ll\eae will be fur1her Identified In future edla 
tlont of thil report. Becausa ot theM variations, 
aampl1 liM, and .-oial oharaot.tlatioe of a alta 
being analyzed, extreme care must be exeroiled In 
the u11 of thl; data. Uura of M ,.,., IIJould 
• ... uhme caurJon wllaft llflllzlnflat.l .... ,. 
baud on • amaR nunrbofol....._ 

Tfta analyst anould also ua dlscrwtton when ltudy­
lng a mufti-use proJect. For more details, refer to tha 
Hctfon In this report on multi-ute projec;W. 

A vast majority of the data Included In this report Is 
derim from suburban developments with little or 
no algnlflcan1 transit ridarthip. At ll)ec:ific tlta&. the 
uaer may con"dar modifying the partdng g-ra­
tion rat.t preNnt.id In thit report beeauu of loca· 
tlon (central cJty, auburban, rural), public tranapor· 
tatlon eervlce, rkleeharlng, proximity to other dlvel· 
opmentl which may reduoe l*fdnu genetated. eflhet 
through welklng or oomOined trips, or of epaolal 
ch&f'ICtlristica of the site or IUrrounding.,.., LOGII 
data should be collected for comparl8on whM aon­
llderfng uaa of the data In., .. ~ 

Graphio preter~tation.t and regreeelon aquattona ot 
parking generation data have been provided • a 
new feature of thlaedltfon. Plota have bHn Included 
for mo.t relationlhiP• having moq than two data 
polntl. 

INSTRUCTIONS 

Choice al GIMrltlon Rate 

Rata labiM In thi& report provide everaga partdng 
occupancy ratM for ~days, saturdep, and Sun­
days and Include average, mutmum. and minimum 
ratas for the ranga of ttudle•lncluded for e.Gh l8nd 
uee. The minimum and maximum ratn are provided 
only to show the full range of the data. An appraxt­
mation of the standard deviation and A' tariM .. ,... 
aga ratea are provided along with a plot of the actual 
mauurecl parking occupancl01 from e..,h .Wdy 
versus the size of the Independent variable • 

cnolce of~ltV811H1a 

Parking cccupency rates for moat land Ult typea or 
building types have been provided for more than 
one lndep011Cient variable. The c*toice of lndeptn-

• 

•• 

c~~~ ~o~;·~~-
exHIBIT # ~ ...... !::\, ...••...... 
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· ctent variable can be one of the most important decl­
alont in making tho parking generation oaloulation. 
Sometimes there is no choice because the only 
information known may be the size of the aile or the 
building. Correlation coefficients betwMn the aver· 
age waskday ratea and various independent vert­
able. are provided with the trip rate 18blea. The find 
&tep In selecting an independent vartable 16 to ch0018 
the variables with lhe best correlation. However. It 
II also fmporfant to check th• $ample alze for each 
given lndepenc.t.nt verlabl8. In ~e case of two van­
ebles with slrnllar cOrrelation coefflcienta, one lhould 
than chooae the varieble v.lth the larger sample BID. 

DataAnafpla 

The following three toots are provided to give the 
uear en approximation of the varisnoe of the data. 

• A plot af the actual pandng occupanclaa Yef8llll 
the size of the Independent variable for each 
atudy. THE NUMBERS REPRESENTED ON THE 
PlOTS ARE NOT PARI<JNG OCCUPANCY 
RATES. THEY ARE ACTUAL PARKJNG OCCU· 
PANCIES ptotted again&t an independent Y._rt­
able. The uw wi11 achieve slightly different 
reaulta when using ratas versus plots. 

• The atanaard deviation for the average parking 
occupancy rat• repre.enting: 
1. The difference betwHn l't\ldles or data tete. 
2. ihe difference between generating units 

within altUdy or data set. 
• Aegrnalon equations at parking occup~a"Ciea 

related to 1,. .appropriat1 independent vafi.. 
able, the A•. and 1 plotofthecalc~o~lated parking 
oooupanoiee veraue the e1zt of the independent 
variable. 

DEFINITION OF TEAMS 

The following d•finitloM of terme are presented to 
clarify the terminology UNCI throughout 1he text and 
~: 

Correlation Coeftlcllnl (R): A meet~t~re of the degree 
of linear auoclatlon betwHn two variablel. The 
correlation ooetflclem fndlcatea the degrH to which 
the modal .timated values account for the dtwle­
tlons In h inaiYkluaJ observed values of the depen­
dent variable from their mean valu•. Numerical 
magnitudes for ''least squares•• model& range from 
-:1 to + 1 with larger absolute values repreeentlng 
higher degnl'el of linear aS$00iati0n. 

