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Scheduled for Public Hearing and Commission Action at the meeting of June 12-15, 2001at the 
Marriott Los Angeles Airport Hotel, 5855 W. Century Blvd., Los Angeles. 

SUMMARY OF AMENDMENT REQUEST: 

Request by the City of Huntington Beach to amend the Implementation Plan portion of the LCP by 
modifying the Downtown Parking Master Plan (DPMP) within the Downtown Specific Plan, in the 
City of Huntington Beach, Orange County. The DPMP is proposed to be amended by increasing 
the existing development cap from 500,000 to 715,000 square feet, and by revising the DPMP's 
parking ratios. 

• SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 

• 

Staff recommends denial of the Implementation Plan amendment as submitted and approval if 
modified as necessary to be in conformity with and adequate to carry out the provisions of the 
certified Land Use Plan. 

Staff is recommending approval of the LCP amendment request only if modified because the 
proposed increase in development from 500,000 to 715,000 square feet will work only if the 
parking supply provided is increased proportionately. The City has indicated that additional 
parking will be provided with future development as described in the Downtown Parking Master 
Plan Update prepared by Kaku Associates dated September 2000. As proposed, however, the 
amendment text does not directly tie in the required additional parking. Increasing the 
development allowed within the DPMP area without assurances of increased parking would 
adversely impact public access, making the amendment inconsistent with and inadequate to carry 
out the public access policies of the City's certified Land Use Plan. Therefore, staff is 
recommending a suggested modification that will incorporate the requirement for increased 
parking as described in the parking report into the DPMP. Also, the plan currently specifies that 
larger projects may be required to provide additional parking on-site. The proposed amendment 
would eliminate the on-site requirement for larger projects. Staff is suggesting an additional 
modification to retain the "on-site" language. This suggested modification is also necessary to 
assure that the LCP as amended will be consistent with and adequate to carry out the City's 
certified Land Use Plan. 

The motions to accomplish this are found on pages 4 & 5 . 
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Copies of the staff report are available at the South Coast District Office of the Coastal 
Commission. To obtain copies of the staff report by mail, or for additional information, contact 
Meg Vaughn at the above address and telephone number. 

STANDARD OF REVIEW: 

For the proposed Implementation Plan amendment, the standard of review, pursuant to sections 
30513 and 30514(b) of the Coastal Act, shall be conformance with and adequacy to carry out the 
provisions of the certified Huntington Beach Land Use Plan. 

SUMMARY OF PUBLIC PARTICIPATION: 

Section 30503 of the Coastal Act requires public input in Local Coastal Program development. It 
states: 

During the preparation, approval, certification, and amendment of any local coastal 
program, the publ, as well as all affected governmental agencies, including special 
districts, shall be vided maximum opportunities to participate. Prior to submission of a 
local coastal program for approval, local governments shall hold a public hearing or 
hearings on that portion of the program which has not been subjected to public hearings 
within four years of such submission. 

The City of Huntington Beach Planning Commission held public hearings regarding Local Coastal 
Program Amendment 2-00 on October 10, 17, and 24, 2000. In addition, the City of Huntington 
Beach City Council held a public hearing regarding Local Coastal Program Amendment 2-00 on 
November 6, 2000. All legal notices for the public hearings made reference to the future Local 
Coastal Program Amendment. In addition to the public hearings, on September 27, 2000, the 
Planning Department also held a community meeting to present the findings and recommendation 
in the Downtown Parking Master Plan Update prepared by Kaku Associates. The community 
meeting was attended by nine area property owners and business owners. All staff reports were 
made available for public review in the City's Planning Department and the Huntington Beach 
Central Library. Several speakers spoke in opposition to the draft ordinance on the basis that it 
would lead to a parking deficiency, citing the timing and findings of the parking study completed by 
the City's consultant. 

The letters submitted at the City's hearings are attached as Exhibit G. The letters include 
concerns that the City carefully consider the impacts of the proposed amendment and its impacts 
on the performance of the Parking Master Plan and whether it will create a parking shortfall; 
concern that the amendment should have been the subject of a full EIR; and concerns that the 
parking study is flawed. The main basis cited for considering the parking study to be flawed is due 
to the fact that the parking utilization study was done in September 1999 after Labor Day and 
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because it used City parking data from the summer of 1999, when there were a number of beach 
closures in the City. 

It should be noted that the study was done after Labor Day, which is considered the end of the 
peak summer use period. The parking consultant collected data after the peak summer use 
period. However, the timing of the parking study was addressed in the study. The consultant 
used data collected by the City regarding the use of the City's parking structure. Based on this 
data the consultant determined an adjustment factor to determine general parking demand 
throughout the DPMP area during the peak summer period. 

The parking demand within the City's parking structure was analyzed by the consultant to 
determine the appropriate relationship between the demand measured during the utilization 
surveys in September 1999 and the actual summertime peak that can normally be expected 
between June and August. Parking demand in the City structure during June, July and August 
1998, and June, July and August 1999 was compared to the parking demand in the structure 
during September 1999 to estimate the relationship. Based on this information the consultant 
derived an adjustment factor. The adjustment factor was applied to the figures from September 
1999 to determine the expected parking utilization for the peak summer use period of 1999 
throughout the DPMP area. 

One of the letters sent to the City expresses concern that because the beach in the City was 
closed during a number of days in the summer of 1999, that use of that summer period to derive 
the adjustment factor has led to erroneous conclusions regarding existing and future parking 
demand. However the City's 2000 Annual Review and Monitoring Report for the Downtown 
Parking Master Plan, prepared by the City and dated August 21, 2000, supports the parking 
consultant's findings. The Annual Review and Monitoring report includes figures from June 1999 
through May 2000 which is attached as Exhibit H. In addition, the consultant's parking study 
includes a graph, titled Monthly Variation in Usage of City Structure (see exhibit 1), that indicates 
use of the City's parking structure was higher in March through September of 1998/1999 than it 
was during the same period in 1997/1998. Based on this information Commission staff accepts 
the use of data including the summer of 1999 as a basis in determining an accurate existing and 
future parking demand. 

List of Exhibits 

A. 
B. 
c. 
D. 

E. 
F. 

G. 
H. 
I. 

Vicinity Map 
City Council Resolution No. 2000-1 07 
City Council Ordinance No. 3483 
Legislative Draft on City Council Action 
(highlights changes proposed by City 
Appendix A of Downtown Huntington Beach Parking Master Plan Update 
Table 17 from Downtown Huntington Beach Parking Master Plan Update 
Land Use Forecasts for the Downtown Parking Master Plan Area Buildout Conditions 
Letters Received at the City's Public Hearings 
Main Promenade Parking Structure Utilization June 1999 through May 2000 
Monthly Variation in Usage of City Structure 
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I. MOTIONS AND RESOLUTIONS 

A. Deny the Amendment to the LCP Implementation Program as submitted 

MOTION 

"/move that the Commission reject Amendment Request No. 2-00 to the City of 
Huntington Beach LCP Implementation Program as submitted." 

Staff recommends a YE§. vote which would result in the rejection of the amendment as submitted 
and the adoption of the following resolution and findings. An affirmative vote by a majority of the 
Commissioners present is needed to pass the motion. 

Resolution to reject the Amendment to the LCP Implementation Program as 
submitted 

The Commission hereby rejects Amendment Request No. 2-00 to the Implementation Program of 
the City of Huntington Beach certified Local Coastal Program, as submitted, for the reasons 
discussed below, and adopts the findings set forth below, on the grounds that the amendment 
request as submitted does not conform with, or is inadequate to carry out, the provisions of the 
Land Use Plan as certified. Approval of the Implementation Program Amendment as submitted 

• 

would not meet the requirements of Section 21 080.5(d)(2)(A) of the California Environmental • 
Quality Act in that there are alternatives and/or feasible mitigation measures available that would 
substantially lessen any significant adverse effects that the approval of the amendment to the 
Implementation Program as submitted would have on the environment. 

B. Approve the Amendment to the LCP Implementation Program if modified 

MOTION 

"/ move that the Commission certify Amendment Request No. 2-00 to the City of 
Huntington Beach LCP Implementation Program if it is modified in conformity with 
the modifications set forth in this staff report. " 

Staff recommends a YE§. vote which would result in certification of the amendment with 
suggested modifications and the adoption of the following resolution and findings. An affirmative 
vote by a majority of the Commissioners present is needed to pass the motion. 

Resolution to certify Part A of amendment to the LCP Implementing Actions if modified 

The Commission hereby certifies Amendment Request No. 2-00 to the Implementation Program 
of the City of Huntington Beach Local Coastal Program, for the reasons discussed below, and 
adopts the findings set forth below, on the grounds that the amended ordinances, maps, and 
other implementing actions are consistent with, and adequate to carry out, the provisions of the 
certified Land Use Plan, as provided in Section 30513 of the Coastal Act, if amended according 
to the suggested modifications stated in Section II of this report. Approval of the Implementation • 
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Program, if modified as suggested, meets the requirements of Section 21080.5(d)(2)(A) of the 
California Environmental Quality Act in that there are no further feasible alternatives or mitigation 
measures available that would substantially Jessen any significant adverse impact that the 
approval of the Implementation Program would have on the environment. The Commission 
further finds that if the local government adopts and transmits its revisions to the amendment to 
the Implementation Program in confonnity with the suggested modifications, then the Executive 
Director shall so notify the Commission. 

II. SUGGESTED MODIFICATIONS 

Certification of City of Huntington Beach LCP Amendment Request No. 2-00 is subject to 
the following modifications. 

The existing certified LCP policies and standards are shown in regular text. 
The City's proposed additions are identified by underlined text. 
The City's proposed deletions are identified by &trike out text. 
The suggested modifications are shown in bold Italics. 

On page 3 of the legislative draft (see exhibit D) third paragraph, first sentence: 

Existing and proposed building square footage and uses identified in the technical background 
report prepared by Kaku Associates <Sept.. 2000), entitled "Downtown Parking Master Plan 
Update." (Appendix - Existing and Proposed Land Use Analysis Blocks A -1) are parked within 
the public parking supply within the Downtown Parking Master Plan. 

Suggested Modification No. 1 

The above section shall be replaced with the following: 

Existing building square footage and uses are parked within the DPMP parking supply as 
inventoried in the technical background report prepared by Kaku Associates (Sept. 2000), 
entitled "Downtown Parking Master Plan Update,' (Appendix- Existing and Proposed Land Use 
Analysis Blocks A- I) (Kaku Report,). Future parking within the DPMP area shall be 
provided as described in Appendix A of the Kaku Report. Redevelopment of blocks that 
result in a loss of existing parking shall be phased with the provision of parking such that 
adequate parking exists within each DPMP area at all times. 

On page 4 of the Legislative Draft (see exhibit D), Item 1: 

1. Require projects over 30.000 sq. ft. or one-half (1/2) block in size provide 
50% of the code-required parking identified in Figure 4.2 on site parking fur all projects one half 
(1/2) block or greater in size. 



Huntington Beach LCP Amendment 2-00 
Downtown Parking Master Plan 

PageS 

Suggested Modification No. 2 

The above sentence shall retain the "on-site" requirement and shall be replaced with the 
following: 

1. Require projects over 30,000 sq. ft. or one-half (1/2) block in size to 
provide 50% of the code-required parking identified in Figure 4.2 on site. 

Ill. FINDINGS 

The following findings support the Commission's denial of the Implementation Plan amendment 
as submitted, and approval of the amendment if modified as indicated in Section II 
(SUGGESTED MODIFICATIONS) of this report. 

The Commission hereby finds and declares as follows: 

A. Amendment Description 

The proposed amendment would modify the Downtown Parking Master Plan (DPMP), which is 
incorporated into the Downtown Specific Plan (DSP). The Downtown Specific Plan is part of the 
City's certified Implementation Program. The Downtown Parking Master Plan provides the 
parking standards for the area within the DSP that fall within the DPMP boundaries. The DPMP 
area is generally bounded by 2nd Street on the east, 6111 Street on the west, Pacific Coast Highway 
on the south, and Acacia Avenue on the north (see exhibit C6). The DPMP is located across 
Pacific Coast Highway, immediately inland of the City's pier, beach and two beach parking lots. 
The Parking Master Plan area includes the entire downtown area along Main Street but does not 
include the beach area or the beach parking facilities. 

The proposed amendment would increase the existing development cap from 500,000 square feet 
to 715,000 square feet and the number of parking spaces available within the DPMP area would 
increase from 1,984 to 2,242 spaces at build out (an increase of 258 spaces}. In addition, the 
amendment would eliminate the difference in parking ratios that currently apply in Area 1 and 
Area 2 (see exhibit D6). In approving the DPMP in 1995, the Commission accepted the main 
premise of the DPMP which is that adequate parking is provided to serve development within the 
Master Plan area without requiring additional parking with each individual new development or 
expansion. The proposed increase in the development square footage allowed includes a 
proportionate increase in parking. 

The DPMP currently provides that the Planning Commission or City Council may require that 
projects of one half block or greater provide at least 50% of the required parking on site. The 
proposed amendment would add new language that would also include new development projects 
of 30,000 square feet or more in addition to projects one half block in size. But the reference 
requiring that parking be on site was eliminated. The amendment would also allow the Planning 
Commission or City Council to require larger projects to utilize on-site attendants during the peak 
use (summer) season and also to develop a sign program to direct motorist to parking facilities. 
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The development caps for each of the individual use categories are as follows: restaurant use 
allowed would increase from 100,000 to 144,000 square feet, office use allowed would increase 
from 100,000 to 126,000 square feet, retail use allowed would increase from 250,000 to 300,000 
square feet, and miscellaneous uses allowed would increase from 50,000 to 145, 000 square feet 

B. Downtown Parking Master Plan Background 

The DPMP was originally approved by the Commission on March 9, 1995. Rather than require 
each use within the boundaries to provide its own separate code required parking, the DPMP 
allowed the Downtown area to be viewed as a whole for purposes of parking. This was based on 
the shared use and captive market concepts. Shared use parking recognizes that in certain 
circumstances different uses within the same parking vicinity will have different peak use periods. 
For example, retail shops in the subject area have been shown to have a peak use of 3 p.m., 
whereas restaurants will have a peak use at 8 p.m. The shared use concept recognizes that 
providing sufficient parking to meet the combined peak demands of each use would result in 
surplus parking. The captive market concept recognizes that patrons of the downtown businesses 
often visit more than one establishment on a single trip. For example, a patron may visit retail 
shops, eat in a restaurant, and see a movie all in one trip. 

Parking studies have been prepared for the original DPMP and the proposed amendment. These 
studies indicate that the overall parking demand of the uses in the DPMP area is less than the 
demand that would be created by each use individually. So the parking ratio applied to each use 
within the DPMP is less than the parking ratios applied for the same uses in the rest of the City. 
The proposed amendment maintains this concept and would expand on the existing Parking Plan. 

C. Public Access 

Section 30210 of the Coastal Act states: 

In carrying out the requirement of Section 4 of Article X of the California Constitution, 
maximum access, which shall be conspicuously posted, and recreational opportunities 
shall be provided for all the people consistent with public safety needs and the need to 
protect public rights, rights of private property owners, and natural resource areas form 
overuse. 

Section 30252 of the Coastal Act states, in part: 

The location and amount of new development should maintain and enhance public access 
to the coast by (1) facilitating the provision or extension of transit setvice, (2) Providing 
commercial facilities within or adjoining residential development or in other areas that will 
minimize the use of coastal access roads, ... (4) providing adequate parking facilities or 
providing substitute means of serving the development with public transportation ... 

The City's certified Land Use Plan incorporates Coastal Act Section 30210, which requires 
maximum public access. The LUP also incorporates Coastal Act Section 30252(4), which 
requires that new development should maintain and enhance public access by providing adequate 
parking facilities or substitute means of transportation to serve the development. The LUP states 
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that Huntington Beach beaches are among the most popular in Orange County. Additionally, the • 
LUP states: 

"The ability to accommodate recreational demand also includes the provision of adequate 
support facilities. . . . The provision of adequate parking for beach users is a significant 
issue." 

1. Provision of Adequate Parking 

The City's certified LUP recognizes the importance of the provision of adequate parking in 
maximizing public access to the Coast. The policies cited above recognize that adequate parking 
is a critical component in maximizing public access. These LUP parking policies are intended to 
assure that new development will not interfere with the provision of maximum access which can 
be caused by lack of parking. A parking shortage in the Downtown Parking Master Plan area 
would adversely affect public access. If the commercial uses within the downtown area did not 
provide adequate parking to serve the demand they create, patrons of the business 
establishments would be forced to seek other parking locations. The downtown area is 
immediately inland of Pacific Coast Highway and the City's pier. Thus, if enough spaces were not 
provided in the DPMP area, downtown business patrons would most likely compete with beach 
goers for the same beach use parking spots in beach lots and on-street spaces along Pacific 
Coast Highway and the first few blocks inland. In approving the original DPMP, the Commission 
found that it would not create a parking shortage and so would not result in adverse impacts to 
public access. The City has monitored the existing DPMP and found that the plan provides 
adequate parking to serve the downtown businesses. The Downtown Parking Master Plan Annual • 
Review and Monitoring Report prepared by the City and presented to the City Council on August 
21, 2000 found "that the existing parking supply continues to accommodate the current mix of 
uses and activity in the downtown.· 

In order to determine whether the proposed increase in the development cap from 500,000 to 
715,000 was feasible the City retained a consultant to prepare a parking study. The parking 
study, titled "Downtown Huntington Beach Parking Master Plan Update, n was prepared by Kaku 
Associates and is dated September 27, 2000. The parking study inventoried parking in the 
downtown area, assessed parking utilization, analyzed existing and future parking demand, and 
developed strategies and recommendations for the Parking Master Plan. 

The parking study supports the original DPMP's use of shared parking and captive market 
concepts. The study found that the actual peak parking demand currently generated by the four 
specific land uses in the Master Plan area is 1,406 spaces but the sum of the peak parking 
demands for each of the individual uses is 1 ,648 spaces. The current parking supply is 1 ,870 
spaces, adequate to meet the existing demand. 

The supply of parking in the downtown area under buildout conditions is based on forecasts of 
anticipated development in the area. The parking study includes the following information. 

Increases and losses in parking supply are expected to occur as a result of the following: 

A net increase of 204 spaces from the completion of the Plaza Almeria project. 

• 
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A net increase of 189 spaces from the potential development of Block A with a loss of 
214 spaces and an increase of 403 spaces. These figures are for the commercial 
uses of the site only. 

A net increase of 30 spaces on tfh Street based on 90-degree layout. 

The parking study determined that the future parking supply at buildout will be 2,271 spaces. The 
parking study used the parking demand characteristics exhibited by the various land use types in 
the study area under current conditions to estimate future parking demand under Master Plan 
buildout conditions. (See Exhibit F for a table of Land Use Forecasts for the Downtown Parking 
Master Plan Area Buildout Conditions.) The parking study determined a future daytime peak 
demand of 1,915 spaces. Given the supply of 2,271 spaces, the supply will be adequate to meet 
the daytime peak use demand. However, without the additional spaces, the current 1 ,870 spaces 
would not be adequate. The parking study also found a future nighttime peak demand which 
would occur at 9 p.m. on Friday. The future nighttime peak use demand determined to be 2,401. 
Given the future supply of 2,271 spaces, a deficit of 130 spaces would occur. However, since this 
would occur after peak beach goer use, it would not interfere with public access to the shoreline. 
In addition the peak use is expected to occur only a few times out of the year. 

In order for the parking supply to meet the demand as the parking study indicates it will, it is 
necessary for the additional future spaces to be provided. The City has indicated that the future 
increase in the parking supply will be provided with future development as shown in Appendix A to 
the Kaku Report (see exhibit E). The proposed amendment does include language that 
references Appendix A However, the proposed language does not require that the additional 
parking spaces be provided. Nor does it identify when the additional spaces would be provided. 
Without assurances that the additional spaces necessary to meet the future demand will be 
provided, a parking shortage could result. As described above, a parking shortage in this area 
would adversely impact public access to the shoreline. In addition, if the increased square 
footage allowed by the proposed amendment were developed prior to the provision of the 
additional parking spaces, an interim parking shortage would result, also adversely impacting 
public access. In order to assure that the additional future parking spaces are provided in a timely 
manner, a modification to the amendment is suggested. The suggested modification would add 
language to specifically tie the increased future development to Appendix A, which identifies by 
block where the future development and the future parking spaces are to occur. In addition, the 
suggested modification requires that development not occur before adequate additional parking is 
provided. This suggested modification would prevent the occurrence of a parking shortfall within 
the DPMP area. 

