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ADDENDUM
To:  Commissioners & Interested Persons
From: South Coast District Staff
Re: Commission Meeting of Wednesday, June 15, 2011, Item W 9b, City of Huntington
Beach LCP Amendment 1-10 (Downtown Specific Plan Update), Huntington Beach,
Orange County.

A. Letters of Opposition Received

Three letters opposing the LCP amendment as proposed by the City and with the
suggested modifications recommended by Coastal Commission staff have been received
in the Commission’s South Coast District Office as of today’s date. The letters object to
the amendment based on concerns regarding impacts to public access due to lack of
parking and increased development capacity. The three letters are attached. One of the
three letters also expresses concerns with the suggested modifications regarding beach
curfews (suggested modification Nos. 38 and 41), indicating that greater limits on access
to beaches and piers are appropriate.

B. Changes to the Suggested Modifications

After discussion with City staff regarding the suggested modifications, Commission staff
recommends making the following refinements to the suggested modifications contained in
the staff report. With the exceptions described below in Section C on pages 4, 5, 34 and
56, the supporting findings in the staff report remain unchanged.

Suggested Modification No. 9:

Make the following changes to suggested modification No. 9 on pages 13-14 of the
staff report (all language below represents suggested additions, but for clarity only the
revision to the suggested modification is shown in bold underline):

DSP Book I, Chapter 2, Page 2-7: Add the following new section:
2.5.13 Other Review Procedures

The City shall be responsible for assessing the effectiveness of the parking requirements
contained within Section 3.2.26 of this Specific Plan to ensure that an adequate amount of
parking is provided to serve the anticipated development while maintaining access to the
beach and other visitor amenities. Upon completion of construction of up to a maximum of
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150,000 square feet of net new commercial (retail, restaurant, office) development in
District 1, the City shall conduct a cumulative parking analysis for all development in
District 1 that shall, at a minimum, provide the following details:

1. A project-level account of the amount, type, and location detailing all of the
following:

a. new (non-hotel) commercial development square footage constructed
within District 1 totaling approximately 150,000 square feet;

b. residential units and hotel rooms constructed within District 1 since the
effective date of the Downtown Specific Plan Update LCPA 1-10;

c. number of parking spaces required and provided per use for the 150,000
square feet of new (non-hotel) commercial development as well as any
other parking programs implemented for each project;

d. number of parking spaces required and provided with each residential
and hotel development;

2. A parking utilization study and an assessment of parking demand compared to
parking supply for the new development (150,000 square feet of net new (non-
hotel) commercial development) within the District 1 area;

3. A determination of whether adequate parking is available to serve development
in District 1; and

4. If parking is determined to be inadequate to serve the existing and additional
new development in District 1, the parking analysis shall include
recommendations for implementation of additional measures, programs, or other
changes to the Downtown Specific Plan to ensure that an adequate supply of
parking will be available to accommodate the identified deficiency and any future
development beyond 150,000 square feet. Such measures may include means
of providing additional parking, means of providing alternate forms of
transportation, and/or reductions in allowable future development within the
Downtown Specific Plan District 1.

5. The recommendations of the parking analysis shall be implemented through a
Local Coastal Program amendment (LCPA) processed in conjunction with an
amendment to the Downtown Specific Plan. Future development shall not
proceed pursuant to the parking requirements contained in this Specific
Plan until resolution of the measures contained in the LCPA is final. Any
further development proposed prior to completion of the Downtown
Specific_and LCP_amendments would require parking consistent with
parking ratios specified in_Chapter 231 of the HBZSO and shall
accommodate 100% of the required parking on-site.