A-squared (A'} II a measure of the proportion of 
total variation between two varta.1:11tac. 

GNel! Leaaable Arle(GLA):~ The total building are& 
dealgMCS for tenent occul)('noy and exclusive aae. 

including any basements, mezzanines, or upper 
floort, exproa&Od In squart feet and mauured from 
the centerline of Joint panitions and from outalde 
wautaees. 

Groas leasable area Is that area for which tenants 
pay ranti H Is tne area that produce• income. GLA 
lends itself readily to mi!Sa$tJrement and comPIU'i­
aon. BecauH of thi1 foature, GLA has betn adopted 
by tile shopping center Industry u Ita standard far 
lf.atistical comparisOn. 

lnd1pendent Yarltbte: A physical. measurable. and 
predlctabJe unit quantifying the study •'• or ven­
erator. i.e. building area. employees, 111~ acrM. 

dwelling '"'"--eta. 
ornoe Building sra:t The gi"D88aru of the enttre 
building it the sum of the artat at each floor tevel, 
including cellars. basementJ. muzanln11. pent. 
hou&H. corrldons, lobbies. ltores, offiCII, Included 
within the principal outelde 1acas of exterior walla. 
not Including arohiteotural eetbaoiCI or projeotlone. 
Included are all atoriel or &1'888 that haft floor MJr• 
f~ with clear atanding head ros>m (G fHtl inchel 
minimum) regal'dllfa& of their ute. Where a ground 
level area. or pert therec:tf, within the principal out­
clde faoe& of the exterior walla Ia 1att unenciONd. 
the groes area of tht unencto.ld portion Ia to be 
considered u • P&trt of the overall square footage 
of the building. All unroofed areultld unenoiOied 
roofed-over cpaces, except u daflntd abow, aN to 
be excluded from the .,... calculatl6na. 
For purpoMI of the parking generetiOn • eaJoua. 
tiona. the grou area of any parking gar1g0t withtn 
the buik:ting ehall not be Included within the gr011 
II'H of the entlra buUdlng. The gi'OA area Of the • 
entire b~o~itding shall be refwred toM the groM a:wt..-e 
feet building area. 
Parldng Genltl'lltian Rille: The number of occ;upled 
parking epaCB per one unl1 of Independent nriabfe 
(i.e .. per employee). Thll number Ia an &vttrllfle, nor 
1 weighted average. 

Peak Parking Oooupiii'IDV: The number of occup*l 
perkin; ..,_oee durf"' the ti,. of peak ..u.rae of • 
land La. 

Regression Equation~ An expreealon of the optlrNI 
mathematloal relatiol'\&1\ip between two or more 
related lterqa (variables) eccording to a aptCified 
criterion. If tl"'e vartabl81 .,.. related llratat1y, the 
equation will be in the following format: P .. 1 + 
bX. In a non-linear relationthfp, the eQuation wilt 
have a different type of format. 

The objecth.w in dweloplng the ntlatlonlhlp belwlln 
X (Independent variable) ana P (depenaent variable) 
Is to determine v(llu• of the paramtd•rl ••a•• atwt 
"b"IO thatthe eli(P4Jct.d error &nvohled In Mil matinG 
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PAGE --··'==·· OF ••• b ... -

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 
I 

I 
I 

I 

I 
I 

I 
I 

I 
I 

I 



.. 
I 

I 

I 
I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

the dependent variable gtYif'l eetlmates of them• 
pendent vartable will be minimum. 

In thlt repol't, P i• the dependant ~te. number· 
Of occupfed parking spaces, and X Ia the Indepen­
dent variable, such u floor area. or number ot 
employees. 

Shopping c.nw Size: The unit of meuuN for all 
..,opplng centera and otMr retaiHng of goods and 
apparel (land use coclea 810 ro 828, MD to 8SIO) lhall 
bt aroea teuaD~.,... 

DATA LIMITAnONS 

All inclicat.d In the land uM delcrll)tiona. 1M data 
pr818nted havellmbtiona. The buio limitation • .and 
a reuon for variation In rates, is the Mtnple alra of 
oountl at acme genaratOI'I. ~dltlonal data are 
neecled for some generatore to more accurately pre­
dict tt\e peak hour parking demand. 

Ano1her reuon for such variation II the time of year 
that partclng8tudi8& were oonduoc.d. Dally and tea~ 
aonal vatlations tJ(Ist for many genaratara. Not all 
ortne data in this report have bHn collected during 
leUOnal peak perlodl, "dellgn dayl,'' or even aver· 
8gedaya. 