In addition, the existing DPMP includes a list of provisions that the Planning Commission or City 
Council may impose when reviewing projects in the DPMP area. Two of the existing seven are 
proposed to be modified and a new eighth provision is proposed to be added. The new eighth 
provision would require that a sign program to direct motorists to parking facilities be developed. 
One of the other modifications proposed would be to modify an existing provision by adding the 
peak summer season to the time that valet and/or remote parking be may required. Currently this 
provision may require valet or remote parking only for special events and activities. An additional 
existing provision allows the City Council or Planning Commission to require that projects that are 
one-half block in size provide 50% of all code-required parking on site. The final change to this 
list of provisions would add language so that this provision would also apply to projects over 
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30,000 square feet in size. However, the "on-site" requirement was inadvertently left out of the • 
proposed revision. The provision will only be effective if the parking is required on-site. Therefore 
a modification is suggested which would retain the requirement that the parking requirement 
described in this provision be provided on-site. 

Therefore, the Commission finds that only if modified as described above will the proposed 
amendment to the City's Implementation Program conform with and be adequate to carry out the 
provisions of the City's certified Land Use Plan. 

2. Alternate Transportation 

The City's certified LUP includes the following policies: 

City coastal policies are designed to improve recreation and access opporlunities by 
achieving the following objectives: 

Encouragement of alternatives to the private automobile for transportation to 
recreation areas. 

Improved bicycle access to the coast including completion of the Pacific Coast 
Highway trail and increased signing. 

The City's certified LUP also includes these policies: 

Pursue implementation of a bike trail from the Pier to the southern edge of the Bolsa Chica 
State Beach parking lot in order to provide a continuous bike trail along the beach within 
the City. 

Provide additional bike racks to encourage the use of City and State beaches as a 
destination point for bicyclists, and encourage the State to do the same. 

The City's certified LUP further states: 

Alternate forms of transporlation to recreation areas which do not increase parking 
requirements are encouraged. Examples of such transportation include public transit, 
shuttle buses, carpooling/vanpooling and bicycling. 

Section 30252 of the Coastal Act, in addition to requiring that adequate parking be provided, also 
requires that new development promote alternate forms of transit. This Coastal Act section is 
expressly incorporated into the City's LUP. In addition, the policies cited above strongly promote 
the provision of alternate transportation as a means of promoting public access. 

The provision of adequate parking facilitates public access. The downtown area is just inland of 
Coast Highway, immediately across the street from the City's pier, beaches and two beach 
parking lots. Inadequate parking to meet the demand of downtown businesses would force 
business patrons to compete with beach goers for beach use parking spaces potentially 

• 

displacing beach-goers and diminishing beach use. • 
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However, the need to provide adequate parking should not eclipse the LCP's additional 
requirement of encouraging alternate forms of transportation. As cited above, the certified LCP 
includes strong provisions promoting alternative transit throughout the entire coastal zone. The 
emphasis in this amendment on parking does not eliminate the requirement that new development 
must also be reviewed for the opportunity to provide and/or promote alternative forms of 
transportation such as shuttle buses, bus turnouts, bicycle racks and carpooling incentives. 
Currently the downtown area provides numerous bicycle racks and bus stops are located at the 
periphery. 

The effort to assure that the Downtown Parking Master Plan does not allow beach use parking 
spaces to be usurped by business patrons is one method of promoting public access. Other 
methods of promoting public access are not abridged by the DPMP. Nothing in the DPMP will 
prevent the City or Commission on appeal from requiring that a project be consistent with the 
additional LCP provisions which promote alternative transportation. 

3. Areas 1 and 2 Parking Ratios 

Area 1 of the DPMP is the area south of Orange Avenue along Main Street. Area 1 has the 
greatest number of visitor-serving and seasonal commercial uses including year round 
entertainment. Area 2 of the DPMP is the area north of Orange Avenue along Main Street. Area 
2 provides commercial uses that cater more to the year round residents. The existing DPMP 
allows reduced parking ratios compared to what is required in the rest of the City. The reduced 
parking ratios allowed differed between Area 1 and Area 2. The proposed amendment eliminates 
the difference between the two areas with respect to the parking ratios. The proposed 
amendment would provide a single parking ratio requirement for each of the uses allowed in the 
DPMP area (see exhibit D6}. The proposed ratios are stricter in that they will require more 
parking than what is currently required with the exception of the ratio for retail use. Formerly, 
retail uses in Area 1 required that parking be provided at a ratio of one parking space for every 
250 square feet and Area 2 required a ratio of one space for every 400 square feet. As proposed 
the retail ratio for the entire DPMP area would be one space for every 333 square feet. This 
change represents a slightly stricter ratio than had been required in Area 2 and a slightly more 
lenient ratio than was allowed in Area 1. The remaining uses of restaurant and office will retain 
the ratio previously required in Area 2, which were stricter than the ratios required in Area 1. 

The Downtown Huntington Beach Parking Master Plan Update parking study prepared for this 
amendment demonstrates that the uses in the downtown area generate a demand based on the 
combination of uses rather than individual total demand. The change in parking ratios is proposed 
to more accurately reflect the actual demand generated by overall development in the downtown 
area. In addition, the revised ratios, except for retail use in Area 1, are the same as or more 
restrictive than the existing ratios. Even the ratio for retail use (lessened from one space per 
every 250 square feet to one space per every 333 square feet) is proposed to more accurately 
reflect actual demand generated, as demonstrated in the parking study. Consequently, this 
proposed change to the DPMP would not result in parking shortages. Therefore the Commission 
finds that this portion of the proposed LCP amendment is consistent with and adequate to carry 
out the provision of the City's certified Land Use Plan . 
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D. California Environmental Qualitv Act (CEQA) 

Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the California Code of 
Regulations [Title 14, Sections 13540(f), 13542(a), 13555(b)] the Commission's certification of this 
LCP amendment must be based in part on a finding that it is consistent with CEQA Section 
21080.5(d)(2)(A). That section ofthe Public Resources Code requires that the Commission not 
approve or adopt an LCP: 

.. .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 Commission finds that for the reasons discussed in this report, if the LCP amendment is 
modified as suggested, there are no additional feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation 
measures available that could substantially reduce any adverse environmental impacts. The 
Commission further finds that the proposed LCP amendment, if modified as suggested, is 
consistent with Section 21080.5(d)(2)(A) of the Public Resources Code. 
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RESOLUTION NO. 2000-107 DEC 7 zooo 
~ 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF HUNTIN~m:r~Sft.J·~SSION. 
ADOPTING LOCAL COASTAL PROGRAM AMENDMENT NO~ffiT-~1:· 

AND REQUESTING ITS CERTIFICATION BY THE CALIFORNIA COASTAL 
COMMISSION (DOWNTOWN PARKING MASTER PLAN UPDATE) 

WHEREAS, after notice duly given pursuant to Government Code Section 65090 and 

Public Resources Code Sections 30503 and 30510, the Planning Commission of the City of 

Huntington Beach held public hearings to consider the adoption of the Huntington Beach Local 

Coastal Program Amendment No. 2000-2, and such amendment was recommended to the City 

Council for adoption; and 

The City Council, after giving notice as prescribed by law, held at least one public 

hearing on the proposed Huntington Beach Local Coastal Program Amendment No. 2000-2, and 

the City Council finds that the proposed amendment is consistent with the Certified Huntington 

Beach Coastal Land use Plan and Chapter 6 of the California Coastal Act. 

The City Council of the City of Huntington Beach intends to implement the Local 

Coastal Program in a manner fully consistent with the California Coastal Act. 

NOW, THEREFORE, the City Council of the City of Huntington Beach does hereby 

resolve as follows: 

SECTION 1: That the Huntington Beach Local Coastal Program Amendment No. 2000-

2 consisting of Zoning Text Amendment No. 99-3, a copy of which is attached hereto as Exhibit 

A and incorporated by this reference as though fully set forth herein, is hereby approved. 

SECTION 2: That the California Coastal Commission is hereby requested to consider, 

approve and certify Huntington Beach Local Coastal Program Amendment No. 2000-2. 

SECTION 3: That pursuant to Section 1355l(b) of the Coastal Commission 

• 

Regulations, Huntington Beach Local Coastal Program Amendment No. 2000-2 will take effect • 
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• 

automatically upon Coastal Commission approval, as provided in Public Resources Code 

Sections 30512, 30513 and 30519 . 

SECTION 4: The amendment becomes effective immediately upon certification by the 

California Coastal Commission. 

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the City Council of the City of Huntington Beach at a 

regular meeting thereof held on the 6th day of_No_'ll_ember ________ ,, 2000. 

ATTEST: 

~~ 
City Clerk "1= APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

REVIEWED AND APPROVED: 
-pql .A~t ~" 

City Attorney j.yy? 
fi•Jf.OI V ~~t>h~/6b 

City Adi11iili~or 
INIT 'L D AND APPR VED: 
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ORDINANCE NO. 3483 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF HUNTINGTON BEACH 
AMENDING CHAPTER 4.2 OF THE HUNTINGTON BEACH SPECIFIC PLAN 

RELATING TO THE DOWNTOWN PARKING MASTER PLAN 

The City Council of the City of Huntington Beach does hereby ordain as follows: 

SECTION 1. Section 4.2.14 of the Huntington Beach Specific Plan is hereby amended 
to read as follows: 

4.2.14 The Downtown Parking Master Plan 

The Downtown Parking Master Plan is based on a shared parking concept. Shared 
parking in effect allows one (1) parking space to serve two (2) or more individual land 
uses without conflict. Shared parking relies on the variations in the peak parking 
demand for different uses. In other words, parking demands will fluctuate in 
relationship to the mix of uses by hour, day of week, and season. The proper mix will 
create an interrelationship among different uses and activities which results in a 
reduction of the demand for parking. 

The Downtown core area is centered along the Main Street commercial corridor. This 
commercial corridor divides into two (2) distinct areas, north and south of Orange. 
The area which encompasses the Downtown Parking Master Plan is identified on the 
area map (Figure 4.1 ). 

Area 1 - The area south of Orange A venue along Main Street provides the greatest 
amount of public parking opportunities both off-street and on-street. Area 1 has the 
greatest number of visitor-serving and seasonal commercial uses including year round 
entertainment. This area also has the greatest concentration of expanded commercial, 
restaurant and office uses, and therefore, the majority of the public parking spaces are 
provided in this area. 

Expanding commercial activity in this area remains the focus of the Downtown Master 
Plan, however, no additional parking for new or expanded commercial, restaurant and 
office uses should be required provided the total square footage and mix of uses do not 
exceed the Master Plan projections. The city shall retain the option to purchase 
property for a public parking facility. 

Area 2 - The area north of Orange A venue along Main Street provides limited amounts 
of public parking opportunities. This area is still part of the Downtown core. 
However, the commercial uses in Area 2 cater more to year-round residents, therefore, 
additional on-street short-term parking is provided. The existing Downtown public 
parking facilities are not conveniently located for use in this area, thus, a combination 
of expanded on-street and on-site parking may be necessary for new or expanded 
commercial uses. The commercial activity remains primarily service-related 
commercial; the existing supply of on-street and on-site parking should be sufficient 
for anticipated uses. The mix of commercial and residential activities can justify a 
parking reduction and additional parking may not be necessary if development does 
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not exceed the Master Plan projections. The city shall retain the option to purchase 
property for a public parking facility. 

City-owned and controlled public parking in the Downtown Parking Master Plan 
(DPMP) area shall be consistent with the City's certified land use plan. The DPMP is 
structured to protect beach user parking by providing adequate public parking within 
the Downtown area. The DPMP encourages the use of the City-owned and controlled 
parking sites within the DPMP area. To encourage the use of the City-owned public 
parking facilities, parking controls such as tim~ limits, and parking rates may be 
adjusted to maintain the desired use of these spaces by patrons and employees ofthe 
downtown area. A validation program for the City-owned public parking structure has 
been established as an incentive for the use of the structure by the patrons and 
employees of the downtown area. Any changes to the program shall be submitted to 
the Executive Director to determine if an amen~ment to the Specific Plan is necessary. 

The Downtown Parking Master Plan anticipates a total development scenario of 
approximately 715,000 square feet of commercial activity. The DPMP has 
development thresholds of 144,000 square feet for restaurant, 300,000 square feet for 
retail, 126,000 square feet for office and 145,000 square feet for miscellaneous 
development. Area 1 will contain approximately 626,000 square feet of commercial 
development, with the remaining 89,000 square feet in Area 2. The Planning 
Department shall be responsible for monitoring the development square footage per 
land use and the number of parking spaces within the Downtown Parking Master Plan 
area. 

• 

An annual review and monitoring report of the Downtown Parking Master Plan shall 
be prepared by the Planning Department and presented for review by the Planning 
Commission and City Council. Following the review by the City Council, the • 
Downtown Parking Master Plan annual review and monitoring report shall be 
submitted to the Executive Director of the California Coastal Commission for review. 

The Downtown Parking Master Plan annual review and monitoring report shall 
include, at a minimum: 

1) amount and type of development square footage approved during the annual 
review period; 

2) total amount of square footage in the Downtown Parking Master Plan area; 
3) an inventory of existing parking spaces; 
4) a parking utilization study; 
5) an assessment of parking demand compared with parking supply; 
6) a determination of whether adequate parking remains to serve development 

allowed up to the total development cap. 

Ifthe Downtown Parking Master Plan annual review and monitoring report indicates 
that the parking supply is inadequate to serve the approved level of development or if 
the development square footage exceeds the amount described above (up to 715,000 
square feet total), all development within the Downtown Parking Master Plan area 
shall provide parking consistent with Off-Street Parking and Loading Provisions of the 
Huntington Beach Zoning and Subdivision Ordinance, unless and until new parking to 
meet the identified demand is approved and constructed. 

Changes between one or more of the individual use categories may be allowed as long 
as the total square footage does not exceed 715,000 square feet provided there are • 
corresponding changes in the other use categories to assure adequate parking remains. 

jmp/planning/4-2 ord! I 0.'26/00 2 
exhibit A 



• 

• 

• 

Parking shall be provided for each Area. If a project is built in Area One that requires 
more shared parking than is available in Area One, credit from Area Two shall not be 
used. If a project is built in Area Two that requires more shared parking than is 
available in Area Two, credit from Area One shall not be used. 

Although the Downtown Parking Master Plan distinguishes between the location and 
type of parking resources available in Area 1 and Area 2, the adjusted parking 
requirement for both Area 1 and Area 2 is the same (Figure 4.2). The common 
parking requirement is based on the shared parking concept for the entire master plan 
area. 

Existing and proposed building square footage and uses identified in the technical 
background report prepared by Kaku Associates (Sept., 2000), entitled "Downtown 
Parking Master Plan Update," (Appendix- Existing and Proposed Land Use Analysis 
Blocks A - I) are parked within the public parking supply within the Downtown 
Parking Master Plan. In the event a property owner demolishes his/her existing 
building, and rebuilds a new building of equal square footage and use, no additional 
parking shall be required. Any code required parking spaces provided on-site shall be 
credited for any expansion of square footage or intensification of use. All required 
parking shall be calculated based on the reduced requirements of the Downtown 
Parking Master Plan. 

The Planning Commission or City Council may impose one (1), all, or a combination 
ofthe following requirements to ensure that adequate parking is provided for each 
development: 

1. Require projects over 30,000 sq. ft. or one-half (1/2) block in size provide 50% of 
the code-required parking identified in Figure 4.2 . 

2. Require that any parking in-lieu fees be full cost recovery based on the parking 
requirement for specific uses. However, allow that these fees be paid over an 
amortization period, with appropriate security provided by the applicant to 
guarantee payment. 

3. Require valet parking once the maximum build out of restaurant activity has been 
obtained. 

4. Commercial projects greater than 10,000 square feet in size shall be required to 
submit a parking management plan consistent with the Downtown Parking Master 
Plan. 

5. Require valet and/or remote parking for special events and activities, and during 
the peak summer season. 

6. Require the appliGant to provide additional on-site and /or off-site parking for any 
development. 

7. Develop parking options which may generate additional parking for any 
development. 

8. Develop a sign program to direct motorists to primary parking facilities within the 
Downtown Parking Master Plan . 

p1p planning/4-2 ord:l 0/26/00 3 
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---------------------------t:Res~. No. 2000-107 

SECTION 2. Figure 4.2 of the Huntington Beach Specific Plan is hereby amended as 
follows: 

Land Use 

Retail 

Restaurant 

Office 

DOWNTOWN PARKING MASTER PLAN 
CODIFIED PARKING REQUIREMENTS 

Huntington Beach Code. New Parking Standard 

1:200 1:333 

1:100 1:100 

1:250 1:500 

Note: At any time it deems necessary> the Planning Commission may require 
additional on-site parking to meet the parking demands generated by a use or 
development. 

SECTION 3. The Map of the Parking Master Plan is hereby amended as shown on 
Attachment A hereto. 

• 

SECTION 4. This ordinance shall become effective immediately upon certification by • 
the California Coastal Commission. · 

PASS ED AND ADOPTED by the City Council of the City of Huntington Beach at a 
regular meeting thereof held on the 20th day of November > 2000. 

ATTEST: 

~~ 
City Clerk '1= 

REVIEWED AND APPROVED: 

a if~ 
City ~inistrator 
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Ord. No. 3483 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA ) 
COUNTY OF ORANGE ) ss: 
CITY OF HUNTINGTON BEACH ) 

I, CONNIE BROCKWAY, the duly elected, qualified City Clerk of the 

City ofHuntington Beach, and ex-officio Clerk of the City Council of said City, do 

hereby certify that the whole number of members of the City Council of the City of 

Huntington Beach is seven; that the foregoing ordinance was read to said City Council 

at a regular meeting thereof held on the 6th day of November, 2000, and was again 

read to said City Council at a regular meeting thereof held on the 20th day of 

November, 2000, and was passed and adopted by the affirmative vote of at least a 

majority of all the members of said City Council. 

AYES: Harman, Green, Dettloff, Bauer 

NOES: Sullivan 

ABSENT: None 

ABSTAIN: Julien, Garofalo 

I, Connie Brockway CITY CLERK of the City of 

Huntington Beach and ex-officio Clerk of the City Council, 

do hereby certify that a synopsis of this ordinance has been 

published in the Independent on 

___________ ,,2000 

In accordance with the City Charter of said City 

Connie Brockway, City Clerk 

Deputv Citv Clerk 

g:/ordinancfordbkpg.doc 
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City Clerk and ex-officio Clerk 

of the City Council ofthe City 

of Huntington Beach, California 
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Res. No. 2000-107 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA ) 
COUNTY OF ORANGE ) ss: 
CITY OF HUNTINGTON BEACH ) 

I, CONNIE BROCKWAY, the duly elected, qualified City Clerk of 

the City of Huntington Beach, and ex-officio Clerk of the City Council of said 

City, do hereby certify that the whole number of members of the City Council 

of the City of Huntington Beach is seven; that the foregoing resolution was 

passed and adopted by the affirmative vote of at least a majority of all the 

members of said City Council at a regular meeting thereof held on the 6th 

day of November, 2000 by the following vote: 

AYES: 

NOES: 

Harman, Green, Dettloff, Bauer 

Sullivan 

ABSENT: None 

ABSTAIN: Julien, Garofalo 

City Clerk and ex-officio erk of the 

City Council of the City of.. 

Huntington Beach, California 

• 
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• 
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RECEIVED 
ORDINANCE NO. 3483 

South Coast Region 

DEC 7 ZOOO 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF HUNTINGTON BEAlMJFORNIA 
AMENDING CHAPTER 4.2 OF THE HUNTINGTON BEA~~~SION 

RELATING TO THE DOWNTOWN PARKING MASTER PLAN 

The City Council ofthe City of Huntington Beach does hereby ordain as follows: 

SECTION 1. Section 4.2.14 of the Huntington Beach Specific Plan is hereby amended 
to read as follows: 

4.2.14 The Downtown Parking Master Plan 

The Downtown Parking Master Plan is based on a shared parking concept. Shared 
parking in effect allows one ( 1) parking space to serve two (2) or more individual land 
uses without conflict. Shared parking relies on the variations in the peak parking 
demand for different uses. In other words, parking demands will fluctuate in 
relationship to the mix of uses by hour, day of week, and season. The proper mix will 
create an interrelationship among different uses and activities which results in a 
reduction of the demand for parking. 