The parking analysis shall be completed and a copy forwarded to the Planning
Commission, City Council and the Executive Director of the California Coastal Commission
prior to the approval of any project proposing new development that would exceed the
150,000 square-foot new non-hotel, commercial development threshold for District 1.
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Suggested Modification No. 13:

Make the following changes to suggested modification No. 13 on page 16 of the
staff report (City’s proposed language is in plain text, Coastal Commission staff’s final
version of the suggested modification including the most recent revisions are shown in
bold underline text for suggested additions, and in strike-throeugh,underline text for
suggested deletions):

Modify Section 3.2.8 Exceptions to Height Limits, on page 3-7, as follows:

Chimneys, vent pipes, cooling towers, flagpoles, towers, spires, domes, cupolas, parapet
walls not more than 4’ high, water tanks, fire towers, fly towers associated with performing
arts theaters, transmission antennae (including wireless communication facilities), radio
and television antennas (except satellite dish antennae), and similar structures and
necessary mechanical appurtenances (except wind-driven generators) may exceed the
maX|mum permltted height in the dlstrlct in WhICh the S|te IS Iocated by no more than 10'.

Adverse impacts to Dub|IC views shaII be mlnlmlzed

Suggested Modification No. 20:

Make the following changes to subsections 3 and 5 of suggested modification No.
20 on pages 18-19 of the staff report (City’s proposed language is in plain text, Coastal
Commission staff’s final version of the suggested modification including the most recent
revisions are shown in bold underline text for suggested additions, and in strike-through;
gnderline text for suggested deletions):

Section 3.2.26.11 District 1 Special Parking Standards, on page 3-32 and 3-33, modify as
follows:

3) Commercial development is permitted to satisfy some or all of the required
parking off-site upon approval of a Shared Parking Agreement pursuant to
No. 8 below CenditionalUse-Permit-by-the Planning-Cemmission and is
subject to coastal development permit requirements in accordance with
Chapter 245 of the HBZSO. Any parking not provided on-site or off-site with
and approved Shared Parking Agreement will require the payment of an in-
lieu fee pursuant to No. 7 below.

5) Ferintensification-of-an-existing-use,—enly-a All net new square footage shall

provide parking as required by this Specific Plan. If 50% or more of existing
square footage is demolished, all replacement square footage shall
provide all required parking consistent with this Specific Plan. For
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constrained sites parking may be provided on-site, off-site with a Shared
Parking Agreement per No. 8 below, or via the In-Lieu Parking Fee program
per 7 below. There shall be no reduction in the number of existing parking

spaces for retained square footaqe %esﬂng—sqaalteﬂfeemgeq&gmnd#a%heped

Suggested Modification No. 31

Delete suggested modification No. 31 in its entirety. By deleting this suggested
modification, the City’s proposed language will remain as is. This suggested modification
dealt with the public open space required for development located within District 3 Visitor
Serving Recreation. After further discussion with City staff, Commission staff believes the
existing language within both the certified and proposed DSP (no change is proposed to
the currently certified language) is adequate to assure that an appropriate amount of public
open space will be provided within this district. This area is known as the Waterfront site,
which is currently developed with two hotels. A third hotel is approved for this area. The
City has indicated that project approvals in this area, and as developed by the project
proponent, provide over 15% public open space in the form of public plazas, etc. as well as
more than 15% of recreational uses such as health clubs, gyms, pool area, etc available
for fee based use to the general public. Therefore, Commission staff agrees that adequate
public open space is and will be provided with development and thus, changes to the
existing language are not necessatry.

C. Corrections to the Staff Report

On page 4 of the staff report (in the Executive Summary), in the third complete paragraph,
the sentence beginning in the fourth line, the word “not” was inadvertently omitted and
should be corrected as follows:

Commission staff agrees that parking spaces to meet the full parking demand for
new development are not always necessary, or desirable.

And on page 5 of the staff report (also in the Executive Summary), in the first paragraph
(which begins at the bottom of page 4), the last line should be corrected in order reflect
changes to suggested modification No. 9 described Section B above. The change to
suggested modification No. 9 would allow additional development to proceed within
proposed District 1 if the required parking analysis finds that an LCP amendment is
necessary prior to approval of an LCP amendment only when all parking required pursuant
to Chapter 231 of the HBZSO is provided on-site.
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Further development within District 1 would then be allowed only when all
parking required pursuant to Chapter 231 of the Huntington Beach Zoning
and Subdivision Ordinance (the City’s certified LCP Implementation Plan) is
provided on-site. precluded-until-the public-accessissues-are resolved though-an
LCPR-amendment. The City disagrees that a cumulative parking analysis is
necessary.