" Variations may a1sa exlsr becauM of the geographic 
lOCation or lhe gener.ator ltUdled, either. wltl\ln the 
United Statal or Canada, or a rMtropOIItan .,... 
TMM Jocatjona have been Identified In the data 
1811, Dut na eepande analyses haW been mada to 
determine if a difference exlm bec:au• cf location. 

MULTI-USE PROJECTS 

There Ia a great deal of ooncem about the parking 
generation characterlltlca of muftl.ula projeCt~. 
Specificalfy, qllfttlone have been railed abOut 
wMthar the parking generation che~ea of 
muftl.uM project& are the •me u for thlalngle­
uu projeQ\1 that compoM the project. tr 8PPHI'I 
r.uonabre to uaume that multl·uae projects would 
potentially demand ftWM parking epaoa, becau.. 
of the internal matching of trip enda within the proJ­
ect. In addition, one trip to a multf.uel profeot oould 
tatiafy a number of trip purpous at the seme time. 

For pul"ppOBB of parleing generation IN.IY~~~t a multl­
uu project would cont.Jn two or mo111 land Ulel or 
bl.lilding typa that each attraCt people from outaide 
the projeot, ehare parking facilities and driveway~. 
and' ir'A;fude uninterrupted padaetrtan connection._ 
Thla definition Ia eomewhat different than the eom· 
monly accepted definition of a mixed-use develop-

IX 

"'ent, u stated previously, baca'-'M tM ptagtitioner 
would be ll'lr.tested In defining the lnw.,..auon. 
lhlps between U\e two or mora u~e~ lhlrlna the 
aame drlv.waya. 

• 

Cerltral buainns diatricts (downtown•) ua. In tact. 
examples of extenalva multl·ut• devatopmenw. and 
ean provide a model for amaller multl-uee proJect 
perking Qlntration characterl•tlea. For exampl .. 
downtown areas typically have a mixture of very 
Clive,. UIM (retail, te&HMntial, oommerot.t, __,. 
atlon, anc1 lOdging). Tne IUgt'l ~ten.ity and cloll 
proximitY of these usn are unique. ext.nalw 
pedatn.n Interaction occuts betwean th111 dlffer­
entuiH, because ottheecale of tho downtown area. 
tne ease Of access. and the proximity of the UJet, 
8ome downtown areu have excellent tr1n11t ..,._ 
vice. which oftan results In a higher peroantaQa of 
all penon trl,a arrhring by tranlft. ln addition, IIUto 
occupancy. particularly during the pnk commute 
ttoure, is usually higher in a central bualftlll dlatltct 
that h Ia In an outlying area. For theee reuons, 
parldng generation characterlstiOI In 1 downtoWn 
environment are dlfflrant than thou outside of a 
central bualneea dl6tricl Parking generation ,.... 
Indicated h.,.,n ar• from outside the dQwntown. 
P~lng generation rates In Ute central buiiM18 dlt­
triCilt n normally lower 1han 1hcla In IUburben .,.., 

• 

Shopping centers are 1110 multl-uee pro,ieoW which 
are treated • Individual projeob. For parking ,.,.. 
eration purpoMI, a thoppln; canter lhould bll 
natad .. .n Individual proJ•ct when all of Its.,... 
ant l'lltallln nature, IUCh • oonwnlence and ~ 
pari&On retell gOOds, stores. ratauranta, theatwa. 
and banking ln.tltutlo01. The rauon fDr lhla dlt­
tinctlon 18 that thll 11 the historic mabup of .tlop­
plng centen and tne partdng_ genefltion rate data 
rafi80\I theM UHt. However. the addition of 8Ub­
ltll1tfal omc. IP808 or a hotel or motel (wilt! or 
without ~tion f*Cilitlet) to a ehopplng oenter 
lhoukl then oonstltute a multi-ull proJtlcL 

Office bulldlnp with aupport retail or rettaurant 
facllltl• and .. rvlces contained lnllde the bUilding 
lhouldnotbetreaaedasamultf..uMprojactbleaUH 
the dtlte for general office buildings alto contain 
th..- u.... However. a development whh .., Dfftoe 
building, a freHtlndtng restaurant anc:Vor free. 
ltandlng Ntail tac;illtlel thould be treated u a multi· 
ueeproJect. 

If a building or proJect contafna uua that do not 
attract people from ou-'d• but ..-e entlrelyeuppor­
tlve Of the peOple within the project then thow u ... 
would not be considered within the definition of a 
muHI-uee proJer;t 

A report publllhad by the Urban Land lnltitOte, 
SharfKI Parking, add1'81HS multl~use perking gen­
eration charac:teristioe. This document oontai,.. data 
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on the effect of the captive market Table 1 sum­
mariZe$ f)thlbit 23 from Sh«red Parking, Indicating 
the percentage of empiQY&e& who wert measured 
to also be patrons In the same or nearby d8velop­
ment. 
This report ill5o indicates a strong linkage between 
hotel guests. an(l nearby re6teurants or rltall una. 
In one 1urvey of eight hotele. 73 to 100 parctnt of 
the guests lncJica.ted that they were alao patroM et 

PAGE e5 

retaJI establishmeots and/or restauranta. Thll appears 
to b• e<>tttlttent for both downtown t.nd euburban 
hotels. 