The Downtown core area is centered along the Main Street commercial corridor. This 
commercial corridor divides into two (2) distinct areas, north and south of Orange. 
The area which encompasses the Downtown Parking Master Plan is identified on the 
area map (Figure 4.1 ). 

Area 1 - The area south of Orange Avenue along Main Street provides the greatest 
amount of public parking opportunities both off-street and on-street. Area 1 has the 
greatest number of visitor-serving and seasonal commercial uses including year round 
entertainment. This area also has the greatest concentration of expanded commercial, 
restaurant and office uses, and therefore, the majority of the public parking spaces are 
provided in this area. 

Expanding commercial activity in this area remains the focus of the Downtown Master 
Plan, however, no additional parking for new or expanded commercial, restaurant and 
office uses should be required provided the total square footage and mix of uses do not 
exceed the Master Plan projections. The city shall retain the option to purchase 
property for a public parking facility. 

Area 2 - The area north of Orange Avenue along Main Street provides limited amounts 
of public parking opportunities. This area is still part of the Downtown core. 
However, the commercial uses in Area 2 cater more to year-round residents, therefore, 
additional on-street short-term parking is provided. The existing Downtown public 
parking facilities are not conveniently located for use in this area, thus, a combination 
of expanded on-street and on-site parking may be necessary for new or expanded 
commercial uses. The commercial activity remains primarily service-related 
commercial; the existing supply of on-street and on-site parking should be sufficient 
for anticipated uses. The mix of commercial and residential activities can justify a 
parking reduction and additional parking may not be necessary if development does 

jmp/planning/4-2 ord/10126/00 1 Etkcbd 
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not exceed the Master Plan projections. The city shall retain the option to purchase 
property for a public parking facility. 

City-owned and controlled public parking in the Downtown Parking Master Plan • 
(DPMP) area shall be consistent with the City's certified land use plan. The DPMP is 
structured to protect beach user parking by providing adequate public parking within 
the Downtown area. The DPMP encourages the use of the City-owned and controlled 
parking sites within the DPMP area. To encourage the use of the City-owned public 
parking facilities, parking controls such as time limits, and parking rates may be 
adjusted to maintain the desired use of these spaces by patrons and employees of the 
downtown area. A validation program for the City-owned public parking structure has 
been established as an incentive for the use of the structure by the patrons and 
employees ofthe downtown area. Any changes to the program shall be submitted to 
the Executive Director to detennine if an amendment to the Specific Plan is necessary. 

The Downtown Parking Master Plan anticipates a total development scenario of. 
approximately 715,000 square feet of commercial activity. The DPMP has 
development thresholds of 144,000 square feet for restaurant, 300,000 square feet for 
retail, 126,000 square feet for office and 145,000 square feet for miscellaneous 
development. Area 1 will contain approximately 626,000 square feet of commercial 
development, with the remaining 89,000 square feet in Area 2. The Planning 
Department shall be responsible for monitoring the development square footage per 
land use and the number of parking spaces within the Downtown Parking Master Plan 
area. 

An annual review and monitoring report of the Downtown Parking Master Plan shall 
be prepared by the Planning Department and presented for review by the Planning 
Commission and City Council. Following the review by the City Council, the • 
Downtown Parking Master Plan annual review and monitoring report shall be 
submitted to the Executive Director ofthe California Coastal Commission for review. 

The Downtown Parking Master Plan annual review and monitoring report shall 
include, at a minimum: · 

1) amount and type of development square footage approved during the annual 
review period; 

2) total amount of square footage in the Downtown Parking Master Plan area; 
3) an inventory of existing parking spaces; 
4) a parking utilization study; 
5) an assessment of parking demand compared with parking supply; 
6) a determination of whether adequate parking remains to serve development 

allowed up to the total development cap. 

If the Downtown Parking Master Plan annual review and monitoring report indicates 
that the parking supply is inadequate to serve the approved level of development or if 
the development square footage exceeds the amount described above (up to 715,000 
square feet total), all development within the Downtown Parking Master Plan area 
shall provide parking consistent with Off-Street Parking and Loading Provisions of the 
Huntington Beach Zoning and Subdivision Ordinance, unless and until new parking to 
meet the identified demand is approved and constructed. 

Changes between one or more of the individual use categories may be allowed as long 
as the total square footage does not exceed 715,000 square feet provided there are 
corresponding changes in the other use categories to assure adequate parking remains. • 

jmp/planning/4·2 ord/1 0/26/00 2 
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Parking shall be provided for each Area. If a project is built in Area One that requires 
more shared parking than is available in Area One, credit from Area Two shall not be 
used. If a project is built in Area Two that requires more shared parking than is 
available in Area Two, credit from Area One shall not be used. 

Although the Downtown Parking Master Plan distinguishes between the location and 
type of parking resources available in Area 1 and Area 2, the adjusted parking 
requirement for both Area 1 and Area 2 is the same (Figure 4.2). The common 
parking requirement is based on the shared parking concept for the entire master plan 
area. 

Existing and proposed building square footage and uses identified in the technical 
background report prepared by Kaku Associates (Sept., 2000), entitled "Downtown 
Parking Master Plan Update," (Appendix -Existing and Proposed Land Use Analysis 
Blocks A - I) are parked within the public parking supply within the Downtown 
Parking Master Plan. In the event a property owner demolishes his/her existing 
building, and rebuilds a new building of equal square footage and use, no additional 
parking shall be required. Any code required parking spaces provided on-site shall be 
credited for any expansion of square footage or intensification of use. All required 
parking shall be calculated based on the reduced requirements of the Downtown 
Parking Master Plan. 

The Planning Commission or City Council may impose one (1), all, or a combination 
of the following requirements to ensure that adequate parking is provided for each 
development: 

1. Require projects over 30,000 sq. ft. or one-half ( 1/2) block in size provide 50% of 
the code-required parking identified in Figure 4.2. 

2. Require that any parking in-lieu fees be full cost recovery based on the parking 
requirement for specific uses. However, allow that these fees be paid over an 
amortization period, with appropriate security provided by the applicant to 
guarantee payment. 

3. Require valet parking once the maximum build out of restaurant activity has been 
obtained. 

4. Commercial projects greater than 10,000 square feet in size shall be required to · 
submit a parking management plan consistent with the Downtown Parking Master 
Plan. 

5. Require valet and/or remote parking for special events and activities, and during 
the peak summer season. 

6. Require the applicant to provide additional on-site and /or off-site parking for any 
development. 

7. Develop parking options which may generate additional parking for any 
development. 

8. Develop a sign program to direct motorists to primary parking facilities within the 
Downtown Parking Master Plan. 

jmp/planning/4-2 ord/1 0126/00 3 



SECTION 2. Figure 4.2 ofthe Huntington Beach Specific Plan is hereby amended as 
follows: 

Land Use 

Retail 

Restaurant 

Office 

DOWNTOWN PARKING MASTER PLAN 
CODIFIED PARKING REQUIREMENTS 

Jiuntin on Beach Code New Parkin Standard 

1:200 1:333 

1:100 1:100 

1:250 1:500 

Note: At any time it deems necessary, the Planning Commission may require 
additional on-site parking to meet the parking demands generated by a use or 
development. 

SECTION 3. The Map of the Parking Master Plan is hereby amended as shown on 
Attachment A hereto. 

• 

SECTION 4. This ordinance shall become effective immediately upon certification by • 
the California Coastal Commission. 

PASS ED AND ADOPTED by the City Council of the City of Huntington Beach at a 
regular meeting thereof held on the 20th day of November , 2000. 

ATIEST: 

~~ 
City Clerk "1= 

REVIEWED AND APPROVED: 

a~~ 
City :Km.inistrator 
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Ord. No. 3483 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA ) 
COUNTY OF ORANGE ) ss: 
CITY OF HUNTINGTON BEACH ) 

I, CONNIE BROCKWAY, the duly elected, -qualified City Clerk of the 

City ofHuntington Beach, and ex-officio Clerk of the City Council of said City, do 

hereby certify that the whole number of members of the City Council of the City of 

Huntington Beach is seven; that the foregoing ordinance was read to said City Council 

at a regular meeting thereof held on the 6th day of November, 2000, and was again 

read to said City Council at a regular meeting thereof held on the 20th day of 

November, 2000, and was passed and adopted by the affirmative vote of at least a 

majority of all the members of said City Council. 

AYES: Harman, Green, Dettloff, Bauer 

NOES: Sullivan 

ABSENT: None 

ABSTAIN: Julien, Garofalo 

1, Connie Broek:way CITY CLERK of the City of 

Huntington Beach and ex-officio Cleric of the City Council, 

do hereby certify that a synop$ill of this ordinaiu:e has been 

published in the Independent on 

__________ ,2000 

In accordance with the City Charter of said City 

Connie Brockway. City Clerk 

Deputy City Clerk 

g:Jordinanc/ordbkpg.doc 
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C1ty Clerk and ex-officio Clerk 

of the City Council of the City 

of Huntington Beach, California 
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LEGISLATIVE DRAFT 
on City Council Action 

4.2.14 The Downtown Parking Master Plan 

The Downtown Parking Master Plan is based on a shared parking concept. Shared 
parking in effect allows one (1) parking space to serve two (2) or more individual land 
uses without conflict. Shared parking relies on the variations in the peak parking 
demand for different uses. In other words, parking demands will fluctuate in 
relationship to the mix of uses by hour, day of week, and season. The proper mix will 
create an interrelationship among different uses and activities which results in a 
reduction of the demand for parking. 

The Downtown core area is centered along the Main Street commercial corridor. This 
commercial corridor divides into two (2) distinct areas, north and south of Orange. 
The area which encompasses the Downtown Parking Master Plan is as identified on 
the area map (Figure 4.1 ). 

Area 1 - The area south of Orange A venue along Main Street provides the greatest 
amount of public parking opportunities both off-street and on-street. Area 1 will have 
has the greatest number of visitor-serving and seasonal commercial uses including 
year round entertainment. This area wiU also BeY& has the greatest concentration of 
expanded commercial, restaurant and office uses, and therefore, the majority of the 
public parking spaces slteaiS. ee are provided in this area. 

Expanding commercial activity in this area remains the focus of the Downtown Master 

• 

Plan, however, no additional parking for new or expanded commercial, restaurant and • 
office uses should be required provided the total square footage and mix of uses do not 
exceed the Master Plan projections. The city shall retain the option to purchase 
property for a public parking facility. 

Area 2 - The area north of Orange A venue along Main Street provides limited amounts 
of public parking opportunities. This area is still part of the Downtown core. 
However, the commercial uses in Area 2 wiU cater more to die year-round residents, 
therefore, additional on-street short-term parking saealS. ee is provided. This aFea will 
ee a MiKes ase area with a sigaitie&:Rt ameaBt ef Feside&tial Y:ses. Tee ametmt ef 
eei!BIBereial aBQ effiee flaFkiBg has eeeB FesueeS.. The existing Downtown public 
parking facilities are not conveniently located for use in this area, thus, a combination 
of expanded on-street and on-site parking may be necessary for new or expanded 
commercial uses. The commercial activity remains primarily service-related 
commercial; the existing supply of on-street and on-site parking should be sufficient 
for anticipated uses. The mix of commercial and residential activities can justify a 
parking reduction and additional parking may not be necessary if development does 
not exceed the Master Plan projections. The city shall retain the option to purchase 
property for a public parking facility. 

City-owned and controlled public parking in the Downtown Parking Master Plan 
(DPMP) area shall be consistent with the City's certified land use plan. The DPMP is 
structured to protect beach user parking by providing adequate public parking within 
the Downtown area. The DPMP encourages the use of the City-owned and controlled 
parking sites within the DPMP area. To encourage the use of the City-owned public 
parking facilities, parking controls such as time limits, and parking rates may be 
adjusted to maintain the desired use of these spaces by patrons and employees of the • 
downtown area. A validation program for the City-owned public parking structure has 
been established as an incentive for the use of the structure by the patrons and 
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LEGISLATIVE DRAFT 
on City Council Action 

employees of the downtown area. Any changes to the program shall be submitted to 
the Executive Director to determine if an amendment to the Specific Plan is necessary. 

The Downtown Parking Master Plan anticipates a total development scenario of 
approximately 45Q,QQQ te 5QQ,QQQ 715,000 square feet of commercial activity. The 
Master Plaa DPMP has development thresholds of lQQ,QQQ 144,000 square feet for 
restaurant, 25Q,QQQ 300,000 square feet for retail, l QQ,QQQ 126,000 square feet for 
office and 5Q,QQQ 145,000 square feet for miscellaneous development. Area 1 will 
contain approximately 35Q,QQQ te 4QQ,QQQ 626,000 square feet of commercial 
development, with the remaining 5Q,QQQ te IQQ,QQQ 89,000 square feet efaetivity 
eee\ifriag in Area 2. It sfta.ll ee ~e resf)e&sieility eftke CeRmlHllity Develef)Hle&t 
The Planning Department shaD be responsible fort& monitoring the development 
square footage per land use and the number of parking spaces within the Downtown 
Parking Master Plan area. 

An annual review and monitoring report of the Downtown Parking Master Plan shall 
be prepared by the Planning Department and presented for review by the Planning 
Commission and City Council. Following the review by the City Council, the 
Downtown Parking Master Plan annual review and monitoring report shall be 
submitted to the Executive Director of the California Coastal Commission for 
review. 

The Downtown Parking Master Plan annual review and monitoring report shall 
include, at a minimum: 

1) amount and type of development square footage approved during the annual 
review period; 

2) total amount of square footage in the Downtown Parking Master Plan area; 
3) an inventory of existing parking spaces; 
4) a parking utilization study; 
5) an assessment of parking demand compared with parking supply; 
6) a determination of whether adequate parking remains to serve development 

allowed up to the total development cap. 

Tee Devmtev.'fi Parkiag Master PlaB ar.nttal review ana HlOBileriag Fef)Ort skall ee 
sYemit:tee to the gKeeYlh'e Direeter efthe Ceastal Cefllm:issiea fer review. 

If the Downtown Parking Master Plan annual review and monitoring report indicates 
that the parking supply is inadequate to serve the approved level of development or if 
the development square footage exceeds the amount described above (up to 50Q,QQQ 
715,000 square feet total), all development within the Downtown Parking Master Plan 
area shall provide parking consistent with Off-Street Parking and Loading Provisions 
of the Huntington Beach Zoning and Subdivision Ordinance, Getle, unless and until 
new parking to meet the identified demand is approved and constructed. 

Changes between one or more of the individual use categories may be allowed as long 
as the total square footage does not exceed 5QQ,OQQ 715,000 square feet, aa4 provided 
there are corresponding changes in the other use categories to assure adequate parking 
remains. Tke eKistiag ease SEJltare feotage shall ee as eeserieee iR the GOSl:Hl'l:eRt 
approYed ey tke liHRtiagtoR Beaek Plaaaiag CommissioR OR Jyly 7, 1993 titlee 
DovmtO'rVR HHatiagtoR Qeaek Parlciag Master PlaR . 

Parking shall be provided for each Area. If a project is built in Area One that 
requires more shared parking than is available in Area One, credit from Area 

2 
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Two shall not be used. If a project is built in Area Two that requires more 
shared parking than is available in Area Two, credit from Area One shall not be • 
used. 

Although the Downtown Parking Master Plan distinguishes between the location 
and type of parking resources available in Area 1 and Area 2, tke Devifitev.'H area 
t=eeegsi:t~es tMt: rnre Eiiffereflt aftEi EiistiflEit ifft:PiemefltatieR aftJJrea:eftes are aeeessary fer 
eaek eftlte areas. the adjusted parking requirement was ealealateEi for both Area 1 and 
Area 2 is the same (Figure 4.2). The common parking requirement is based on the 
shared parking concept for the entire master plan area. 

Existing and proposed building square footage and uses identified in the technical 
background report prepared by Kaku Associates (Sept., 2000), entitled 
"Downtown Parking Master Plan Update," (Appendix- Existing and Proposed 
Land Use Analysis Blocks A - I) are parked within the public parking supply within 
the Downtown Parking Master Plan. In the event a property owner demolishes his/her 
existing building, and rebuilds a new building of equal square footage and use, no 
additional parking shall be required. Any code required parking spaces provided on
site shall be credited for any expansion of square footage or intensification of use. All 
required parking shall be calculated based on the reduced requirements of the 
Downtown Parking Master Plan. 

l\t=ea I Is~\:rea 1 tlte restal:tfQflt anEi t=etail 13arkisg re(:}airemeflt 'iJIQS reEiaeeEi hy tmrty 
three f3ereeflt aftEi twesty five J3ereeat t=espeetively. The efiiee Fe(:}t::Iiremeflt by seveflty 
fi¥e J3ereeflt. Is aEiEiitiea, tAe tkeater f3arkisg re(:}airemeRt was reEiaeeEi fFem tlie 
e)dstisg eeEie re(:}airemeflt ef eae ( 1) J3a,kisg Sf3aee fer e·fel)' tkirEi seat te ese (I) 
J38fkiag Sf3aee fer e•1ery fiFik seat. This reEia~ties is haseEi eft st:lPieys eesEiaeteEi hy the 
*seater iBal::lStfy. These reat:~eti9RS reeegai21e tlte time aifferefltial anS eaf3*iW market 
eeseef3ts. ~KJ3aftaiag eeHHRereial aetivity is this area reRtaiss t&e feeas ef tAe 
De\VfiteVifi Master Plan, kewe¥er, 89 aaaitieftal f3arkiag fer ae:.v er eJEf3&nSea 
eeHHRereial, restat:irant aa8 efiiee ases skeala he re(:}t:iirea. Tke majeritry efJ3ablie 
J3arkiag 9f3f39FtwHties Gt:iffeBtly eKiSt ia tAis area 8RS tAe St:iffeflt parkiBg St:lf3f3l}' 
eKeeeas tAe parkiBg SeRtaBS. This parkiag St:lpfl}~r Will eefltiftt:le i9 be aSe(:}t::Iate 
J3re•1iaea t&e ~etal S(:}Yare feetage ef ases Eie set eKeeea tke Master Plaa prejeetieas. 
Tke eity skaJl retaia tAe eptiea te f3t::Irekase f3Fef3erty fer a f3Rblie 13arkiag faeility. 

Area 2 Ia Area 2 tke retail ana effiee t=e(:}airemeat :.vas reayeea hy fiFty pereeat. Tkis 
reeegai:t~es tkat tke retail aetivity v1iU he primarily eea¥eaiesee ee:EBfRereial eaterisg te 
leeal resiaeats 98 skert teFRt SA9f)f3iRg trips. Tke effiee f3arkiag re(:}aireffieRt reaYetiea 
is bases ea tAe miaimal samher ef efiiee 9f3f39Ftt:iRities and tke ea site 13arkiag. 
Restawaat Yses \\'ere set gh'eR a reaaeties faster. NamereYs eeafliets are ereatea 
hetweea restawaat aaa resiaeatial Yses, tkerefere, restaaraats skeala he re(:}Yirea te 
f3Fe•liae eae aasarea f3ereeat ef tkeir 13arkiag Fe(:}Yiremeat as site. Tke eKistiag 
DeWHteWfi f3t:iblie 13arkiag faeilities are aet eew.•eaieatly leea~ea fer Yse ia tkis area, 
tl:tas, a eembiaaties ef eKpaaaea ea street ass as site J3arlcisg may he aeeessary fer 
ae'n' er eKJ3anaea eemmereial ases. Hewe,'er, J3reviaiag tl:te eeffimereial astivity 
reffiaias 13rimarily serviee relates eeffimereial, tke eKistiag Sl:lflf3ly ef ea street ana ea 
site parkiag skeala be syffieieat fer aatieif)atea ases. All mtare aevelef3meat J3rejeets 
myst be earefully reviewea fer J3arl(iag eeaeeFRs. Tke ffiin ef eemmereial aaa 
resiaeatial aetivities ean j~:~stify a J3arkiag rea~:~etiea QflS aaditieaal 13arkiag ffiay Ret be 
aeeessary if ae•lelef3meat aoes aet eKeeea tke ~4aster Plaa J3rejeetieas. Tke eity sl:tall 
retaia tke 9f3tioa te J3l:lrel:tase J3r9J3E!lrt~· fur a f3Yblie 13arkiag faeility. 
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The Planning Commission or City Council may impose one (I), all, or a combination 
of the following requirements to ensure that adequate parking is provided for each 
development: 

I. Require projects over 30,000 sq. ft. or one-half (1/2) block in size provide 50% 
of the code-required parking identified in Figure 4.2. eR site parkisg fur all 
prej sets ese half ( 1 /2) bleek er greater is si2e. 