The same change should also be made on page 56 of the staff report, in the first
paragraph (which begins at the bottom of page 55) in the sentence beginning in the 12"
line from the top of the page. The change should be made as follows:

Further development within District 1 should then be allowed only when all
parking required pursuant to Chapter 231 of the Huntington Beach Zoning
and Subdivision Ordinance (the City’s certified LCP Implementation Plan) is

provided on-site. precluded-untilreselution-ofthepublic-access-issues-are
resolved though the LCP amendment.

On page 34 of the staff report the sentence beginning in the second line from the top of
the page should be corrected as follows. The staff report erroneously states that District 1
no longer exists within the currentI%/ certified DSP. However, the visitor serving area along
Pacific Coast Highway between 6™ Street and 9™ Street is, under the currently certified
DSP, District 1 Visitor Serving Commercial.

Thus, District 1 of the originally certified DSP is now only comprised of the third
node located along Pacific Coast Highway between 6" Street and 9" Street.
nolongerexists: The area of the former third node is proposed to be and-the-area
between-t-and-the-doewntewn-core-are included within proposed District 1.

D. Link to Electronic Version of Proposed Downtown Specific Plan

To view an electronic copy of the Downtown Specific Plan as proposed by the City, go to
the following links:

http://www.huntingtonbeachca.qgov/files/users/planning/DTSP Bookl 021210.pdf
http://www.huntingtonbeachca.qgov/files/users/planning/DTSP_Book2 021210.pdf

HNB LCPA 1-10 DSP adden 6.11 mv


http://www.huntingtonbeachca.gov/files/users/planning/DTSP_Book1_021210.pdf
http://www.huntingtonbeachca.gov/files/users/planning/DTSP_Book2_021210.pdf
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£
udy 1sl-fatdlly madequatc undcr thc Cahforma anronmental Quah(y Act ((,EQA) and: Lhe S
i Coastal Act (CA). For this reason, beforc the Project can'be approved under CFQA and the: CA
" anew, legally adcquate palkmg study must be oompleted A% such, the DSP S pcrmlttcd
development and: parkmU requirements will dcny erbOllath beach-aceess to.the pubhc as’
requued by the (,A : :

= The DSP S bIR statcs that “thc dcvclopmcnt thrcsholds mdenuhed in the [exmlmg]

% 7 Downtown Masté '{‘Parkmg] Plan hdve been met.”” Fhough the thresholds have been met; thc
-2 Cily, now mtcndq to'add an addmonal net new development of d[)DI'(JledtCIY 1:33: mllhon qquare‘

~feetin the DSP. area; Wthh numbcr mcludc% the %qualc foot ‘areas of all néw hotel rooms- and
~ residential units permitted by the DSP. Moreover, the: City’s new parking plan under the DSP
reduces thc ratio of’ requ1red parking per square foot 01 gross floor area in thc Downtown Core.
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istriict ¢ ot ¢ the outstandmg fees ficeded to fund. dlternatwe parkmg fﬁc'ihtrcq The DSP 5

' ,parkmg study found that it is difficult to ﬁnd pdrklng 35 days peryear and an dclual parkmg
deficiency exists.for’lS days per year. In particular, the: City found that the existing parkmg

- . :démands greatly exceed the pakag capamty during peak summer weekends, hohdays aud
: specml events.