'Urban Land lrmllute, Dollars and Cent. of lhopplfiG CIIIIMI: 
1114. 
ltnstltute of Real Eatale Managfiment Of V. N_.io"'l ~atlcn 
ot Realtort, lnooct\aiExpenae Allalysl5. omc. Bulldinp, Dowrl­
town. liiMI 8LCiol.nlllln, , 881;. 
IIJrben Land lnatltute,lhatld Ptrtdng. ,113. 

TABl& 1 
EFFECTS OF CAPTIVE MARIC!T-

PERCENTAGE OF EMPLOYEES WHO ARE ALSO PATRONS IN SAllE OR NEARBY DEVELOPMeNT 

SINGLE·USE SITES 
MIXED..USE StTI:& 
ALL SITES 

ceo SITE NQH=CBD SITE 
AVERAGE AANGE AVERAGE FW!Q_E 

29 o-78 18 0-78 
81 22-81 21 o-es 
43 o-85 2. D-83 
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LAND USES: 820-828 
SHOPPING CENTER 

820-Less Than 50,000 Gross Square Feet Leasable Area 
821--00,ooo-99,999 Gross Square Feet Leasable Area 
822-100.0Q0-199,999 Grose Square Feet Leasable Area 
823-200,ooo-299,999 Gross Square Feet Leasable Area 
824--300,ooo-399,999 Gross Square Feet Leasable Area 
825-400,00D-499,999 Gross Square Feet Leasable Area 
826-500,00G-999,999 Gross Square Feet Lea111b1e Area 
827-1,000,ooo-1,2SO,OOO Grou Square Feet Leasable Area 
828-Greater Than 1,250,000 Gross Square Feet Leasable Area 

DESCRIPTION 

A lhopping cent•r It an lnt.QratM group of gom­
merclat aatablishments wnleft 11 planned, devel-­
oped, owned, and managed u a \~nit-It ia related to 
It& rnatk.at area In termt of liH. location. t~nd type 
of ttore. Off-lite parking facfllttaa .,.. provided. 

Nearly au of the facllltiM aurveyad w.re ~~ in 
IUbu.rban areu. Many were terved by transit. The 
~hopping centars surveyed range In lfZI from 10.418 
to 1.8'8,000 square feel grou 1...-ble am. 

PARKING CHARACTERISncS AND 
DATA UMITA110NS 

Muah of the data contained herein Ia for average 
bultnua pertodl. Shopping center partclng Ia UIU· 
lilly dellgl'led to accommodate peak eea.on cs.n.1d 
rather than 8ftrage demand. Heno., tM ate con-­
tained ln tnbt report lhould not be uMd todfdlrmlne 
d"'gn day lhopplng center parking IUPPIJ. 
Peak parldng occurred during the mid-day houf'l for 
~hopping e.ntera tmallw than 50,000 aqUMt feet. 
and during the lunchtime and tate afternoon and 
early evening hOUI"' tot lhoppJng oenteralletwMn 
50,000 and 99,998equare r..t. 
It WOUIG be dwirabla to obtain llddluor.l data In 
order to better determine the peak rabtL 

• 

• 

• 

I'Mt/nf GMIIIIIflo1t, Auguat 11181/tfttlltN 01Tt~n ingi...,. 
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SHOPPING CENTER (820-828) 
Peak Parking Spaces Occupied vs: 1,000 GROSS SQUARE FEET 

LEASABLE AREA 

Average 
Rate 
3.28 

10,000 

9,fXX) 

8,000 

7,000 

6.000 

5,000 

4,000 

3,000 

2,000 

1,000 

0 
0 

0 

Rang• of 
Rat•• 

1.02-6.17 

On a: WEEKDAY 

PARKING GENERATION RATES 

Stafidard 
Devietiorr 

1.20 

Number of 
Studies 

141 

DATA PLOT AND EQUATION 

Aver•g• f ,000 
Square Feet GL.A 

~ ~ ~ ~ 1~1~ 1~1~1-

x • 1000 GROSS SQUARE FEET LEASABLI! AREA 
ACTUAL DATA ~8 -- FITTED CURV! 

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

PMiintl Glti!IWit6oll, At.ISitft ,11711""""* llf ,_,~Engl--. 
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