2. Require that any parking in-lieu fees be full cost recovery based on the parking 
requirement for specific uses. However, allow that these fees be paid over an 
amortization period, with appropriate security provided by the applicant to 
guarantee payment. 

3. Require valet parking once the maximum build out of restaurant activity has been 
obtained. 

4. Commercial projects greater than 10,000 square feet in size shall be required to 
submit a parking management plan consistent with the Downtown Parking Master 
Plan. 

5. Require valet and/or remote parking for special events and activities, and during 
the peak summer season. 

6. Require the applicant to provide additional on-site and /or off-site parking for any 
development. 

7. Develop parking options which may generate additional parking for any 
development. 

8. Develop a sign program to direct motorists to primary parking facilities 
within the Downtown Parking Master Plan • 

4 
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A. Blocks 104/105 
B. Pierside Pavilion/Pier Colony 
c. Second Block Rehab 
D. Main Street Promenade 
E. Plaza Almeria 
F. Post Office Block 
G. Town Square 
H. . Fourth Block East 
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Land Use 

Downtown Parking Master Plan 
Codified Parking_Requi}ements 

........ .. 
New Parking Standard 
~-du~)--

~ 

H.B. Code Area-1-SM:Itll- :A.:rea-2-North-
{P..a:;eR&age Reduce~). .(l!er.c:&Rtag•Redueed}- . 

Retail 1:200 -1-;l$0- 1:333 1-:400-
-(iS%)- ~7~ 

Restaurant 1:100 ..J.;LS.Q.. 1:100 ..J..;lOQ.. 

_(llYG} -(0~)-

Office 1:250 l:l.,DOO- 1: 100 -l;SO().. 

:(iS:!'cr)- I . -(5&%)-

Note: At any time it deems necessary, the Planning Commission may require 
additional on-site parking to meet the parking demands generated by. a use or . 
development. · 

..... 

• A 

Figure4.2 
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APPENDIX A 

EXISTING AND PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT 
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BLOCK A 

PRE-DEVELOPMENT (1982) 
ADDRESS USE 

101 Main Retail 
Residential 
(13 DU) 

109 Main Retail 
111 Main Retail 
113 Main Retail 
115 Main Retail 

Office 
406 PCH Restaurant 
410PCH Retail 
117Main Restaurant 

Office 
119 Main Retail 
121 Main Retail 
123 Main Retail 
416 PCH Retail 

Residential 
(4 du) 

122 5th Auto Sales 
151 5th Theatre 
501 Walnut Office 
505Walnut Residential 

(1 du) 
504 PCH Retail 
508 PCH Restaurant 

Residential 
(1 du} 

520 PCH Retail 
Residential 
t1 du) 

127 Main Retail 
513 Walnut Retail 

Residential 
(12 du) 

519 Walnut Retail 
128 6th Residential 

(1 du) 

TOTAL: 

- .. --.,. ·-·- 1"'\.-.o~. """""""'lo'"'-pd 

IT\ 
~ 

SIZE 
2,500 

2,500 
2,500 
2,500 
2,500 
2,500 
2,200 
4,000 
2,500 
2,500 
2,500 
2,500 
1500 
3.000 

12,000 
5,500 
1,500 
1,200 

1,250 
1,250 

1,500 

3500 
2,500 

800 

88,700 

PARKING 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
10 
0 

0 
0 
2 
12 

12 
50 
0 
0 

0 
8 
2 

16 

6 
0 

0 

118 

Existing and Proposed Development 

EXISTING/APPROVED DEVELOPMENT (2000) BUILDOUT (2005) 
NAME I USE I SIZE I PARKING NAME I RETAIL I RESTAURANT I OFFICE 

Oceanview Promenade (Abdelrm II) Oce:anvlewPromenade (Abdelmutl} 
Retail 13,953 13,953 2,798 30,299 
Restaurant 2,798 
Office 30,299 

2 

117-123Maln " '· Block104/105 
Retail 9,525 89,860 44,210 6,430 
Restaurant 4,685 
Ofllce 4,050 

f416 PCH Retail 3,000 12 
Residential 
(4 du) 

122 5th Auto Sales 12,000 12 
151 5th Theatre 5,500 50 
501 Walnut Office 1,500 0 
505Walnut Residential 1,200 0 

(1 du) 
504PCH Retail 1,250 0 
508PCH Restaurant 1,250 8 

Residential 2 
(1 du) 

520 PCH Retail 1,500 16 
Residential 
1<1 du) 

127 Main Retail 3500 6 .ane/Terrv 5000 
Worthy Proleet .'<~.·.·. ", ..... ,. wonnv PI'OifiC 

B&B 12 
(12 du) 

TOTAL: 98,010 120 TOTAL: 108,813 47,008 36,729 

-

OTHER I PARKING 

2 

103,110 403 
Hotel 

N/A 

B&B 
(12 du) 12 

103,110 417 
.-oa -~ ~ • -.&t ity 

. ngti ~- L 



BLOCKS 
PRE-DEVELOPMENT (1982) 

ADDRESS 
112 Main 
114 Main 

306 PCH 
302 PCH 
115 3rd 
301 Walnut 
311 Walnut 
317Walnut 

102 PCH 
112 3rd 
118 3rd 
120 3rd 
122 3rd 
124 3rd 
217 Walnut 
215Walnut 
213Walnut 
127 2nd 
126 Main 

116 Main 
118 Main 
120 Main 
122 Main 
124Main 

--.... - ·~ ... 

{\\ 
(.}) 

USE SIZE 
Retail 2,500 
Retail 2,500 
Residential 
(4du) 
NiteCiub 5,500 
Auto Repair 8,250 
Auto Repair 4,500 
Office 2,400 
Office 2,000 
Retail 1,000 
Residential 

[(1 du) 

Res, (2 du) 
Res. (1 du) 
Res. (4 du) 
Res. (1 du) 
Res. (1 du) 
Res. (1 du) 
Res. (1 du) 
Res. (1 du) 
RetaiVRes. 5,875 
(6du) 

Retail 2500 
Retail 2500 
Retail 2,875 
Retail 1250 
Retail 2125 

TOTAL: 45775 --· ........ ,., .... 

PARKING 

25 

12 

85 
24 

146 

Existing and Proposed Development 

EXISTING/APPROVED DEVELOPMENT (2000) BUILOOUT (2005) 
NAME I USE I SIZE I PARKING NAME I RETAil. I RESTAURANT I OFFICE I OTHER I PARKING 

Plerslde Pavilion ·. ~ 
Retail 14,459 14,459 23,773 16,000 30,000 296 
Restaurant 23,773 

Office 16,000 
Theatre 30,000 : 

(1,750 seats) 
296 

Pier ColonY r~. ',,;;:•.:: ;,,;"'"'; ··, ' 
130du 130du 

Standard Market standard: Market:/· 
Retail 5,875 5,875 3,000 
Restaurant 3000 

116 Main Retail 2500 2500 
118Main Retail 2500 2500 
120Maln Retail 2875 2500 

'I 122 Main Retail 1250 2500 
124 Main Retail 2125 2500 I 

TOTAL: 10.4.357 291 TOTAL: 27834 31.773 11000 30,000 _aN J -· -lty of Huntingt' 
L 
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Existing and Proposed Development 

BLOCKC 
PRE-DEVELOPMENT {1982) EXISTING/APPROVED DEVELOPMENT (2000) BUILDOUT( 2005) 

ADDRESS USE SIZE PARKING NAME USE SIZE PARKING NAME RETAIL RESTAURANT OFFICE OTHER PARKING 
201 Main Restaurant 2,125 201 Main Restaurant 5,000 1201 Main 4,500 5000 
203Main Retail 2,875 203 Main Retail 4500 
205 Main Retail 1650 205 Main Retail 1650 ~05Main 1650 
207 Main Retail 4900 207Main Retail 4900 1207 Main 4900 
209 Main Restaurant 2000 ~09Main Restaurant 2000 209Main 2000 
f211 Main Retail 2,625 211 Main Retail 2,625 f211 Main 2,625 675 

Oftice 675 
213 Main Retail 540 ~13 Main Retail 540 213Main 540 1,585 
~13112 Main Restaurant 585 ~13112 Main Restaurant 585 213112 Main 

Patio 1000 
f15 Main Restaurant 1,750 215 Main Office 1,800 215Main 2,500 1,800 

Res. (6 du) Restaurant 1,750 
Patio 750 

217 Main MTGRoom 1,000 217 Main Restaurant 1,000 217 Main 2,500 
Patio 1,500 

221 Main Retail 2,500 6 21 Main Retail 4,250 221 Main 4,250 9,100 4,200 
223 Main Retail 1,750 223Main Restaurant 9,100 223 Main 

Res. (4 du) Oftice 4200 
!411 Olive Retail 2,000 6 1411 Olive Retail 4,400 6 411 Olive 4,400 2,400 

Oftice 2,400 
412 Walnut Restaurant 1,800 1412 Walnut Restaurant 3,600 ~12Walnut 3,600 

Oftice 1,800 
202 5th ~.(6du) 1202 5th Oftice 1,600 .. a f202 5th 1,600 c L Police 1600 
206 5th Res (1 du) 206 5th 
208 5th Restaurant 4,000 2 208 5th Retail 1,000 2 i208 5th 1,000 3,500 

Res (2 du) Restaurant 3,000 
Patio 500 

214 5th Auto Repair 5,000 21451h Retail 5,000 214 5th 5,000 3,000 
Office 3000 

218 5th Office 1,000 2 1218 5th Retail 2,500 2 218 5th 2,500 2,500 
Oftice 2500 

220 5th Office 1,000 2 1220 5th Retail 2,500 2 1220 5th 2,500 2,500 
i Oftice 2 500 
1222 5th Retail 3,500 4 1222 5th Retail 3,500 4 1222 5th 3,500 3,500 

Res. (2 du) Office 3,500 

i TOTAL: 44,400 22 TOTAL: 90,925 16 TOTAL: 37,365 29,785 22,175 1,600 0 

OPMP Update : Oct. 2ooo Source: CitY of Huntington Beach 

{\i 
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BLOCKD 

f\1 
U\ 

• 

1750 
5,500 
2,750 
2,750 
2,750 
5,875 
1,250 
1,500 
2,938 
2,938 
2,938 

1000 

39,814 

I 
I 10 

I 6 
40 

30 

24 

i 1i 

i j~. 

Existing and Proposed Development 

~ 'Office I 3,000 
I 815 

TOTAL: 815 5,000 815 

• • • 



• Existing and P.!ed Development •• 
BLOCKE 

--
PRE-DEVELOPMENT (1982) EXISTING/APPROVED DEVELOPMENT (2000) BUILDOUT (2005) 

ADDRESS USE SIZE PARKING NAME I USE I SIZE I PARKING NAME RETAIL I RESTAURANT I OFFICE I OTHER I PARKING 
303 Main Retail 500 12 Plaza Almeria Plaza Almeria 
305Main Retail/ Res (8 1,750 4 Retail 15,000 15,000 15,000 11,000 Res42du 168 
307 Main Retail/ Res (8 1,750 4 Restaurant 15,000 Includes 
309Main Retail 2,938 8 Office 11,000 11 shared 
311 Main Retail 1,600 20 Other Res42du 

'325Main nla 40 
302 5th Retail 5,500 20 

Office 5.500 
310 5th Retail/ Res (2 ( 2,125 
314 5th Office 3,500 
328 5th Res (1 du) 
320 5th n/a 25 

TOTAL: 25,163 133 TOTAL: 41,000 0 TOTAL: 15,000 15,000 11,000 168 

DPMP Update - Oct 2000 Source: City of Huntington Beach 
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:xisting and Proposed Development 
.....,. ____ , .. 

PRE-DEVELOPMENT (1982) EXISTINGIAPPROVED DEVELOPMENT (2000) BUILDOUT (2005) 
ADDRESS USE SIZE PARKING NAME USE SIZE PARKING NAME I RETAIL I RESTAURANT I OFFICE I OTHER I PARKI 

410Main Retail 6,900 24 [410 Main Retail 6,900 24 ourth Blodc. East 
424 Main Auto Repair 8,500 ~24 Main Auto Repair 8,500 23,750 13,000 150 
428Main Retail 5,500 ~28Main Retail 5,500 
438 Main Retail 2,550 ~38Main Retan 2,550 
~OMain Retail 2,500 ~OMain Retail 2,500 
504Main Retail (4 du) 6,300 ~04Main Retail (4 du) 6.300 
[401 Lake Res (1 du) ~01 Lake Res (1 du) 
[405 Lake Res (1 du) ~05 Lake Res (1 du) 
[407 Lake Res (1 du) ~07Lake Res (1 du) 
1409 Lake Res (1 du) 409 Lake Res(1 du) 
421 Lake Res (3 du) 421 Lake Res (3du) 
427 Lake Res (1 du) 427 Lake Res (1 du) 
431 Lake Res (4 du) 431 Lake Res (4du) 
435 Lake Res (4 du) 435 Lake Res (4 du) 
437 Lake Res (1 du) ~37 Lake Res (1 du) 
443 Lake Res (1 du) ~3Lake Res (1 du) 
505 Lake Res (1 du) ~05 Lake Res (1 du) 
201 Pecan Res (1 du) 201 Pecan Res (1 du) 
205 Pecan Res (1 du) 205 Pecan Res (1 du) 
209Pecan Res (1 du) 209Pecan Res (1 du} 

TOTAL: 32 250 24 TOTAL: 32250 24 TOTAL: 23750 13000 150 
DPMP Update - OCt. 2000 Souroe:-City of Huntington Be; 

m 
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• Existing and P.sed Development •• 
BLOCK I 

PRE-DEVELOPMENT (1982) EXISTING/APPROVED DEVELOPMENT (2000 
T RETAIL T RESTAURA_'tT _I OFFICE I OTHER I PARKING ADDRESS USE SIZE PARKING NAME USE SIZE I PARKING T NAME 

r520Main Restaurant 5280 520Main Restaurant 5280 
1522 Main Restaurant 2,666 ~22Main Restaurant 2666 
[526 Main Retail 2,500 526Main Retail 2,500 I H I 2,500 

Res (3 du) Res (3du) 
1538 Main I Office 10,575 10 538Main Office 10,575 I 10 10,575 I 21 

Art Center 
21.021 I 10 II TOtAL: I I 21.021 I 10 7.946 10 575 21 

Source: City of Huntington Beach 
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TABLE 17 
LAND USE FO&U:CASTS FOR THE DOWNTOWN PARKING MASTER PLAN AREA 

• BUILDOUT CONDITIONS 

~ Restaurant 

Area 1 
A 51,693 
8 31,773 
c 28,335 
D 5,000 
E 15,000 
F 4,000 

Subtotal 135,801 

Area2 
G 0 
H 0 
I 7,946 

Subtotal 7,946 

Total of 
Area 1 & 2 143,747 

Notes: 
[a] 139 room hotel 
[b] 1,750 seat Cinema 
[c) Police substation 
[d] Art Center 
Source: City of Huntington Beach 

• 

Retail Office 

118,338 40,779 
27,834 16,000 
37,815 23,975 
24,073 3,000 
15,000 11,000 
24,760 13,000 

247,820 107,754 

25,000 4,700 
20,000 13,000 

2,500 0 

47,500 17,700 

295,320 125,454 

57 

Misc. Total 

103,110[a] 313,920 
30,000 [b} 105,607 

1,600 [c) 91,725 
32,073 
41,000 
41,760 

134,710 626,085 

29,700 
33,000 

10,575 [d] 21,021 

10,575 83,721 

145,285 709,806 

• 

• 

• 
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MICHAEL C. ADAMS 
• ASSOCIATES 

• 

.-

Huntington BeachCity Council 
2000 Main Street 
Huntington Beach, CA 92648 

Re: Downtown Parking Master Plan Update 

Dear Mayor David Garofalo and members of the City Council: 

October 31, 2000 

The Downtown Parking Master Plan is based on a shared parking concept, 
which attempts to balance interrelated land use activities with a limited supply of 
available parking. This delicate balance of parking supply and demand is 
monitored through the annual review process. A timely annual review, and/or 
periodic update, prior to future entitlement decisions on any major downtown 
development projects, is critical. The annual review needs to look at the change in 
ratio of uses as well as the change in parking supply. Simply reviewing the total 
envelope of commercial uses and the total supply of parking as recommended by 
the Coastal Commission is insufficient for determining the performance of the 
Parking Master Plan. 

The existing and anticipated variety of land use activities in the downtown 
area presents a unique blend of demands. For example: 

Short-term parking adjacent to convenience commercial 
Adjacent valet parking for restaurants 
Drop off and pick up areas for retail activities 
Convenient and sheltered parking for office uses 
On site parking for hotel and residential uses 

Different uses have different parking demands. Demands not simply dictated by 
the amount of square footage, of a particular use, but by patron expectations. 
Common sense needs to prevail over simply counting available parking spaces. 

P. 0. Box 382, Huntington Beach, CA. 92648·0382 COASTAL COMMISSION 
(714) 376-3060 

e-mail AdamsAssoc@webtv.net 
EXHIBIT# ~ 
PAGE ._f_ OF L{Jt: 



The proposed changes in the downtown parking regulations will allow 
future large developments to ignore 50% of their other wise potential parking 
needs. While this may indeed seem beneficial to future developers it is very short 
sighted in light of the overall Downtown Master Plan. New developments may 
propose parking demands beyond those anticipated in the Parking Master Plan. 
Each project needs to not only identify their anticipated parking supply, but 
should also address 100% of their regulated parking requirement. Depending on 
the proposed project activities 
existing off-site parking may be sufficient to address any on-site shortfall; 
however, the projects. real parking demand needs to be addressed and not 
circumvented. 

Suggestions: 

1. Parking Management Plans 
Require that projects over 10,000 square feet provide a Parking 
Management Plan and program to meet all required parking 
consistent with the Downtown Parking Master Plan. The Parking 
Management Plan may include alternatives to on-site parking such 
as, but not limited to the following: 

Valet serviceS 
Employee shuttle services 
Exclusive remote parking facilities 
In-lieu fee payments 

2. Parking Management Program 
Any proposed project, which will require the removal of existing 
public and/or private parking facilities, shall be required to 
implement a parking replacement program. The program should 
identify all existing on-site and adjacent off-site parking and 
rettuire I 00% replacement of any lost spaces, consistent with 
Downtown Master Plan. These parking spaces should not be 
subject to any reduction factors and must be accounted for on a one 
to one basis. 

P. 0. Box 382, Huntington Beach, CA. 92648·0382 
(714) 376-3060 

e· ma i I AdamsAssoc®webtv.net 
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3 . Maintain the current parking requirement ratio 
The proposed adjustment of the parking requirement ratios implies 
that the future parking supply will not be sufficient, contrary to the 
observations reported in the Plan update. If the Plan is currently 
working why is there any need to change the parking requirement 
ratios? Any change to the parking requirements will only place an 
additional parking burden on smaller in-fill and change of use 
projects. Large projects will be able to request that half of their 
parking requirement be forgiven. 

The only change warranted to the parking requirements, based on a 
review of the collected data, in the Parking Plan Update would be 
to make Area 2 consistent with Area 1, and not increase the 
parking requirements in Area I. 

The shared parking concept of the Huntington Beach Downtown Parking 
Master Plan seems to be working and adequately meeting the communities' 
needs. To amend the Parking Master Plan, as recommended, simply to 
accommodate the anticipated needs of a yet to be reviewed and approved project 
is premature and may greatly jeopardize the effectiveness of the Master Plan. 
However, an amendment placing additional flexibility, within the regulations, will 
not only allow projects to move forward, but will maintain the integrity of the 
Downtown Parking Master Plan. All major development projects within the 
Downtown should submit for consideration, not only a request for parking 
reduction, but also a parking proposal, which addresses the projects true parking 
demands and a program to implement the projects real parking needs. 

Attached for your review is a legislative draft of the above stated 
suggestions. Thank you for your consideration. 