3 e “Under the DSP a dcvclopen can mdke a payment, of in-licu teeq 1ather thdn cu,tually 2 it

:create additional parkmg as patt.of the dcvelopmcnt The DSP and:its IR do-notaddress-how. -

- the City will use these in-lieu fees to address the 1mpacled parkmg mtuatlon and if and. where '
this fiew pftrkmg will be’ constructed: . :
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Meg Vaughn

From: Angela Rainsberger [arainsberger@gmail.com]
Sent:  Friday, June 10, 2011 8:05 AM

To: Meg Vaughn

Subject: OPPOSE PROJECT - APL# HNB 2-06

‘Agenda ltem: W 9b
Application No.: HNB 2-06
OPPOSE PROJECT

Angela Rainsberger

738 % Main Street
Huntington Beach, CA 92648
714 906 6253 :
arainsberger@gmail.com

June 101 2011

California Coastal Commission
South Coast Area Office

200 Oceangate, Suite 1000
Long Beach, CA 90802-4302

Re:  June 15, 2011 California Coastal Commission Meeting
Agenda ltem W 9b
Application Number HNB 2-06
City of Huntington Beach Downtown Specific Plan (DSP)
OPPOSE PROJECT

Dear Members of the California Coastal Commission:

I'am in opposition to the Project, because the City's parking study is inadequate under CEQA and
the Coastal Act (CA). Before the Project can be approved under CEQA and the CA, a new parking study
must be completed. The DSP's permitted development and parking requirements will deny reasonable
beach access fo the public because downtown business and residential parking needs will steel beach
parking away from beach visitors.

The City found that the existing parking demands greatly exceed the parking capacity during peak
summer weekends, holidays, and special events. The DSP parking study identifies the need for
approximately 300 to.400 additional off-site parking spaces. The project proposes to completely eliminate
the existing on-street parking along Main St from PCH to Orange Ave, and o reconfigure parking on 5th St.
Together will result in the net loss of another 50 on-street parking spaces.

The plan allows 1.33 million sq/ft of new development in the DSP area. The associated parking plan
reduces the ratio of required parking per sq/ft of gross floor area in the Downtown, thus increasing the
parking shortage. The DSP's supporting parking study was conducted on August 18 and 23, 2007. It was
defective for the following reasons:

= Conducted in late August after many students had retumed to school or were preparing to return

to school; not at the peak of the summer tourist season.

= Many buildings in the DSP area were vacant or at less than full occupancy when the study was

6/13/2011
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completed, and the study did not analyze building occupancy. ,

e The parking study failed to analyze the effects of proposed projects in the area that would impact parking.

«  The in-lieu Parking Program does not adequately describe the number of outstanding in-lieu parking stalls
that the City needs to construct or the outstanding fees needed to fund alterative parking facilities.

- lurge you to deny the application and require the City to comiplete a new parking study to ensure that the
DSP complies with CEQA and the CA, and will provide adequate parking for the DSP area’s many beach visitors for
the decades to come. Thank you for your consideration and support.

Sincerely yours,
Angela Rainsberger

6/13/2011
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HB Neighbors
Richard Plummer — Board Member

June 10, 2011

California Coastal Commission
South Coast Area Office

200 Oceangate, Suite 1000
Long Beach, CA 90802-4302

Downtown Huntington Beach District 1 Issues

Proposed DSP lowers parking ratios and increase development densities that will result in
displacing beach parking,

City of Huntington Beach is currently abusing the current Shared Parking and Parking In-Lieu
Programs. .

The Proposed DSP will destroy the current “Village Concept" by allowing massive development
including additional 400,000 square feet of comimercial development.

HBN Agrees with CCC Staff recommendations on the following issues:

I

Parking triggers are required for parking altérnatives.

Need tracking system for Shared Parking Program and for the Parking in-Lieu Program.
After 150,000 square feet of new commercial development, a cumulative Parking Analysis
should be conducted to determine if there is adequate parking before any additional
development may be allowed.

Building Heights should be reduced from four stories to three stories.

HBN Disagrees with CCC Staff recommendations:

1.

CCC current policy of giving priority to visitor servicing uses is contributing to the expansion of
bars and beer malls.