:~::tl~l~~( 
President 

c.c. Howard Zelefsk.y 
Scott Hess 
Herb Fauland 
Wayne Carvalho · 

P. 0. Box 382, Huntington Beach, CA. 92648-0382 
(714) 376-3060 

e-mail AdamsAssoc({llwebtv.net 
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f DRAFT ORDINANCE NO.----

AN ORDINANCE OF TiiE CITY OF HUNTINGTON BEACH 
AMENDING CHAPTER 4.2 OF 1HE HUNTINGTON BEACH SPECIFIC PLAN 

RELATING TO TiiE DOWNTOWN PARKING MASTER PLAN 

The City Council oi the City of Huntington Beach does hereby ordain as follows: . 
SECTION 1. Section 4.2.14 of the Huntington Beach Specific Plan is hereby amended 

to read as follows: 

4.2.14 The Downtown Parking Master Plan 

The Downtown Parking Master Plan is based on a shared parking concept. Shared 
parkin$ in effect allows one (I) parking ~ace to serve two (2) or more individual land 
uses Without conflict. Shared parking relies on the variations in the peak parking 
demand for different uses. In other words, parking demands will fluctuate in 
relationship to the mix of uses by hour, day of week, and season. The proper mix will 
create an interrelationship among different uses and activities which results in a 
reduction of the demand for parking. 

The Downtown core area is centered along the Main Street commercial corridor. lbis 
commercial corridor divides into two (2) distinct areas, north and south of Orange. 
The area which encompasses the Downtown Parking Master Plan is identified on the 
area map (Figure 4.1). 

Area 1 -The area south of Orange Avenue along Main Street provides the greatest 
amount of public parking opportunities both off-street and on-street. Area 1 has the 
greatest number of visitor-serving and seasonal commercial uses including year round 
entertainment. This area also has the greatest concentration of expanded commercial, 
restaurant and office uses, and therefore, the majority of the public parking spaces are 
provided in this area. 

Expanding commercial activity in this area remains the focus of the Downtown Master 
Plan, however, no additional parking for new or expanded commercial, restaurant and · 
office uses should be required provided the total square footage and mix of uses do not 
exceed the MasterJ~lan projections. The city shall retain the option to purchase 
property for a public parking facility. 

Area 2 - The area north of Orange A venue along Main Street provides limited amounts 
of public parking opportunities. This area is still part of the Downtown core. 
However, the commercial uses in Area 2 cater more to year-round residents, therefore, 
additional on-street short-term parking is provided. The existing Downtown public 
parking facilities are not conveniently located for use in this area, thus, a combination 
of expanded on-street and on-site parking may be necessary for new or expanded 
commercial uses. The commercial activity remains primarily service-related 
commercial; the existing su~ply of on-street and on-site parking should be sufficient 
for anticipated uses. The miX of commercial and residential activities can justify a 
parking reduction and additional parking may not be necessary if development does 
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not exceed the Master Plan projections. The city shall retain the option to purchase 
property for a public parking facility. 

.1' 

City-owned and controlled public parking in the Downtown Parking Master Plan 
(DPMP) area shall be consistent with the City's certified land usc plan. The DPMP is 
structured to protect beach user parking by providing adequate public parking within 
the Downtown area. Jbe DPl\!P encourages the usc of the City-owned and controlled 
parking sites within the DPMP area. To encourage the usc of the City-owned public 
parking facilitieS,' t»arking controls such as time limits, and parking rates may be 
adjusted to maintain the desired use of these spaces by patrons and employees of the 
downtown area. A validation program for the City-owned public parking structure has 
been established as an incentive for the use of the structure by the patrons and 
employees of the downtown area. Any changes to the program shall be submitted to 
the Executive Director to determine if an amendment to the Specific Plan is necessary. 

The Downtown Parking Master Plan anticipates a total development scenario of 
approximately 730,000 square feet of commercial activity. The DPMP has __ 
development thresholds of 144,000 square feet for restaurant, 31S,OOO square feet for 
retail, 126,000 square feet for office and 145,000 square feet for miscellaneous 
development. Area 1 will contain approximately 626,000 square fee of commercial 
development, with the remaining 104,000 ~uare fcc in Area 2. The Planning 
Department shall be responsible for monitonng the development square footage per 
land use and the number of parking spaces within the Downtown Parking Master Plan 
area. 

An annual review and monitoring report of the Downtown Parking Master Plan shall 
be prepared by the Planning Department and presented for review by the Planning 
Commission and City Council. Following the review by the City Co\mcil, the 
Downtown Parking Master Plan annUal revieW and monitoring report shall be 
submitted to the Executive Director of the California Coastal Commission for review. 

The Downtown Parking Master Plan annual review and monitoring report shall 
include, at a minimum: 

1) amount and type of development square footage approved during the annual 
review period; 

2) total amount of square footage in the Downtown Parking Master Plan area; 
3) an inventory of existing parking spaces; 
4) a parking utilization study; 
5) an assessment of parking demand compared with parking supply; 
6) a determinatiQn of whether adequate parking remains to serve development 

allowed up to the total development cap. 

If the Downtown Parking Master Plan annual review and monitoring report indicates 
that the parking supply is inadequate to serve the approved level of development or if 
the development square footage exceeds the amount descn"bed above (up to 730.000 
square feet total), all development within the Downtown Parking Master Plan area · 
shall provide parking consistent with Off-Street Parking and Loading Provisions of the 
Huntington Beach Zoning and Subdivision Ordinance, unless and until new parking to 
meet the identified demand is approved and constructed. 

Changes between one or more of the individual use categories may be allowed as long 
as the total square footage does not exceed 626,000 square feet in Area One and 
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104,00 square feet in Area Two provided there are corresponding changes in the other 
use categories to assure adequate parking remains. 

Although the Downtown Parking Master Plan distinguishes between the location and 
type of parking resources available in Area 1 and Area 2, the adjusted parking 
requirement for both Area 1 and Area 2 is the same (Figure 4.2). The common 
parking requirement is based on the shared parking concept for the entire master plan 
area. , , · · 

Existing •• pr1p111tl building square footage and uses i•••iieli ia tka t11haia.t 
ihtllf!111!184 llp81t pttp1M4Jat• ICaku 0 !188iAt!8 ~S· s lOO(ij; •lith. '181 ua• xu 
P•ta. lsfMtar Pl• Upllaaa," (at pp•slul illll*iaJ ••• ilepeaellls•lltJta J:ali)1il 
iJealta • ~ are parked within the public parkiDg supply within the DOwntown Parking 
Master Plan. In the event a property owner demolishes his/her existing building, and 
rebuilds a new building of equal square footage and use, no additional parking shall be 
required. All required parking shall be calculated based on the reduced requirements 
of the Downtown Parking Master Plan. ·~ 

All projects over
1flr.Tr: ft. 11 ••• kllf(lliij block in size shall be required to llLcc,.r '00}.. prmsid· a mi•;•,• IQI' of the code-required parldng •• 1it1 which is identified in 

.. Figure4.2. A '?•t"l.."U M1P~ 'C'I"" ~ -bt. ~f.,.~ 
~. ~~·-', b.Al -'?""·C• •4 o~ trk. 'fir"'•t> ~trhc.1 
,..,~J. ,.c.~ ~ •at --ft... 1'r•~·~l ~,!!)·'*~ nc.J,~. 
~ c'itl• C.--.1 ~.-J ·~-.t • .f 4¥"'" • 1'\a.--.. 4, 

~Jwd,,. J 0... .,,-1-c. 1'Kli"6 1 .., .. .-4-_,. ~ A 

~~~~~) b._ "-tJ"'4'1eJ . A 1'.lrl....6 ~'""~c..f--?r~o..
w,ll .. ~Q ~ r'~~ .. tf'c.cl ~.,. ).t: f'r~J" w~'f 
L~IIS(. -4l.,._ \ou ot.. c.~~•tf,~ gto• de. ~..YQr 
.~~ ..... ~c. f.,tL...- ..f~.,.l.-t•tr. l "~"·~ 4f"~'t' 
~,rt, .. 6 ifr•or t ~ . ., ... lora ... w-1- ..,.,dt k <'cr'-c•~ 
Oa-\ i o~e. -~· o""e. -b~s•r ,j.J ~L.l "'-...,.....-be. 
Sv!>~+ ~ ~, ""'f'!!l•~t ..-tJ~-ti"·o~-b-&~~. 

_ In addition, the Planning Commission or City Council may impose one 
(1}, all, or a combination of the following requirements to ensure that adequate parking 
is provided for each development: 

1. Req~e that any parJ?ng in-lieu fees be full cos't recovery based on the parking 
requirement for specific uses. However, allow that these fees be paid over an 
amortization period, with appropriate security provided by the applicant to 
guarantee payment. 

2. Require valet parking once the maximum build out of restaurant activity has been 
obtained. 

cS~ 
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w11anuui::M , • .; ............. tg,ooo ..... "'' • •i•• ••n -.. "•••• ,, 
...... I 'M)siss aRAI81al&t pJaa SG&IiGt_Mt mjtla tJ:ae Don satan• ieskiaaJ fatl• ...... ·• 

Require valet and/or remote parkins 4:\:ht£ ... •i aatirJitiea, •i •urt.e 
li:za p111i11 IMIFIIMt•: 

Require ~e applicant to provide additional on-site and /or off-site parking for ariy 
development .• 

Develop parking options which may generate additional parking for any 
development . /~.~ · 

6/ Develop a sign program to direct motorists to,._ • .,. parking facilities''*· •• 
ito s: ale ::a Palains Jcf••sr PI-

SECTION 2. Figure 4.2 of the Huntington Beach Specific Plan is hereby amended as 
follows: 

Land Use 

Retail 

Restaurant 

Office 

DOWNTOWN PARKING MASTER PLAN 
CODlFJED PARKING REQUJREMENTS 

Huntington Beach Code NewP ..:1.• Standard 

1:200 
I. -~S"o •••• 

1:100' l.:el~ 
'''CI:C' 1:2SO I.!JII II 

Note: At any time it deems necessary, the Planning Commission may require 
additional on-site parking to meet the parking demands generated by a use or 
development · 

. ,,.-· 

SECTION 3. The Map of the Parking Master Plan is hereby amended as shown on 
Attachment A hereto. 

SECTION 4. This ordinance shall become effective immediately upon certification by 
the California Coastal Commission. 

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the City Council of the City of Huntington Beach at a 
regular meeting thereofheld on the day of 2000 . 
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My name is Bob Bolen: I am a long time resident. business owner and property owner here in downtown 
Huntington Beach. I currently own the property at 322 Main Street where my business is located. 
I have owned and ~perated businesses here since the 1960s. I have some very valid concerns with the 
action we are here to discuss tonight. I worked my butt off to own my property as bas many ofthe other 
property owners in the area. I want to protect not only my property rights but also those of my neighbors. 

QUESTIONS TO BE ASKED BY COUNCIL OF STAFF 

I. How many parking spaces are required for the anticipated CIM project under the ~Downtown 
Parking Code? ANSWER approximately 850-870 SPACES 

2. How many parking spaces are going to be required for the anticipated CIM project under the new 
Downtown Parking Code if passed? ANSWER approximately 400-420 SPACES 

3. How many parking spaces. both onsite and off site. currently exist on Block A? ANSWER 
approximately 260 SPACES ( see attached) 

.. 

4. Will the CIM project be required to replace the displaced 260 parking spaces, that exist on Block A. in 
addition to the 400 - 420 spaces they will be putting onsite? ANSWER NO 

S. Are the 260 spaces counted in the 400 or so spaces CIM will be building? ANSWER YES 

6. On page 0.1.1 0 (see attached) Staff indicates that the overall parking spaces in the "S11JDY AREA" 
would be increased by 100 to ISO spaces (see attached). "I disagree with staff" 

Lets do the Math: 

Under the current code the parking requirement for the CIM project would be 8SO spaces or more 
The existing parking on Block A is 260 spaces 

TOTAL parking spaces existing &. required 1110 spaces 
If the CIM project supplies .................................................................. 41 0 spaces 
It creates a parking shortfall of ........................................................... (700 spaces) 
Jrthe CIM project supplies less parking the shortfall is even greater. 

Another way to look at it is like this: 

If the CIM project is required to provide only 346 parking spaces, as is discussed in the Environmental 
Check List Form, ( see attached) and they remove 260 existing parking spaces we only get a net gain of 86 
new parking spaces for approximately 240,000 square feet of development. How can this be approved? 
ANSWERITCANNOT 

Don't forget the 260 spaces have already been counted as "shared parking" in the DOWNTOWN 
PARKING SUPPLY to count them again would be double dipping. 

If you pass this new Parking Plan a huge parking discrepancy will be created. CIM will able to take 
advantage of a huge reduction in their parking requirement while the rest of us property owners will be 
burdened with a huge increase in their parking requirement for future development. 

FOR EXAMPLE: 

CIM 
Retail 1.5 (1 :333 sq. ft.) 

OTHERS IN AREA 1 
3.00 {1:333 sq. ft.) 

• 

• 

• 
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Restaurant 
Office 
Cinema 

( 

5.0 (1:100 sq. ft.) 
1.0 (1:500 sq. ft.) 
0.15(1:3.3 seats) 

In addition staff says, on page D-1.22: (see attached) 

10.00 (1:100 sq. ft.) 
2.00 (1:500 sq. ft.) 
0.30 (1:3:3 seats) 

"If the Downtown Parking Master Plan annual review and monitoring report indicates that the parking 
supply is inadequate to serve the approved level of development or if the development square footage 
exceeds the amount described above (up to 710,000 square feet total), all development within the 
Downtown Parking Master Plan area shall provide parking consistent with Off-Street Parking and Loading 
Provisions of the Huntington Beach Zoning and Subdivision Ordinance, unless and until new parking to 
meet the identified demand is approved and constructed... ~-

This again creates a back door for the staff to require the remaining property owners who wish to develop 
their property to be burdened with an even higher standard of parking requirements. 

Another back door is created by the Note: found on D-1.24 (see attached) 

In summation: 

If the staff really feels we have enough parking in the downtown area let us continue to count our onsite 
parking towards any intensification of use or expansion of square footage as it currently exists in the 
Downtown Parking Master Plan (see attached). This does not burt anyone. AND 

Give the same ability to all property owners who wish to build in the downtown area by providing the same 
parking ratios as will be required of the CIM project. What difference does it make if your parcel is 
smaller? It will just require a smaller amount of parking. There is no magic in 30,000 square feet or 
larger. 

As a property owner I am not looking for an advantage over anyone else. I am not looking for any special 
treatment. I only want to be treated fairly along with the other property owners in the downtown area. In 
other words if they can do it we should be allowed to do it. What I am really trying to do is to persuade 
you into treating everyone equally and by the same set of rules nothing more nothing less. 

Thanks for your time . 



( REQUEST FOR ACTION ( 

MEETING DATE: November 6, 2000 DEPARTMENT 10 NUMBER: PL 00-61 

4. Additional Recommendations 

The existing DPMP contains parking options that authorize the City's approving body to 
impose on downtown development. Kaku Associates recommends additional parking 
strategies to improve the Downtown Parking Master Plan. Specifically, Kaku Associates 
recommends the following: 

• The City encourage all future projects proposing a density of development for a 
commercial project that is over 30,000 sq: ft.--~~ p~()":!d~ ar:act.. ~~lj~fy .a(l~~!_t§O.~. o~ its 
code-required parking. By requiring these larger projects to provide.50%..of.the ~>.: 
spaces, the . .Qyer.aJUnQre~Jo.tb~_Q.@rk.ing.s.uppij:W.Outd )i:eliictiiaecl}ii1P..Q;Iso: .. 
~p~~~Jn_ the.study..,aRt& • .' .. _: ___ ~·----: . / ·~ 

• The City should require all larger projects utilize on-site attendants (valet service) 
during the peak season. Parking vehicles in tandem can increase the effective 
capacity of the parking supply of the larger facilities. This measure would only be 
required during the peak summer months (i.e. June-August). 

• The City not engage in a capital improvement program to construct additional 

•• 

municipal parking facilities to increase the parking supply. Based on the availability of 
hundreds of parking spaces within the periphery area of downtown, including the Pier • 
Plaza parking lots south of P.C.H., there is no justification to add additional City 
parking facilities to the downtown parking supply. Although these spaces are 
excluded from the official inventory of the DPMP parking supply, they can be viewed 
as supplemental spaces that are available for use during peak periods. 

After reviewing these recommended strategies, staff determined that these measures are 
addressed within the Downtown Specific Plan. The existing ordinance grants the Planning 
Commission the authority to impose a variety of parking requirements on projects to reduce 
parking impacts within the DPMP (SEE ATTACHMENT NO.4). For example, the Planning 
Commission may require valet service be offered as part of a development; require 
additional on-site and/or off-site parking; and require payment of in-lieu fees. The proposed 
ordinance includes amended or added parking measures incorporating the 
recommendations by Kaku Associates. 

7. SUMMARY 

The Kaku study confirms that the current and future parking supply is adequate to 
accommodate current and future demand. The analysis concludes that the study area has 
sufficient excess capacity to accommodate increases in parking demand. 

-10- 11/02100 8:46AM • 
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not exceed the Master Plan projections. The city shall retain the option to purchase 
property for a public parking facility . 

City-owned and controlled public parking in the Downtown Parking Master Plan 
(DPMP) area shall be consistent with the City's certified land use plan. The DPMP is 
structured to protect beach user parking by providing adequate public parking within 
the Downtown area. The DPMP encourages the use of the City-owned and controlled 
parking sites within the DPMP area. To encourage the use of the City-owned public 
parking facilities, parking controls such as time limits, and parking rates may be 
adjusted to maintain the desired use of these spaces by patrons and employees of the 
downtown area. A validation program for the City-owned public parkmg structure has 
been established as an incentive for the use of the structure by the patrons and 
employees of the downtown area. Any changes to the program shall be submitted to 
the Executive Director to determine if an amendment to the Specific Plan is necessary. 

The Downtown Parking Master Plan anticipates a total development scenario of . 
approximately 710,000 square feet of commercial activity. The DPMP has 
development thresholds of 144,000 square feet for restaurant, 295,000 square feet for 
retail, 126,000 square feet for office and 145,000 square feet for miscellaneous 
development. Area 1 will contain approximately 626,000 square fee of commercial 
development, with the remaining 84,000 square fee in Area 2. The Planning 
Department shall be responsible for monitoring the development square footage per 
land use and the number of parking spaces within the Downtown Parking Master Plan 
area. · 

An annual review and monitoring report of the Downtown Parking Master Plan shall 
be prepared by the Planning Department and presented for review by the Planning 
Commission and City Council. Following the review by the City Council, the 
Downtown Parking Master Plan annual review and monitoring report shall be 
submitted to the Executive Director of the California Coastal Commission for review. 

The Downtown Parking Master Plan annual review and monitoring report shall 
include, at a minimum: 

1) amount and type of development square footage approved during the annual 
review period; 

2) total amount of square footage in the Downtown Parking Master Plan area; 
3) an inventory of existing parking spaces; 
4} a parking utilization study; 
5) an assessment of parking demand compared with parking supply; 
6} a determination of whether adequate parking remains to serve development 

allowed up to the total development cap. 
\.:w,, -., ;:~ "'·,•''0 ~~~ ... 

I(the Downtown P~g Master Plan annual review and monitoring report indicates 
tha~ the 'parking supply is inaaequa~e~ to serye the approved l~vel of~eyelopnient odf 
the,develop~ent square foot~ge ex~eeds the amount descri~ed above (up to 710,~QO 
square feet total), all development within the Downtown Parking Master.Plan area ~ 
shal~ provide' parking· consistent with Off-Street .Parking and Loading Provision$ of the 
Huntington Beach Zoning and Subdivision Ordinance, unless and until new parking· to 
meet the identified demand is approved and constructed. .. . .r ... 

Changes between one or more of the individual use categories may be allowed as long 
as the total square footage does not exceed 710,000 square feet square feet provided 

jmplplanning/4-2 ordll 0126100 2 



Land Use 

Retail 

Restaurant 

Office 

DOWNTOWN PARKING MASTER PLAN 
CODIFIED PARKING REQUIREMENTS 

Hun tin on Beach Code New Parkin Standard 

1:200 1:333 

1:100 1:100 

1:250 1:500 

~ote: A~. a~Y:!_ilri~}! a~~~~-~~~es~ary, _tl!~:~lannirig- Co!Dmis~~on may require 
additioQal on~site parking to meet the parking demands generated by a use or 

· deveio .. merit.''~~·-- 1 ·· ........ _ .. P __ ...... ·---.. -
'•, 

SECTION 3. The Map of the Parking Master Plan is hereby amended as shown-on 
Attachment A hereto. 

SECTION 4. This ordinance shall become effective immediately upon certification by 
the California Coastal Commission. 

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the City.Council of the City of Huntington Beach at a 
regular meeting thereof held on the day of , 2000. 

Mayor 
ATTEST: 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
City Clerk 

• 

P.....<-~b6/~ 
;z::.v-City Attorney I ~to,,_~{ u 

REVIEWED AND APPROVED: 
TED AND AP OVED: 

jmplplanning/.t-2 ord/10126100 4 G,J-
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TABLE 1 
PARKING SPACE INVENTORY 

BLOCK~PAZ} II ON..STREET I OFF..STREET I TOTAL I 
~",'·A ' ' 60 176. ' 

'' .. _,__, 
~~- ' 

8 32 285 
c 34 20 
0 36 826 
E n/a n/a 
F 42 60 

204 1,367 
G 59 44 
H 75 78 
I 22 21 

AREA2TOTAL · 156 143 

AREA 1 & 2 SUBTOTAL 360 1,510 

81 20 0 
C1 43 0 
01 39 0 
02 40 0 
E1 46 0 
F1 42 0 
F2 18 0 
G1• 71 0 

PERIPHERY TOT~ Jf 319 0 

TOTAL AREA 679 1,510 

• G1 lndudes the foDowlng street segments (see Figure 1): 
6th Street between Orange Avenue and Main Street -west side 
Main Street between 6th Street and Ac:ada Avenue -west side 
Acacia Avenue between Main Streeet and Lake Street- north side 
lake Street between Acada Avenue and Orange Avenue - east side 
Orange Avenue between 3rd Street and 1st Street· north side 

5 

236 ., ....... 
-·(··} 

317 
54 
862 
n/a 
102 

1,571 
103 
153 
43 
299 

1,870 

20 
43 
39 
40 
46 . 
42 
18 
71 
319 

2,189 

ATIACHMFNT NO. ---
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DewateWB area reeegaizes that w.-e differ:eat aael Elistiaet implefH:eRtatiea aprreaehes 
are aeeessary fer eaeh efthe areas. the adjusted parking requirement was eal.ndateel 
for both Area 1 and Area 2 is the same (Figure 4.2). The common parking 
requirement is based on the shared parking concept for the entire 
master plan area. 

Existin~ and proposed building square footage and uses identified in the 
technical back~round report prepared by Kaku Associates (Sept., 
2000), entitled 'Downtown Park1ng Master Plan Updatet" (Appendix 
..:.. Ex1sting and Proposed Land Use Analysis Blocks A- IJ are parked 
within the public parking supply within the Downtown Parking Master Plan. In the 
event a property owner demolishes his/her existing building, and rebuilds a new 
building of equal square footage and use, no a4~itional parking shall be required. ,~J.P[J 
eeele reE~Qireel parftiag spaees pFEwieleel ea si.te sftallee -ere.eliteel fei-·aay ifiPwi9&;;(1f 
SEtY8fe feemge er iateasifieatiea ef1:!se. All required parking shall be calculated based 
on the reduced requirements of the Downtown Parking Master Plan. ~ .. 

Area 1 Ia ."d=ea l the f85t81:!Faftt anel retail pari.Eiag MEf1:!iremeRt was MQ1:!eed ey tbiRy 
three pereeat aael "''•11My five pereeat respeeti\·ely. The effiee reEI1:liremeat ey ser:eaty 
fi•;e pereeat. IR adelitiea, the theater parkiag Fe'f1:!iremeat \\'119 red1:!eeel fl::em me 
eKistiag eede MCif1:!iremeat efeae (1) parkiag spaee fer e'/ery third seat te eae (1) 

• 

·· parkiag spaee fer e':et;· fifth seat. This reelYetiea is eased ea sYrveys eeadYeted &y the 
theater iadYStry. These reel1:!etiens reeegaia the time difi'ereatial MEl eaptive market 
eeaeepts. spaaeliag eemmeFeial aetivit)' ia this area remains the f0e1:!5 ef the 
Dewatewa Master Plan, hewever, ae adelitieaal parking fer ae•H er expaneled 
eemmereial, restawaBt anel efiiee 1:!5es she1:!1d ee FIEfYireel. The majeaty efpY8lie 
parkiag eppert1:!Rities eYF.Featly eKist ia this area ad the eYrreat parkiag SYfJf!l)· 
eJteeeels the parki:Bg elemanel. This parking sapply '•'All eeati&Ye te Se aeleCif1:!ate • 
previded the tetal SEfY&re feetage ef1:!ses de aet eKeeeel the Master Plaa pfejeetieas. 
The eity shall retaia the epMea te p1:!lehase prepeR3· fer a p1:!8lie parkiag faeility. 

Area 2. IR Area a the ~tail ~El e~ee FeEf~ire~eat r.vas re~Yeed ey fifty J?eFEeRt.. This 
reeegruzes that the retatl aettvtty 'Ntll ee fJAIRBAly eetWeateaee eemmeretal eaterutg te 
leeal resideats ea shert term sheppiag trips. The effiee parkiag reEf1:!iremeat reelYetiea 
is easeel ea the miaimal R1:!meer ef efiiee eppertwtities aael the ea site pariEiag. 
Resta:ara&t 1:!Ses WeN aet givea a reel1:!etiea faeter. Nwftef9YS eeailiets are ereateel 
eet\veea restaaran:t anel resielealial Yses, therefere, restaYraats she1:!lelee FeEfYireel te 
pF9vide eae hedreel pereeat eftheir parkiag reCif1:!iremeat ea site. The eKistieg 
Dewftte·Nfl p1:!8lie pari.Eiag :faeilities are aet eetWeRieatly leeated fer 1:!5e iR tms area; 
th:Ys, a eemeiaatiea ef eKpa:REleel en street and ea site parkiag may ee aeeessary fer 
aew er eMpaadeel eemmereiai1:!Ses. He•Ne•,cer, previeliRg the eemmereial aeti•.ity 
remains primarily serviee related eemmereial, the eMistiag s1:!pply ef ea street aael ea 
site pari.Eiag she1:!1elee sl:lfiieieat fer aatieipated 1:!5es. A:ll FYt9Fe Elevelepmeat pfejeets 
mYst ee earefw.lly revie•:.red fer parkiag eeaeerns. The miK ef eemmereial ana 
resieleatial aetivities eanj1:!stify a parkiag redYetiea aad additieaal parkiBg may aet ee 
aeeessary if der:elepmeat elees aet eKeeeel the Master Plan prejeelieas, The ei;y shall 
retaia the eptiea te pYrehase preperty fer a pY8lie parkiag faeility. 

The Planning Commission or City Council may impose one (1), all, or a combination 
of the following requirements to ensure that adequate parking is provided for each 
development: 

1. Require projects over 30,000 sq. ft. or one-half (1/2) block in size 
provide 50% of.the code-required parking identified in Figure 
4.2, 9R site parking fer all prejeets eRe Jlalf(l/2) Sleeker gr:eater iR Sil!e. 
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Downtown Parking Master Plan 

A. The Coualtaat m:ommellds the Cay eacourace aU 
future projects proposial a deDIGy Of d"elopmeat for a 
eo-en:ial project tllat ilowr 30,000 sqare feet to 
provide aad atilfr at least 50% of the Cilfa code
required parldag (Coualtaat estimates 150 to 200 spaces 
woald be added). 

Commilaloa's reeommeadatloa iltUt the 50% be 
required, aot optloal. based oa the proposed Dowatowa 
Parkia& Master Piaa. 

Not reqalriac the 50% red aces aYaiiable alaared parldag 
aad establishes aa aafair polkJ for property owaers oa 
MaiD Street. 

Downtown Parking Master Plan 

luaples or aalda1 50% u optloa llald oa a colt of Sll.OOO per 
parklq space: 

PlAZA ALMERIA 
Reqalnd ta proflde 100% padba& oil-lite 
41,000 .. aare foot project 
100% •lA .,.eesoa-tlte, 50% •14 

COlt St,lm.OOO 

BLOCKS 104.10:5 Sulap S4A.OOO 
Req11ired ta proYide less tbaa 50%. o!Hite 
m,ooo squre foot project 
100% - m .,.ca oa-tlte, 50% - G9 

Stall"s recot~~aeadatloa Is 403 parklllcsp~~-. Dis Is 36 parldac 
spaces hlow tfte 50% • 

1 
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Downtown Parking Master Plan 

B. Tile Commissioa is recommeadillg credits for parkiDg be 
brokea oat by area. If a project is built Ia Area Oae tbat 
requires more shared parJdaa tbaa is uailable Ia Area 
Oae, credit from Area Two eauot be UleCL 

*Future coaditioas ia Area Oae sbow a sltortacc of210 
spaces (eaased by a curreat shortqe ol395 spaces Ia Area 
oae), wlaicll is partiaDy compeasated by a llll'plas ofl85 
spaces Ia Area Two. 

*DowDtowD Parkilll Master Piau Update 
Kalm Associates, September 27, 2000 

Downtown Parking Master Plan 
Puldac Space la.ftatury 
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Downtown Parking Master Plan 

Yar 
J.99:S 
1996 
1997 
1998 
1999 

MaiD Pier Project Area aud Dowatowa Core 
Third Quarter Sales Tu Reveaae (July- Sept) 

MliDI'lcr %CIIaa&e DowDCowiiCore 
1S2,.522 • 121,292 
138.722 -9.QS% 99,891 
137,372 -0.97% 98,.526 
161).920 17.14% 118,478 
201.460 2S.19% 126,942 

%CIIaa&e 
• 

-17.64% 
-1.37% 
20.2S% 
7.14% 

~OR Ala. ix:fulks die iJIIowiDg lll&oc:ss eddn::sacs: Pacific a.st 
~. 1Q2.698 (IMIIUIJDilas ooly:l MUl Stled,. 101-816; 2zxl Sl=t; 3rd 
Sl=t; Sch Sl=t; lidl SIRil:t; I..aiiD Stled,.llld (1M, Qqe &1: w.bitAWIIICS. 

"1bc MID-Pia' prqject area ix:JDdes die J::lowolowa Cole pUs die 'Wiia:fiom Hillm 
Raort, Pir:r bt•i • die Qb:lc:r Ratualll:, 1i'alewiad bdllables llld bea:b 
CIO'USi••ins. 
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CITY o,r= HUNTINGTON BEACH 
INTERDEPARTMENTAL COMMUNICATION 

TO: Honorable Mayor and City Council Members 

FROM: Connie Brockway 
City Clerk 

SUBJECT: D-3. Public Hearing Zoning Text Amendment No. 99-3/ Local Coastal 
Program Amendment No. 00-2, Downtown Specific Plan Updating the 
Downtown Parking Master Plan 

DATE: October 16, 2000 ··~ 

This memo is submitted relative to citizen inquiries to the Clerk's Office received as to 
whether proper procedure has been followed regarding the scheduling of Public Hearing 
Item D-3 on the City Council Agenda. 

Concerns are as follows: 

1. The City Council Public Hearing legal notice was published and notification mailed 
prior to consideration and action on th~ items by the Planning Commission. 

2. The legal notice for the City Council hearing advises that a staff repart is available 
for public review in the Clerk's Office. This is not the case as the Planning 
Commission had not made a decision for recommendation to Council. 

3. The concern that the City Council hearing was advertised before the Planning 
Commission consideration and decision causing the public to not be afforded an 
adequate timeline for opportunity to prepare input for the Council hearing. 

4. Scheduling the City Council Public Hearing prior to Planning Commission adion 
anticipates that the Planning Commission adion is a foregone condusion. 

5. If the Local Coastal Program Amendmen~ Specific Plan, or Zoning Text 
Amendment is appealable if approved or denied by the Planning Commission, the 
time for appeal by the public is not allowed. · 

6. The Local Coastal Plan Amendment No. 00-2 does not appear to be adequately 
described in the legal notice in order for comment and/or appeal to be submitted by 
the public. 

L.f\Te .. CoMtvl\AN\ C.~l\orJ 

(_t>NliNWtD OfcN ~OM IO-Ib-00 
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Mayor Dave Garofalo 
and Members of the City Council 
City of Huntington Beach 
2000 Main Street 
Huntington Beach, CA 92648 
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Re: Proposed Amendments to the City's General Plan/Local Coastal Program, 
Downtown Specific Plan, and Zoning Text Amendment Relating to the 
Downtown Parking Master Plan Update 

Dear Mayor Garofalo and Members of the City Council: 

I am writing to you on behalf of the Huntington Beach Citizens Against Redevelopment' 
Excess ("CARE") and Abdelmuti Development Company ("ADC'') in opposition to the 
proposed amendments to the City's General Plan/Local Coastal Program, the Downtown 
Specific Plan, and the Zoning Text Amendment that are agendized for consideration at your 
October 16 and October 23 meetings. I respectfully request that a copy of this letter be entered 
into the public hearing record. 

I have previously communicated some of my clients' objections and concerns on this 
subject to the City's Planning Commission.· (See my October 3 letter attached hereto as Exhibit 
"A.'') As Planning Commissioner Biddle acknowledged at the Commission's October 10,2000, 
meeting, my questions were not answered by the City's staff or parking consultant. Hopefully, 
before the City Council approves a massive increase in the Downtown commercial building cap 
and a further slashing of the parking requirements for new development, the Council will 
demand that the blatant errors and omissions in the parking study on which these actions 
purportedly are based are corrected. 

I will not reiterate in this letter the points that have previously been made (and ignored). 

• 

• I will focus instead in this letter on providing additional evidence: and arguments as to why the 
staff/consultant prooos~l_~hoy.ld be ~~jected. 

U\~ Cc!'AM\ANI CN\oN G d-~. 
:;~~~::=~ (oNl\NlA~D @N =ffuM \o-\~-00 ¥ > 
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Mayor Dave Garofalo and 
Members of the City Council 
October 16, 2000 
Page2 

.. 

1. Before the City Council Considers Amending its General Plan!LCP, Specific 
Plan. and the Text of the City's Zoning Ordinance. a Full EIR Must Be Prepared. 

I addressed this issue briefly at pages 11-12 of my October 3rd letter to the Planning 
Commission. I would like to elaborate. 

-
One of the recommended actions you are being requested to take is to approve ~m 

amendment to the City's Local Coastal Program, which is an element of the City's General Plari. 
It has long been established that a city's approval of a general plan amendment is a discretionary 