Itis not practical nor a good use of police services to keep beaches and piers open 24/7 in urban
settings

HB Neighbors is a neighborhood organization with over 2,200 members

Richard J. Plummer
HB Neighbors Board Member
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TO: Commissioners and Interested Persons
FROM: Sherilyn Sarb, South Coast Deputy Director (Orange County)

Teresa Henry, District Manager, South Coast District
Karl Schwing, Supervisor, Regulation & Planning, Orange County Area
Meg Vaughn, Coastal Program Analyst

SUBJECT: Major Amendment Request No. HNB-MAJ-1-10 (1-10) to the City of Huntington
Beach Certified Local Coastal Program (LCP). For public hearing and
Commission action at the Commission’s June 15-17, 2011 meeting in Marina del
Rey.

SUMMARY OF HNB LCP AMENDMENT REQUEST NO. 1-10

The proposed Local Coastal Program Amendment (LCPA) request would update the City’s
Downtown Specific Plan (DSP) as reflected in City Council Resolution No. 2009-63. The
proposed LCPA would delete the existing, certified DSP and replace it in its entirety with the
proposed DSP. Changes are also proposed to the City’s certified Land Use Plan (LUP) to
maintain consistency with the changes proposed within the revised, updated DSP and to update
certain text to reflect current circumstances including approved projects that have been or are in
the process of being implemented.

Issues raised by the proposed LCPA include: assuring that adequate visitor serving uses remain
within District 1 of the proposed DSP; assuring that increased development potential does not
adversely impact public access due to lack of adequate parking and/or lack of alternate means
of transportation; addressing other potential public access issues due to parking; assuring the
residential densities of the Land Use Plan and the Implementation Plan are consistent; assuring
continued access to State tidelands; clarification of the meaning of “visitor serving recreation”;
and preserving public views. The potential issues raised are addressed in the suggested
modifications beginning on page 6.

Local Coastal Program Amendment 1-10 affects both the Land Use Plan and the
Implementation Plan portion of the certified LCP.

SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Modifications to the LUP/IP amendment are necessary to ensure that public access and
recreation are maximized, priority uses are promoted, and public views are protected in
conformity with the requirements of the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act and of the City’s
certified LUP. The suggested modifications begin on page 9. Staff is recommending that
the Commission, after public hearing:

1. Deny the LUP amendment request as submitted; and,

2. Certify, only if modified, the LUP amendment request; and,
3. Reject the LIP amendment request as submitted; and,

4. Certify, only if modified, the LIP amendment request.

The motions to accomplish this recommendation begin on Page 7.
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STANDARD OF REVIEW

The standard of review for the proposed amendment to the Land Use Plan (LUP), pursuant to
Section 30512 and 30514 of the Coastal Act, is that the proposed LUP amendment meets the
requirements of, and is in conformance with the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act.

The standard of review for the proposed amendment to the LCP Implementation Plan (IP),
pursuant to Sections 30513 and 30514 of the Coastal Act, is that the proposed IP amendment
conforms with, and is adequate to carry out, the provisions of the certified Land Use Plan
(LUP).

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
public, as well as all affected governmental agencies, including special districts, shall be
provided 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 held four community workshops in conjunction with the preparation of the proposed
revised Downtown Specific Plan on 11/27/07; 2/20/08; 4/23/08; and 12/4/08. The draft Specific
Plan update was made public on 12/4/08. Public comments on the draft DSP were accepted
from 12/5/08 to 1/23/09. During that time, a City Council study session was held on 12/15/08.
In addition, City planning staff and economic development staff held smaller group meetings
with members of the Chamber of Commerce and the Marketing and Visitors Bureau on 1/15/09,
1/29/09, and 3/31/09. Staff of the City’s Economic Development Department met with various
members of the public and downtown groups throughout the process. The Planning
Commission held six study sessions on 1/23/09; 7/14/09; 7/28/09; 8/14/09; 9/1/09; and 9/9/09.
Planning Commission public hearings on the matter were held on 10/6/09 and 10/12/09. City
Council held public hearings on the matter on 11/2/09 and 1/19/10.

The City made all staff reports and agendas for public hearings related to this LCPA available

for public review in the Planning Department, the Huntington Beach Public Library, and on the
City’s website.