"project" that requires CEQA compliance and, if appropriate, preparation of a full-blown 
environmental impact report ("EIR"). See, e.g., City of Santa Ana v .. Ci'J: of Garden Grove 
(1979) 100 Cal.App.3d 521, 526, DeVita v. County of Napa (1995) 9 Cal.4 763, 793-794, and 
CEQA Guidelines§ 15378(a)(l). 

Another action the City Council is being requested to take is an amendment to the 
Downtown Specific Plan. It is similarly well established that a public agency must comply with 
CEQA before approving a specific plan or specific plan amendment. See, e.g., Stanislaus ( 
Natural Heritage Project v. County of Stanislaus (1996) 48 Cal.App.4th 182; Los Angeles Unified ' 
School District v. City of Los Angeles (1997) 58 Cal.App.4th 1019, 1028-1030, and A Local and 
Regional Monitor v. City of Los Angeles (1993) 16 Cal.App.4th 630. 

Finally, your staff is recommending that the City Council approve an amendment to the 
text of the City's Zoning Ordinance. Once again, there is no question but that zoning ordinances 

. require full CEQA compliance. See, e.g., City of Cannel-by-the-Sea v. Board of Supervisors 
(1986) 183 Cal.App.3d 229, Rural Landowners Association v. Lodi City Council (1983) 143 
Cal.App.3d 1013, and Public Resources Code§ 21080(a). · 

Notwithstanding the clear law on this subject, your staff claims that the General Plan 
Amendment, Specific Plan Amendment, and Zoning Text Amendment before you are exempt 
from CEQA compliance under the CEQA Guideline that applies to "feasibility and planning 
studies.,. Nothing could be further from the truth. That Guideline, which is set forth as Section 
15262 of Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations, provides as follows: 

11210141120.0001 
12SSS.C.OI al0116100 

"A project involving only feasibility or planning studies for 
possible future actions which the agency, board, or commission 
has not approved, adopted. or funded does not require the 
preparation of an EIR. or negative declaration but does require 
consideration of environmental factors. This section does not 
apply to the adoption of a plan that will have a legally binding 
effect on later activities." (Emphasis added.) (_ 
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Members of the City Council 
October 16, 2000 
Page3 

By amending the City's General Plan/LCP, Specific Plan, and Zoning Text, you most 
assuredly would not be dealing only with "possible future actions.'' The General Plan 
Amendment/LCP, Specific Plan Amendment, and Zoning Text Amendment would themselves 
have been "approved" and "adopted" and would have "a legally binding effect on later 
activities.'' The exemption does not apply. If the Council wished simply to review the DPMP 
Update, not adopt it as official City policy, and direct .your staff and ~nsultants to prepare a 
General Plan!LCP Amendment, Specific Plan Amendment, and Zoning Text Amendment for 
future consideration after full CEQA compliance, the Guideline could be applicable. By 
crossing over the line and approving and adopting legally binding amendments to the City's land 
use regulations, however, you step from the realm of feasibility and planning studies that are not 
subject to CEQA into the realm of discretionary project approvals, which are subject to CEQA. 

"In keeping with general principles of statutory construction, exemptions [from CEQA] 
are construed narrowly and will not be unreasonably expanded beyond their terms." eounty of 
Amador v. ElDorado County Water Agency (1999) 76 Cal.App.4th 931, 966, citing McQueen v. 
Board of Directors (1988) 202 Cal.App.3d 1136, 1149. In McQueen, it should be noted, the 

• 

court expressly rejected the respondent open space district's claim that its acquisition of surplus • 
federal property adjoining the district's open space preserve was exempt from CEQA review 
under the same Guideline for feasibility or planning studies. As the court noted, the exemption 
was not applicable because the district did more than approve a study; it acquired the property 
and thereby incurred a concomitant obligation to address the environmental impacts of its 
maintenance and use. 

Here, there is no question that the City's approval of a General Plan!LCP Amendment, 
Specific Plan Amendment, and Zoning Text Amendment will have profound environmental 
impacts on the Downtown Huntington Beach area necessitating the preparation of a full-blown 
EIR. As noted in my letter to the Planning Commission, the proposed actions would increase the 
commercial building cap in the small Downtown area by over 230,000 square feet, an 
approximately 46.1% increase, and would further reduce the already lowered off-street parking 
requirements by approximately one-third. Indeed, if the City were to use as a "baseline" the 
existing conditions surveyed by the City's parking consultant upon which the pending 
recommendation is based, there would be an increase of well over 100% --more than double- in 
the commercial square footage. (Compare the "existing" occupied square footage of 353,000 
square feet (KAKU report, p. 46) with the proposed increase to 730,000 square feet of 
commercial development.) 

A primary purpose of the proposed General Plan/LCP Amendment, Specific Plan 
Amendment, and Zoning Text Amendment appears to be to cleat the way for the massive CIM 
project that is currently proposed to be developed in Block A of the Downtown Parking Master 
Plan area. Your own City staff has acknowledged that "implementation of the [CIM] project will • 

1121014820.0001 
125584.01 ai0/1&100 
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result in significant impacts to land use and planning, population and housing, geology and soils, 
hydrology_and water quality, air quality, transportation/traffic, noise, public services, utilities and 
service systems, and aesthetics," thereby necessitating the preparation of an EIR. (See May 17, 
2000, Notice of Preparation of Draft EIR for the Block 104/105 [i.e., Block A] Redevelopment 
Project attached hereto as Exhibit "B," at p. 2.) It is inconceivable that the City could take the. 
position that a general plan/LCP amendment, specifi~ plan amendment, and zoning text 
amendment are somehow exempt from CEQA when the primary implementation project these 
actions are designed to facilitate will itself generat~ potentially significant environmental 
impacts. As noted in the respected Guide to the California Environmental Quality Act published 
by Solano Press Books (1Oth ed., 1999): 

"Even actions that might be disparaged as mere 'governmental 
paper-shuffling' (e.g., the adoption of a general plan) can 
constitute projects, so long as they 'culminate' in physical impacts 
to the environment. (Bozung v. Local Agency Formation 
Commission (1975) 13 Cal.3d 263, 277-279 [118 Cal.Rptr. 249].) 
Thus, a discretionary agency . action qualifies as a 'project' 
whenever it is 'necessary to the carrying out of some private 
project involving a physical change in the environment.' (Simi 
Valley, supra, 51 Cal.App.3d at p. 664; see also, Kaufman & 
Broad-South Bay, Inc. v. Morgan Hill Unified Scholl District 
(6thDist. 1992) 9 Cal.App.4th 464, 473 [11 Cal.Rptr.2d 792] 
(where government decision does not have a 'direct effect' on the 
environment, it must be '"a necessary step in a chain of events 
which would culminate in physical impact on the environment'" in 
order to be a 'project'}, quoting Fullerton Joint Union High School 
District v. State Board of Equalization (1982) 32 Cal.3d 779, 795 
[187 Cal.Rptr. 398].)" (ld, at p. 64.) 

Once again, your staff is calling upon the City Council to wrongfully pre-commit to the 
CIM project without undertaking the required CEQA review. For ease of reference, I am 
incorporating into this letter all of the evidence and arguments on this issue that are set forth or 
referred to at pages 4-22 of the Petitioners' /Plaintiffs' Opening Brief filed on January 18, 2000, 
in CAREv. City of Huntington Beach, OCSC Case No. 811519 (attached hereto as Exhibit "C"), 
and pages 1·9 of Petitioners' /Plaintiffs' Reply Brief that was filed in that action on or about 
February 28,2000 (see Exhibit "D" hereto).1 

1 
The discussion at pp. 12-20 of Exhibit "C" is also relevant to the un~upported statement at page 4 of 

the City staffs October 10. 2000. report to the Planning Commission that the claimed Section 15262 
exemption "is adequate because the Downtown Specific Plan and Downtown Parking Master Plan land 
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The City's promotion of the CIM project- again, before any environmental review has 
been conducted - has gotten to the point that the City is advertising the project on the City 
website, predicting that it will be open by the Fall of2001, and refening prospective tenants to 
CIM's brokers for "leasing opportunities." (See Exhibit "E" attached hereto.) If and when the 
City and Redevelopment Agency ever get around to reviewing the environmental impacts of th~ 
CIM project, the review will be nothing more than a "post hoc rationalization to support action 
already taken," a result condemned by the courts. See, e.g., Laurei Heights Improvement 
Association v. Regents of the University of California (1988) 47 Ca1.3d 376, 394-395. · 

CARE and ADC disagree strongly with the City staffs incomplete and inaccurate review 
of the one land use issue that has been addressed so far - parking. (See .Exhibit "A" hereto and 
1 2 of this letter, below.) For present purposes, however, a much greater point of contention is 
the City's refusal to even undertake the comprehensive environmental analysis that is required 
by law. My clients have environmental concerns regarding parking and traffic, overbuilding and 
land use incompatibility, impacts on historic/cultural resources, aesthetic and view impacts, the 
impact of overdevelopment of the Downtown in increasing business vacancies and failures that 

• 

lead to further "blighting" conditions (see, e.g.; Citizens for Quality Growth v. City of Mt. Shasta • 
(1988) 198 Cal.App.3d 433, 445-446 [reversing project approvals evert though an EIR was 
prepared because the EIR failed to consider that "the potential economic problems caused by the 
proposed project could conceivably result in business closures and physical deterioration of the 
downtown area"] and Citizens Association for Sensible Development of Bishop v. County of Inyo 
(1985) 172 Cal.App.3d 151, 159 [''the lead agency must consider whether the proposed shopping 
center will take business away from the Downtown shopping area and thereby cause business 
closures and eventual physical deterioration of downtown Bishop'1), and other impacts in the 
categories referred to in the City's own Environmental Assessment for the CIM project (Exhibit 
"B" hereto). My clients' concerns are heightened by the fact that substantial development has 
occurred in the area since the last environmental review was conducted (e.g., Pier Plaza, Plaza 
Almeria, Duke's and Chimayo's) and there is substantial planned development in Downtown 
Huntington Beach just outside the Downtown Parking Master Plan area (e.g., the pending 
"31 acres" development just to the south, at PCH and First Street). An EIR for a general 
plan/LCP amendment, specific plan amendment, and zoning text amendment to substantially 
increase Downtown commercial development and substantially reduce code parking 
requirements deserves full environmental review now, taking into consideration all of the 
cumulative impacts of these other closely related projects. 

use and development potential has been analyzed under the General Plan EIR No. 94-1, and the 
• Redevelopment Plan Merger EIR No. 96-2." Even ignoring the completely illogical nature of this 

statement - subsequent implementation actions are not "exempt" under CEQA because of prior 
environmental review - the statement is absolutely unfounded and unsupported by the two documents • 
referred to. 
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What is the rush? Why did your staff take the highly unusual step of noticing a City 
Council hearing on this subject before the Planning Commission hearing has even concluded? 
Why is the City Council proposing to go forward with consideration of the staff recommendation 
at tonight's meeting before the Planning Commission has acted? The process gives off all of the 
signs of a railroad job. On behalf of my clients, I respectfully request that the City Council slow 
the process down, fulfill your obligations under CEQA b~fore approving any proposed changes 
to the land use regulations governing Downtown development, and satisfy CEQA's objectives of 
promoting informed decision-making and active public involvement. · 

2. The Proposed Actions are Based Upon a Seriously Flawed Parking Study. 

I addressed this issue at length in my October 3 letter to the Planning Commission. 
(Exhibit "A, hereto.) Once again, my questions have not been answered and the obvious errors 
and omissions in the consultant's report have not been corrected. It is incredible that· the City 
would consider taking an action with such potentially dire consequences for the Downtown 
based upon a parking study with so many mistakes in it. 

In addition to the points raised in my October 3rd letter, consider the following: 

A. As a couple of the speakers at the October 3 Planning Commission 
meeting noted, the City's consultant improperly included private posted parking in the study's 
analysis of parking spaces that are "available" for shared public use. The Planning 
Commissioners were clearly troubled by this defect in the analysis. A shared parking concept is 
legitimate only if the person parking the vehicle has the right to leave the vehicle in place while 
he/she visits multiple destinations. This simply is not the case with the privately owned parking 
spaces in Downtown Huntington Beach. In addition, many of the private businesses are not even. 
open during the evening peak hours identified by the City's parking consultant, which means that 
the parking spaces counted as available by the consultant are not truly available to serve even 
one, much less multiple, purposes. 

B. Much was made at the Planning Commission meeting as to how the shared 
parking concept has ''worked" in the 5 or 6 years since it was first implemented. As noted by at 
least a couple of the Commissioners, however, the jury is still out on whether this history 
supports any change to the commercial building cap and parking requirements in the Downtown 
since there was virtually no new development between the time the original shared parking 
concept was adopted and the date that the parking study upon which the currently proposed 
changes are based was conducted (in September of 1999). To repeat, at that time there were only 

• 353,000 square feet of occupied commercial square footage in the Downtown (the Plaza Almeira 
project had not yet been completed). The current proposal would more than double the amount 
of commercial development to. 730,000 square feet and would further lower parking 
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requirements by about one-third (on top of the 33-40% reduction that the City already approved 
in 1995). 

C. The City consultant continues to dissemble when talking about the 319 
"peripherar' parking spaces. The consultant's report repeatedly refers to these parking spaces~ 
being part of the available parking supply for Downtown businesses. (See, e.g., pp. 3, 5, 11, 13, 
15, 18, 19, and 21 of the K.AKU report.) As Commissioner Livengood noted at the~lanni~g 
Commission meeting, however, these parking spaces are already heavily utilized by the adjacent 
residences and simply are not available to supplement Downtown commercial parking needs. 
(See also the first bullet point under 1 1.3 of my October 3 letter to the Commission attached 
hereto as Exhibit "A.") When confronted on this point at the Planning Commission meeting, the 
consultant then claimed that these 319 peripheral parking spaces were in no way used in the 
parking analysis portion of his report (after p. 33). There are two responses to this assertion. 
First of all, if the peripheral parking spaces are not relevant to the analysis, why were they 
included in the report at all? Secondly, it turns out that the consultant was not giving the 
Commission the straight story. In his final recommendation, at page 75 of his report, the 
consultant once again returned to the existence· of the peripheral parking spaces as a justification 
for the City's not requiring or building any additional public parking facilities in the Downtown 
area notwithstanding that even the consultant noted there would be an overall parking deficit at 
full build-out (i.e., with the CIM project). 

D. The City's own former Planning Director and at least three of the Planning 
Commissioners expressed grave reservations with the City statrs proposal that Areas 1 and 2 in 
the Downtown Parking Master Plan area be merged such that the parking deficiencies in Area 1 
(which will be several hundred more spaces than projected, given the substantial errors in the 
report) can be "made up" in Area 2. From looking at the statrs revised recommendation after 
the Commission's October 10 meeting, it appears that the staff has ignored the Commission's 
expressed concerns. The biggest parking deficiency is in Block A, closest to the beach. It is 
completely unrealistic to think that the office and retail tenants in that block will be adequately 
parked if clients, visitors, and customers will have to park up to six blocks away. 

E. The consultant is still under the misapprehension that CIM is proposing to 
provide over 400 on-site parking spaces in Block A. (He so stated in response to a question from 
one of the Planning Commissioners.) As noted in the City's own recent Environmental 
Assessment for the CIM project, CIM is now proposing only 346 parking spaces (including 
14 tandem spaces), a discrepancy of almost 60 parking spaces in the very block that the 
consultant acknowledges generates the biggest parking deficiency. (See Exhibit "B" hereto at · 

• p. 2.) . 
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F. The City's parking consultant continued to assert at the Planning 
Commission meeting that the peak time for Summer usage of the Downtown parking facilities is 
between 9:00-10:00 p.m. This conclusion is belied by the casual observation of anyone who 
ventures into the Downtown during a warm Summer day (which your consultant apparently 
couldn't find the time to do), as well as by the very statistics set forth in the (corrected) staff 
report to the Planning Commission. That report indicates that on 14 ~f the 20 Summer days 
studied the peak parking usage occurred during the middle of the afternoon (mostly between 
2:00-4:00 p.m.). The consultant's failure to understand the most basic reality of DoWntown 
parking needs during the busy Summer season illustrates the errors that permeate his entire 
report. 

G. As Commissioner Biddle noted at the Planning Commission meeting, 
business is already dying on Main Street. There have been a considerable number of vacancies 
and business failures over the past couple of years - at a time when there is a relative surplus of 
parking available. What will happen when the City more than doubles the amount of 
commercial development in the Downtown and further slashes the parking requirements? 

H. Your staff noted in its report to the Planning Commission that usage of the 
Main Promenade parking structure was down during the Summer of 2000. The reason is obvious 
(although not articulated): the City increased the cost for people wishing to park in the parking 
structure. The City has never addressed the concerns raised by my clients to the effect that the 
City is driving away potential customers by increasing. the cost of parking to prohibitive levels. 
This problem has been exacerbated recently by the City's action in refusing to let the employees 
in Oceanview Promenade (ADC's building in Block A) to ·participate in the same employee 
parking validation program that is available to every other business in the Downtown that does 
not have its own on-site parking. This action is clearly discriminatory and appears to be intended 
to punish ADC for its public criticisms of the CIM project. ADC will pursue its remedies to 
challenge this retaliatory action, if necessary. For present purposes, it suffices to say that the 
City should not approve a parking plan that greatly increases parking demand while making only 
a negligible increase in parking supply without committing to the community that the City will 
not "solve" the parking problem by further jacking up parking prices to levels that simply force 
people to park - and do business - elsewhere. 
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For the foregoing reasons, the Huntington Beach Citizens Against Redevelopment Excess 
and Abdelmuti Development Company respectfully request that the City Council take the 
following actions: {l) disapprove the Downtown Parking Master Plan "Update" prepared by 
KAKU Associates; (2) direct that an accurate and complete parking survey be prepared durin$ 
the Summer of 2001 that addresses the deficiencies and c~mcems in the KAKU Associates report 
that have been raised by members of the public; (3) direct the· City staff to not bring fo~~d any 
proposed amendments to the City's land use regulations dealing with Downtown development 
without fmt preparing a full EIR in compliance with CEQA; and (4) deny the proposed general 
plan/LCP amendment, specific plan amendment, and zoning text amendment proposed by staff. 

JMO:jh 
Attachments 
cc: Mike Abdelmuti 

Jim Lane 
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Direct Dial: {714) 641-3441 
E-mail: jodcrmao@rutan.com 

October 3, 2000 

Chairman Gerald Chapman and 
Members of the Planning Commission 
City ofHuntington Beach 
2000 Main Street 
Huntington Beach, CA 92648 
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Re: Proposed Zoning Text Amendment No. 99-3 I Local Coastal Prograni · 
Amendment No. 00-2 {Downtown Parking Master Plan Update) 

Dear Chainnan ChaJ>.man and Members of the Planning Commission: 

11\\ "· '""' '• ALI.dON UMOIJ~Cf..a\,il 
IAIIHl. .... 'IUoll 
Ctt<ttC.Cttt:• 
f. LAN NCuYI"' 
f.llAI Y. H10t0u.J 

or COI.HoJI\, 
lDWAaO D. MUMA. Jt.• 
OA...,~--

I am writing to you on behalf of the Huntington Beach Citizens Against Redevelopment 
Excess ("CARE") and Abdelmuti Development Company (" ADC") in opposition to the proposed 
Zoning Text Amendment No. 99-3/Local Coastal Program Amendment No. 00-2 (Downtown 
Parking Master Plan Update) that is scheduled for consideration at your October 10, 2000, 
meeting. I respectfully request that a copy of this letter be entered into the public hearing record. 

As of the date that this letter is being written, my clients and I have not been given the 
opportunity to review the proposed Zoning Text Amendment, the proposed LCP Amendment, 
the staff report in support of the recommended actions, or any other information or documents 
other than the September 2000 Downtown Huntington Beach Parking Master Plan Update 
prepared by K.AKU Associates. My office was informed that this information will not be made 
public until October 6th. Nevertheless, we were advised that October 3 is the deadline for 
submitting written input to the Planning Commission in order for our comments to be distributed 
to you with your Planning Commission agenda packets. Accordingly, the objections and 
concerns set forth in this letter are preliminary only, and are subject to being supplemented at a 
later date. Before addressing the merits of my clients' concerns, I would note generally that it is 
manifestly unfair for the public to be expected and required to submit all of its comments on a 
proposed action, particularly one of such overwhelming significance to the important Downtown 

. area, when the staff report and the proposed action itself are themselves kept secret until just 
prior to the public hearing. · 
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At this time, CARE and ADC oppose what we are forced to speculate is the staff's 
recommended proposal for the following two reasons, which will be more fully addressed 
hereinbelow: 

a. The presumed staff recommendation is based upon a seriously outdated, incomplete; 
and flawed parking study. · 

b. The City is required to prepare a fulJ:-blown Environmental Impact Report ("EIR") for 
the proposed action. The staff's apparent position that this project is exempt from compliance 
with the California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA ") is flat wrong. 

1. The Downtown Parking Master Plan Update Is Seriously Outdated. Incomplete, And 
Flawed. And Cannot Possibly Form The Basis Either For A Massive Increase In 
Commercial Square Footage Or A Reduction In The Street Parking Requirements For 
New Development. 

• 

The Downtown Parking Master Plan ("DPMP") Update prepared by K.AKU Associates • 
pwports to justify a massive increase in the commerci~ building cap for the Downtown Parking . 
Master Plan area, together with a large reduction in parking requirements for new commercial 
developments. The existing Downtown development cap (which is incorporated into the City's 
Downtown Specific Plan and certified LCP) is 500,000 square feet of commercial building area. 
The DPl\IIP "Update" proposes a massive increase of 46.1% in this building cap to 730,586 
square feet. (Ig., pp. 56-57.} In addition, notwithstanding that the original Downtown Parking 
Master Plan approved only 6 years ago already· slashed the normal City code parking 
requirements for Area 1 (the portion of the Downtown Parking Master Plan area on the· ocean 
side of Orange Avenue) by 40% and for Area 2 (between Orange Avenue and Acacia) by~· 
the DPl\IIP Update now before you proposes a further dramatic reduction in parking requirements 
in this heavily beach-impacted area of approximately 33% more. 

Before the Planning Commission should even consider this sort of drastic departure from 
nonnal code requirements, it is incumbent upon the Commission to be certain that the 
recommendation is based upon up-to-date, complete, accurate, and well-reasoned information. 
Unfortunately, this simply is not the case. The DPMP "Update" is a disaster. The Commission 
should reject the DPl\IIP Update in its entirety and tenninate these proceedings. Alternatively, 
the Commission should demand that the DPl\IIP "Update" itself be updated and completely 
rewritten to correct all of the errors and omissions contained within it before the Commission 

· uses this report as a basis for any recommended land use changes in Downtown Huntington 
Beach. . 
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1.1 The DPMP "Update" IS Seriously Out-Of-Date. 