SUBSTANTIVE FILE DOCUMENTS

1. City of Huntington Beach Certified Local Coastal Program (LCP).
2. City of Huntington Beach Submittal Resolution No. 2009-63 (with attachments)
3. Downtown Specific Plan No. 5 Program Environmental Impact Report
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FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

The LCP Amendment file is available for review at the South Coast District office located in the
ARCO Center Towers, 200 Oceangate, Suite 1000, Long Beach, 90802. The staff report can
be viewed on the Commission’s website: www.ca.coastal.ca.gov

For additional information, contact Meg Vaughn in the South Coast District office at (562) 590-
5071.

LIST OF EXHIBITS

Location Map

Certified DSP Subdistrict Configurations

Proposed DSP Subdistrict Configurations

Proposed Extract of Figure C-8 (Proposed Land Use Plan Changes)
Proposed Extract of Figure C-10 (LUP Table C-2 Subarea Map)

Visitor Serving Commercial Overlay: Suggested Modification No. 22

City of Huntington Beach Submittal Resolution No. 2009-63

City of Huntington Beach Resolution No. 2010-49 In-Lieu Parking

City of Huntington Beach Ordinance No. 861 Beach Curfew

City of Huntington Beach Ordinance No.1743 Parking Lot Hours of Operation

CTIOTMMUOWR

Executive Summary

The proposed Local Coastal Program Amendment (LCPA) would delete the existing, certified
Downtown Specific Plan (DSP) and replace it in its entirety with the proposed DSP. Changes
are also proposed to the City’s certified Land Use Plan (LUP) to maintain consistency with the
changes proposed within the revised, updated DSP and to update certain text to reflect current
circumstances including approved projects that have been or are in the process of being
implemented.

Major issues raised by the proposed LCPA include: assuring that increased development
potential does not adversely impact public access due to lack of adequate parking and/or lack of
alternate means of transportation; addressing other potential public access issues due to
parking; assuring that adequate visitor serving uses remain within District 1(downtown core
area) of the proposed DSP; and assuring continued access to State tidelands as well as
maximum public access to the sandy beach area.

Increased Development Potential and Parking

The proposed Downtown Specific Plan (DSP) would allow an increase in development within
proposed District 1(downtown core area) of up to 400,000 square feet of commercial uses, up to
648 new residential units, up to 235 new hotel rooms, and the option of a new cultural arts
center, up to 30,000 square feet in size. Of the proposed additional development potential, the
non-hotel commercial development would be allowed to provide parking at a lower ratio than is
currently required by the certified Implementation Plan (IP) for the remainder of the City’s
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coastal zone. All new residential, hotel and cultural arts uses would be required to provide
parking consistent with the ratio required by the parking standards of the certified IP for the
remainder of the City’s coastal zone. The proposal would allow the continuance and expansion
of the reduced parking ratio allowed under the Downtown Parking Master Plan (DPMP)
contained within the currently certified DSP. The DPMP was approved by the Commission in
1995 and with revisions in 2001. The DPMP was approved based on the captive market and
recognition of off-set peak demand concepts. The DPMP’s reduced parking ratios were allowed
up to a certain amount of development within the DPMP area.

The DPMP identified a specific amount of development (715,000 square feet) that could be
accommodated with the existing and required future parking spaces. The DPMP relied on this
overall pool of parking within the DPMP area, and not all new development was required to
provide new parking spaces. The maximum square footage of development was based on the
amount of parking that was identified to serve as the parking pool for the DPMP area. The
715,000 square foot development threshold has been reached.

The proposed DSP would retain, and for certain categories of development, actually further
reduce, the reduced parking ratios of the DPMP. However, the amount of future development
would no longer be tied to the amount of parking available within the DPMP. Instead, new
development would be required to provide the required parking spaces necessary it meet its
parking demand. New development would be allowed to provide the required parking spaces in
any combination of the following ways: on-site; through shared use agreements; through off-
site/remote parking agreements; valet parking; valet and/or remote parking for special events
during peak summer season; and by payment of an in-lieu fee. In addition, the proposed DSP
identifies, but does not require a number of alternative means of transportation that could be
applied within proposed District 1. The City asserts that these measures will also contribute to
an overall decrease in parking demand.

The City feels that parking shortages will be avoided under the proposed scenario based on the
same parking strategies and concepts that made the DPMP successful: shared market and off-
set peak demands as well as the reduction in parking demand created by the provision of
alternate transportation. Commission staff agrees that parking spaces to meet the full parking
demand for new development are always necessary, or desirable. However, approval of the
proposed DSP would result in even further reductions to already reduced parking standards,
while none of the proposed alternate methods of transportation would be required to be
implemented. As proposed, the alternate transportation methods are identified and their
benefits described, but there is no trigger that would actually cause them to be implemented.
Thus, development, with it’s related impacts to public access, would be allowed while the
measures necessary to off-set the impacts may not be implemented. Therefore, staff is
recommending denial of the LCPA as submitted.

Staff is also recommending suggested modifications that would address the above issues. In
order to assess whether the proposed parking standards along with the provision of alternate
means of transportation is in fact working as expected by the City, staff is recommending that a
cumulative parking analysis for District 1 be conducted when a development threshold of
150,000 square feet of commercial development (the proposed DSP would allow up to 400,000
square feet) is reached (Suggested Modification 9,). The parking analysis would assess
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whether adequate parking exists to serve the development existing at the time of the
assessment as well as the remaining 250,000 sg. ft. of new development that would be allowed
by the proposed DSP. If parking is found to be inadequate, the parking analysis should identify
ways to address the issues identified including: means of providing additional parking, means of
providing additional alternate transportation, and/or reducing the amount of allowable
development within District 1. The suggested modification requires that if the parking analysis
indicates that public access is adversely impacted due to lack of adequate parking, then an LCP
amendment would be required that addresses these issues. Further development within District
1 would be precluded until the public access issues are resolved though an LCP amendment.
The City disagrees that a cumulative parking analysis is necessary.

Other Impacts to Public Access Due to Parking

The proposed DSP would allow an in lieu fee to be paid rather than providing the required
parking. Payment of an in lieu fee is allowed in the certified DSP. The City has an existing in
lieu parking fee program which is outside of the certified LCP. However, neither the specifics of
the in lieu fee program, nor a reference to the program are included in the DSP. Further, the
proposed DSP suggests that establishing a resident permit parking system may be desirable in
order to preserve parking on public streets in residential areas for residents only. In addition,
the proposed LUP does not explicitly prohibit parking restrictions (including, but not limited to,
the posting of “no parking” signs, red curbing, physical barriers, and preferential parking
programs) that adversely impact public access. The proposed DSP would allow parking to be
provided through shared use parking agreements. However, as proposed, there is no
requirement to track the use of the shared spaces to assure that they are not being used by
multiple developments.

Staff addresses these public access issues by recommending suggested modifications to
include the City’s existing, defined In Lieu Parking Fee Program within the proposed DSP
(Suggested Modification 20), to add language to the DSP that prohibits new preferential parking
districts (Suggested Modification 16), and to prohibit parking restrictions that adversely impact
public access (Suggested Modifications 14 and 15).

Visitor Serving Uses

Under the currently certified DSP, the blocks nearest the coast within proposed District 1 are
required to have visitor serving uses on the entire ground floor level, and lower priority office and
residential uses are limited to above the ground floor level. The proposed DSP would only
require visitor serving uses in this area to be provided on the ground floor street frontage on new
development. This vague requirement could be met by providing an insignificant amount of
visitor serving area along the street frontage. This vague standard, coupled with the proposed
increase in allowable residential development, could result in a shift from the higher priority
visitor serving commercial uses to the lower priority residential, office, and/or general
commercial uses in the downtown core area. This is inconsistent with the higher priority placed
on visitor serving uses in both the Coastal Act and in the City’s certified LUP. To address this
issue, staff is recommending a suggested modification that would require a visitor serving
overlay within the downtown core area that would require all developments within the overlay to
provide visitor serving uses on the entire ground floor level (Suggested Modification 32).
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Beach Curfew/Closure