It is ironic that the KAKU Associates report describes itself as an "update." 
Although the report nominally has a date of September 2000 on it, all of the key information 
contained in the report is at least a year old. The parking utilization studies upon which the 
report's recommendations are based were performed in' September 1999. (Ig., p. lQ.) The 
existing land use inventory similarly is based upon Se,ptember 1999 data. and does not include 
data regarding new development projects (such as Plaza Almeria) that have been completed for 
several months and that were included in the City's own DPMP "Annual Review and Monitoring 
Report" that this Commission reviewed over three months ago, on June. 27, 2000. (Ig., p. 46.) 
As will be shown below, the assumptions (presumably from September 1999) that the DPMP 
"Update" uses for projected future development (such as the Plaza Almeria project in Block E 
and the all-important CIM project in Block A) are outdated and in error, significantly O"lerstating 
the amount of additional parking that will be provided. 

( 

• It is simply inexcusable that .a report with such enormous implications for the c·· 
Downtown businesses, residences, customers, and tourists would be brought to the Commission ... 
over a year after the data was collected. As will be shown below, Downtown parking data 
collected and analyzed in September 1999 is invalid, since it comes during and after a period in 
which the City's beaches were closed for months and business was depressed. At a minimum, 
the City needs to update the ''Update" before taking any further action. 

1.2 The DPMP Update's Analysis Of Peak Summer Parking Demand Is 
Entirely Unsupportable Because The Parking Surveys Upon Which The Analysis Is Based Were 
Not Performed In The Summer. 

Frankly, it is pathetic to read in the DPMP Update that "every attempt was made 
to conduct the various parking surveys during the peak [Summer] season of activity in 
Downtown Huntington Beach." Id., at p. 33. The City has been in the process of preparing this 
Update for at least 1 S months, over not one but two summers. How difficult can it be for the 
City and its consultant to perform a parking study at some point during the S or 6 Summer 
months that have passed since the Update process was initiated? 

The only two days that actual parking utilization in the Downtown were surveyed 
were Saturday, September 11, 1999 (after Labor Day when the kids were back in school and 
families were settling in for the Fall), and on Friday, September 24, 1999 (almost three weeks 

· after Labor Day). Using this completely invalid starting point for analysis, the DPMP Update 
then "cooks" the data by some method that is impossible to trace in order to arrive at magical 

• "adjustment factors" @. at p. 35) (1.32 for Friday and 1.24 for Saturday) to tell us what the ( 
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parking utilization supposedly would have been on a typical weekday and weekend during the 
Summer. I have read the confusing narrative 3 times as to how the "adjustment factors" were 
detennined and have concluded that there simply is no way to test the consultants• analysis based 
upon the infonnation in . their report. Does anybody have the foggiest idea whether these 
adjustment factors have any basis in reality? 

Even without a full understanding of the consultants' methodology, it is obvious 
that the analysis is flawed and should be rejected. As everyone well remembers, water pollution 
resulted in ·extensive montbs·long beach closures in Huntington Beach during and after the 
Summer of 1999. For much of the Summer, the beaches were almost deserted. Business was 
significantly off from the prior year and far below activity levels experienced during this past · 
Summer of 2000. Any study of parking demand in Downtown Huntington Beach ~t pwports 
to estimate Summer peak parking usage based upon data generated after the end of a Summer as 
aberrational as 1999 is not worth the paper it is printed on. · 

The absurdity of the surveys is reflected in the fact that the Ci~s consultant 
concluded based on them (at pp. 11, 18) that the· p·eak period for Summer weekend parking usage 
in Area 1 (the area closest to the beach) is somewhere between 9-11 p.m. No .,adjustment factor" 
can hide the fact that the consultants completely missed the boat, since by the time they 
perfonned their survey (a) beach usage was down because the Summer was over and (b) people· 
tend not to go to the beach when the water is polluted and they can't swim. 

I wrote to the City's Economic Development Director last August recommending 
that any parking utilization study in the Downtown be postponed until the Summer of 2000 in 
light of the then on-going beach closures. (See Exhibit "A" io this letter.) The City ignored the 
request, with predictable results. Perhaps there would have been some justification for the Ci~s 
action if there had been an urg~t need for the City to take immediate action on the DPMP 
Update back in September of 1999. It is inexplicable, however, why the City perfonned highly 
questionable parking surveys in September 1999 and then waited an entire year -- bypassing the 
next Summer -- before unveiling a flawed report in September - October 2000. 

CARE and ADC respectfully submit that the City put the existing DPMP Update 
in the "round file," get ready for Summer 2001, and prq>are a valid study of actual peak Summer 
p~king demand in the Downtown at that time. 
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1.3 The DPMP Update Uses Inconsistent And Invalid Data Regarding Both 
Existing And Projected Future "Available" Parking Suwly. 

The easiest part of any parking study ought to be counting parking spaces. If the 
study contains factual errors of this type, it casts doubt on the entire study, particularly the more 
subjective and analytical aspects. In going through the DPMP Update, this office noted several 
inconsistencies, errors, and omissions in the description of both available existing an<r future 
parking supply. In addition, by ignoring considerations such as pennit parking restrictions, high 
cost parking, inaccessibility of certain parking spaces, and security concerns that act as practical 
barriers to the public's utilization of parking spaces, the DPMP Update creates a false impression 
that there is a surplus in the parking supply which does not in realitY exist. Consider the 
following: 

1121014120-0001 
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• In several places in the DPMP Update, the report overstates th~ 
supply of available parking by counting 319 "peripheral" on-street 
parking spaces loC?ated outside the DPMP area. (See pp. 3, 5, 11, 
13, 15, 18, 19, and 21.) It is noteworthy that nowhere in the 
DPMP Update does the study consider the parking demands, 
existing or future, in these same adjacent "peripheral" areas, not to 
mention usage by persons who plan to visit the City beach and 
Municipal Pier. (See, in this regard, the first bullet point in 1 1.4 
below.) The integrity of the DPMP analysis requires a consistent 
focus on parking supply and demand within a specific defined 
area. 

• Since the inventory of parking spaces is based on outdated 
September 1999 information, presumably the study has failed to 
take into account the July 5, 2000, City Council action eliminating 
58 on-street parking spaces along Pacific Coast Highway. 

• The DPMP Update assumes that there are 57 "available" parking 
spaces off 5th Street in Block 105. @., p. 9.) The text of the 
DPMP Update fails to mention, however, that these spaces are 
enclosed by a chain-link fence and are restricted to permit parking 
only. (See Table A attached to the DPMP Update.) Thus, as a 
practical matter, these spaces are not currently available to the 
general public. This is the reason why this particular parking lot is 
scarcely used. If these spaces were deducted from the total number 
of parking spaces in Block A, the parking utilization rate in Block 

( 
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A would approach 100% during peak periods (even the off-peak 
''peak" periods surveyed by the City's consultant), which would be 
consistent with the obvious and visible parking situation to anyone 
who visits the area. (Contrast the conclusion in the DPMP Update 
at p. 17 that the peak parldng_demand in Block A between 2-3 p.m: 
is only 73%.) · · 

The DPMP Update considers parking as "available" even though 
there is a charge for over SO% of the parking spaces (the 279 
spaces in the privately-owned Pierside Pavilion parking structure 
and the 816 spaces in the City-owned Main Promenade parking 
structure) ofS2 per hour. <IQ.., Table A.) The DP:MP Update fails 
to address the fact that 38-42% of the surveyed parking users said · 
they were not willing to pay any amount of money to park in the 
Downtown area and approximately 2/3 of the surveyed parking 
users said they were not willing to pay even SO¢ per hour. (DPMP 
Update, pp. 27-28.) Thus, while parking spaces may currently be • 
"available" in the sense that they are empty, they are not available · . 
for the majority of people who would otherwise utilize them given 
price sensitivity. How can parking be considered as available 
when the cost is so high people can't or won't park there? Using 
the logic of the DP:MP Update, if the City increased the price of 
parking to $10 per hour and nobody parked Downtown, there 
would be a vast sea of "available" parking spaces to support 
additional development. 

• The DP:MP Update also fails to address bow security and 
accessibility concerns with parking structures-particularly with 
subterranean parking structures such as the existing underutilized 
structure in Block B and the proposed CIM parking structure in 
Block A-discourage parking usage. The consultants who prepared 

. the DP:MP Update appear to believe that a parking space is a 
parking space is a parking space. This is not true. Many people, 
particularly women, will be afraid to park in one of these 
underground structures and will either look for more remote 
above-ground parking or, most likely, simply avoid the Downtown 
area altogether. Shoppers who want to drop into a store along 
Main Street in Block A will have difficulty locating the single 
entrance to the proposed CIM parking structure 2 blocks away off • 
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of 6th Street. The DPMP Update greatly oversimplifies and 
distorts the data on parking supply by implicitly suggesting that if 
there is a vacant parking space somewhere in the DPMP area and a 
driver looking for a place. to park there necessarily will be a 
successful match. · 

• The DPMP Update asserts (at p. 60) that the CIM project proposed 
for Block A will provide 403 parking spaces. In fact, the latest 
information, based upon the May 17, 2000, Environmental 
Assessment No. 99-14 prepared by the City's Planning Department 
(at p. 2), is that CIM will provide only 346 parking spaces 
(including 14 tandem spaces), a discrepancy of some 57 parking 
maces. 

• 

• 

In one place, the DPMP Update claims that the Plaza Almeria 
development in Block E (which was completed several months 
ago, but which the DPMP Update addresses as a future 
development project) will create a net increase of 204 parking 
spaces. (lg., at p. 60.) In another place (at p. 64), the DPMP 
Update appears to claim that the Plaza Almeria project will provide 
265 parking spaces. (The consultants apparently made the error of 
including the designated residential parking spaces in the 
commercial parking count.) In fact, the City staff's August 21, 
2000, report to the City Council regarding the 2000 DPMP Annual 
Review and Monitoring Report acknowledges (at pp. 8-9) that the 
Plaza Ahneria has resulted in a net increase of only 168 
commercial parking spaces. Thus, the DPMP Update appears to 
overstate the supply of parking spaces attributable to the Plaza 
Almeria project by up to 97 maces (265 - 168 = 97). 

The DPMP Update projects (at p. 60) that 30 additional on-street 
parking spaces will be provided on 5th Street. What actually 
happened, however, as was noted in the City's 2000 DPMP Annual 
Review and Monitoring Report (at pp. 8-9) that the Planning 
Commission received a few months ago was that these 30 "new" 
spaces did nothing more than offset the elimination of 4 on-street 
parking spaces at 221 Main Street and 26 on-street parking spaces 
along Main Street and Olive Avenue adjacent to Plaza Almeria in 
Block E. 

( 
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1.4 The DPMP Update Does Not Contain Any Evidentiary Justification For 
Its Analysis Of Parking Demand Or For Its Recommendation To Further Slash Parking 
Requirements For New Development. 

The DPMP Update not only overstates the supply of available parking, it 
understates and fails to justify the claimed reduction in parking demand. When the City 
approved the original Downtown Parking Master Plan in 1994, it used a "shared parking" 
analysis to justify a 40% reduction in code parking requirements in Area 1 and a 33% reduction 
in code parking requirements in Area 2. (See Exhibit "B" hereto, which consists of page 17 of 
the adopted Downtown Parking Master Plan.) The DPMP Update now claims that the shared use 
demand analysis based on its September 1999 parking surveys justifies a further drastic 
reduction in code parking requirements. Although it is nearly impossible to make a comparison 

. between the number of parking spaces required based on the existing DPMP parking ~tandards 
and the total number of spaces that would be required if the recommendations in the DPMP 
Update were approved given the scattered way in which the information is set forth and the 
numerous errors in the data, by my calculation the total number of parking spaces for the 

• 

730,586 square feet of commercial uses in the new proposed "buildout" scenario (see Table 17 at • 
p. S7) that would be required under the existing DPMP standards is approximately 2,86S plus . 
130 additional spaces that must be reserved for overflow parking for Duke's and Chimayo's by 
the Sea (which are located outside the DPMP area), whereas the actual number of parking spaces 
that would be provided (both off-street and on-street) if the recommendations in the DPMP 
Update were approved would be only about 2,000 (give or take}. This amounts to a reduction of 
almost an approximately one-third in the number of parking spaces that would be required to be 
provided on top of the very large reduction that was already approved in 1994. This 
recommendation is based upon several faulty premises. Consider the following: 

1121014820.0001 
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• The DPMP Update's recommendation appears to be based on the 
faulty premise that all of the Downtown parking spaces- both the 
on-street and off-street spaces - are reserved solely and available 
for the use of Downtown businesses. This is not the case. Even in 
the September 1999 surveys that were conducted while the beaches 
were closed and after the Summer was over, fully 28% of the 
respondents over a IS-hour period on Friday and 43% of the 
respondents over a 14-hour period on Saturday stated that the 
primary purpose of their trip wa.S to. visit either the beach or the 
Huntington Beach Pier. (See DPMP, pp. 23, 27, and 28.) The 
percentages during the actual hours· of peak beach and pier usage 
doubtlessly would be much higher. In addition, 12% of the 
respondents stated that their primary usage W3$ related to the fact • 
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that they either "live in downtown area" or were "visiting area 
resident," i.e., indicating a residential usage unrelated to the 
Downtown businesses. (!g., pp. 27-28.) Thus, somewhere 
between 40-55% of the persons parking Downtown even during · 
off-peak periods do so with a primary purpose unrelated to the 
Downtown commercial businesses. How ·can a shared parking 
analysis for commercial development that ignores this substanti81, 
even majority, usage of parking spaces for oth~ purposes possibly 
be valid? How can code parking requirements be slashed so 
dramatically in an area that is so heavily impacted by beach usage? 

Another flaw in the DPMP Update's shared parking "analysis" is 
that it appears to ignore the substantial number of .business 
vacancies in the Downtown at the time the September 1999 
parking surveys were conducted. As these vacancies are 
eliminated over time, parking demand will increase. (The original 
1994 DPMP did not ignore business vacancies. See, ·e.g., p. 16 of 
the approved DPMP.) The assumed parking demand of currently 
unoccupied ·space should have been included in the analysis of the 
long-term parking demands for the DPMP area. 

A major fallacy in the DPMP Update is the claim (at pp. 38-44) 
that the consultants know how many parking spaces in the_ study 
area are being utilized for each (commercial) land use category on 
an hour-by-hour basis. It is from this (false) claim that the DPMP 
Update purports to calculate peak hour usage by land use category, 
perform its shared use analysis, and justify the overall lowering of 
parking requirements. There are two elements to this fallacy._ First 
of all, the parking surveys upon which the DPMP Update is based 
did not even ask the users when they parked their car, when they 
left, and what was the purpose for· their visit. (!g., pp. 23-29.) 
Without this basic information, it is pure speculation on the part of 
the consultants how many parking spaces were occupied by each 
land use category each hour duqng the day. Secondly, since the 
surveys were performed after the Summer was over and during a 
period of extended beach closures due to water pollution, the 
surveys are absolutely meaningless in evaluating the impact on an 
hourly basis of beach parking during a typical Summer peak 
period. There is no way to extrapolate from data developed during 

( 

C .. 



·RuTAN 
&TUCKERa 
ATTOINIII At I.AW 

( 
\ 

Chairman Gerald Chapman 
and Members of the Planning 
Commission 
October 3, 2000 
Page 10 

a non-peak time when the beaches are closed how many people 
will park in the Downtown on a Summer weekend day to visit the 
beach. 

• The City's recently approved 2000 DPMP Annual Re~ew and 
Monitoring Report acknowledged (at p. 9)'that Duke's Surf City 
Restaurant and Chimayo's by the Sea are required to implement' a 
valet parking plan to provide up to 130 additional parking spaces 
in the Main Promenade parking structure when the on-site valet lot 
is full. This parking demand does not appear to have been 
addressed in the DPMP Update. · 

The validity of the ••shared parking" concept cannot be questioned. l'be basic 
point is that a huge shared parking credit was already provided when the Downtown Parking 
Master Plan was originally adopted in 1994 ( 40% in Area 1 and 33% in Area 2) and the DPMP 
Update provides no justification for a further ~amatic reduction of parking _requirements at this. 
time. 

1.5 The DPMP Update Does Not Justify the Proposal to Consolidate Areas 1 
and 2 for Calculating the Adeguacy of Downtown Parking. · 

Retail businesses, including the Downtown merchants, require an adequate supply 
of convenient and accessible parking. Although the original Downtown Parking Master Plan 
aclmowledged as much (see, e.g., p. 5 of the original DPMP where the statement is found that 
"[o]fprime concern [to the effectiveness of a shared parking plan] is the location and availability 
of parking facilities"), the 1994 approval stretched this concept to the maximum by allowing 
parking requirements to be met collectively within Areas 1 and 2, respectively. 

Now, apparently, the City staff is not satisfied. Even with the massive 
recommended reductions in parking requirements, the City's consultants aclmowledge that future 
development in Area 1 would produce a 395-space parking deficit. (DPMP Update, p. 73.i 
Accordingly, the consultants and your staff propose to "solve" the problem by simply merging 
Areas 1 and 2 and allowing the "sw:plus" of parking spaces ~ Area 2 to make up for the deficit 
in Area 1. · 

• 

• 

Given the overstatement of parking supply and the understatement of parking demand, the actual 
deficit is hundreds of spaces higher. • 
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This proposal has no justification whatsoever. The biggest looming parking 
problem is within Block A, where the proposed CIM project alone would produce a deficiency of 
several hundred parking spaces. This is already an area, it should be noted, that is most heavily 
impacted by beach parking usage during the heavy Summer peaks. It is absurd to think that 
potential customers, office tenants and invitees, and others _are going to. park 5-6 blocks away in· 
Area 2 and hike to the businesses in Oceanview Promenade in Block A (ADC's property).-r 

The original Downtown Parking Master Plan study noted (at p. 5) that "in order to 
receive optimum utilization by shoppers, a parking facility should be within 300-500 feet of the 
commercial area which it serves." The result of a policy "merging" Areas ·t and 2 would be to 
destroy the availability of convenient and accessible parking for businesses in Area 1, most 
particularly for Oceanview Promenade in Block A. 

The City's Zoning Code would not permit, and the Planning Commission would · 
never allow, a development to satisfy its off·street parking requirements in a remote location 
several blocks away. CARE and ADC strongly ~ge the Commission to not throw your planning 
standards out the window in order to accommodate someone's idea of the benefits of intense 
urbanization ofDowntown Huntington Beach. 

2. Agprovat of the Proposed Zoning Text Amendment and LCP Without Prcmaration of a· 
Full EIR Would Violate CEOA. 

The public hearing notice that was sent to my office on this matter sets forth the City 
staff's position that the proposed Zoning Text Amendment and LCP Amendment are exempt 
from CEQA under a regulation (California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Section 15262) that 
applies to "feasibility and planning studies." This statutory exemption is not available. · 

A Zoning Text Amendment and LCP Amendment are discretionary "projects,. subject to 
CEQA. The Downtown Parking Master Plan is an integral part of the City's Downtown Specific 
Plan and the LCP that must be certified by the California Coastal Commission. If your staff does 
indeed intend to proceed With a Zoning Text Amendment and LCP Amendment, CEQA 
compliance most definitely is required !!Q!!. Given the enormous changes that these proposed 
amendments would authorize in the City's existing land use regulations, a full-blown EIR would 
have to be prepared. In these circumstances, the legal standard for determining whether an EIR 
is required is whether it can be fairly argued on the basis of~ substantial evidence (regardless 
of any contrary evidence) that the proposed project may have a significant effect on the 

·environment. That standard definitely is met by a proposal to add .almost 50% to tlie Downtown 
commercial building cap, while at the same time further reducing parking requirements by 

1121014120.0001 
121l91.01 al0103100 

·(· 



·RuTAN 
&n.JCKER~ 

Chainnan Gerald Chapman 
and Members ofthe Planning 
Commission 
October 3, 2000 
Page 12 

almost one-third and allowing parking requirements to be satisfied anywhere within a six-block 
area. 

Hopefully, a full EIR would shed light on the issues obscured by the errors and omissions 
in the DPMP Update. 

* * * 
Based upon the foregoing, the Huntington Beach Citizens Against Redevelopment 

Excess and Abdelmuti Development Company respectfully request that the proposed Zoning 
Text Amendment and LCP Amendment be denied and that the Downtown Parking Master Plan 
Update be disapproved. 

JMO:lc 
Enclosures 
cc: Mike Abdelmuti 

Jim Lane 
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Very truly yours, 

R2hUT~&TUCKER,LLP. 

M·~ 
1 y Odennan · 
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David C. Biggs 
Economic Development Director 
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August 30, 1999 

·-~MCHAIL L tt.Anln 
..... _nm 
OAHsu.n• 

Re: Downtown Parking Master Plan and CIM Project 

Dear David: 

.... INiliZAU'IIt WAUtt 

.utAUI SIINI.O ~ 
~M.IAIUIOIM 

-W ......... lOM,Jil • 
, ..... tot(lolrM 

-·LI._._ 
tiiiNCI L CAl&AGHII 

•A NOftiSioltAL --

I am writing as a follow-up to the request in my August 10, 1999, letter that the City 
and Redevelopment Agency move quickly to conduct a parking study in Downtown Huntington 
Beach before the end of the busy Summer season. As you know, since that letter was written; 
the sewage spill has resulted in the extended and continuous closure of 41h ·miles of the City and 
State beach, including the entire beach adjacent to the Downtown. As a result, beach traffic 
has dropped off tremendously and the local businesses have been severely impacted. 

Given these unanticipated events, any parking study performed during Summer 1999 will 
have no validity in predicting parking demand during a normal Summer season. For this reason, 
my clients request that the City and Redevelopment Agency plan now to do a complete parking 
study for the area encompassed by the Downtown Parldng Master Plan during the Summer of 
2000 and that no action be taken on any development approvals for the CIM project until after 
the results of that parking study are made available for public review. 

Very tnJly yours, 

RUTAN & TUCKER, lLP 

.(Jj.~ 
'Jff~~ M. Odennan 

JMO:jh 
·cc: Mike Abdelmuti 

Edon Bagstad 
Gail C. Hutton, Esq., City Attorney Cl 
Murray 0. Kane, Esq., Redevelopment Agency Special Counsel ! 4 ~ 
Melanie S. Fallon, Assistant City Administrator · 

~ 

( 

C. . 



July 

August 

MAIN PROMENADE PARKING 
STRUCTURE UTILIZATION 

99 23,497 

99. 20,106 

99 

99 

00 

00 

00 

13,218 

12,437 

9,046 

9,279 

1 10 

8,424 

1 

18,925 

1 

COASTAL COMMISSION 

EXHIBIT #____.\d_.._ __ 
PAGE l OF_...., 

$64,766 

,777 

75,851 

5 1 

59,476 671 

51,55 $24,043 

52,032 

,987 

53,268 

1 

70,102 ,927 

$65,385 

.-. 
' ' 

• 

• 

• 



• • TOTAL AUTOS .. ..... 

' 
1\) 

""' m CD 0 1\) 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

I J9QOlOO 

I JaqwaAON 

I 
J9QWaoa(] 

I !1: 
0 
z 
-1 

Alenuer :z: 

I !:( 
~ ;;a 

I Aleruqa:1 ·~ CD-CDO 
• :::!z .,._'TI ..... a:>z_ 
U) lc:G> 

• 
U) 

::::! IPJew •cnc: ..... .,.,.., 
U) !1: CDQm U) :moo 00 0 

I • z :%o 
-1 CD'TJ ..... % lo CD 

t!Jdv co 
~ ~ ..... 

I 
co en co 

~ 
U) 

Aew (') 

I C! 
;;a 
rn 

I 
aunr 

I Atnr 

I JSn6nv 

I 
MMISSION 

Jeqwatdas , I 
OF 

I 



• 

• 

• 