The proposed DSP includes District 6 Pier Related Commercial and District 7 Beach. These
districts include all the area within the DSP boundary seaward of Pacific Coast Highway, which
is the first public road paralleling the sea in this area. As such, these districts present an
opportunity to address the question of beach closure or curfew. It is important to make clear
that access to State tidelands, submerged lands and public trust lands, including the area
seaward of the mean high tide line, cannot be limited. This includes access to the portion of the
pier that extends over State tidelands. Limits on the use of the beach and parking areas inland
of the State tidelands areas should also be minimized. As proposed, the DSP does not address
this issue. However, staff is recommending suggested modifications to make clear that, access
to State tidelands cannot be limited and that in the area between Pacific Coast Highway and
State tidelands, that beach closure is not used liberally but only the minimum limitation
necessary to achieve documented public safety needs can be considered (See Suggested
Modifications 35, 37, 38 and 41).
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.  STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends adoption of the following motions and resolutions:

A. Denythe LUP Amendment Request as Submitted

MOTION I: "I move that the Commission certify Land Use Plan Amendment
No. 1-10 as submitted by the City of Huntington Beach."

Staff recommends a NO vote. Failure of this motion will result in denial of the LUP
Amendment as submitted and adoption of the following resolution and findings. The motion
passes only by an affirmative vote of a majority of the appointed Commissioners.

Resolution to Deny Certification of the LUP Amendment as Submitted

The Commission hereby denies certification of Land Use Plan Amendment No. 1-10 as
submitted by the City of Huntington Beach and adopts the findings set forth below on
grounds that the amendment does not conform with the policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal
Act. Certification of the Land Use Plan Amendment would not comply with the California
Environmental Quality Act because there are feasible alternatives or mitigation measures
which could substantially lessen any significant adverse impact which the Land Use Plan
Amendment may have on the environment.

B. Certify the LUP Amendment Request if Modified as Suggested

MOTION II: "I move that the Commission certify Land Use Plan Amendment
No. 1-10 for the City of Huntington Beach if it is modified as
suggested in this staff report.”

Staff recommends a YES vote. Passage of this motion will result in the certification of the LUP
Amendment with suggested modifications and adoption of the following resolution and
findings. The motion to certify with suggested modifications passes only upon an affirmative
vote of a majority of the appointed Commissioners.

Resolution to Certify the LUP Amendment with Suggested Modifications

The Commission hereby certifies Land Use Plan Amendment No. 1-10 for the City of
Huntington Beach if modified as suggested and adopts the findings set forth below on
grounds that the Land Use Plan Amendment with the suggested modifications will meet the
requirements of and be in conformity with the policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act.
Certification of the Land Use Plan Amendment if modified as suggested complies with the
California Environmental Quality Act because either 1) feasible mitigation measures and/or
alternatives have been incorporated to substantially lessen any significant adverse effects
of the plan on the environment, or 2) there are no further feasible alternatives and
mitigation measures that would substantially lessen any significant adverse impacts which
the Land Use Plan Amendment may have on the environment.
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C. Rejectthe IP Amendment Request as Submitted

MOTION Ill: "I move that the Commission reject Implementation Plan
Amendment No. 1-10 as submitted by the City of Huntington
Beach."

Staff recommends a YES vote. Passage of this motion will result in rejection of the
amendment to the LCP Implementing Ordinances as submitted and the adoption of the
following resolution and findings. The motion passes only by an affirmative vote of a majority
of the Commissioners present.

Resolution to Reject the IP Amendment as Submitted

The Commission hereby denies Amendment Request No. 1-10 to the LCP Implementation
Plan for the City of Huntington Beach as submitted and adopts the findings set forth below
on grounds that the Implementation Plan Amendment does not conform with, and is not
adequate to carry out, the provisions of the certified Land Use Plan. Certification of the
Implementation Plan Amendment would not meet the requirements of the California
Environmental Quality Act because there are feasible alternatives and mitigation measures
that would substantially lessen the significant adverse impacts on the environment that will
result from certification of the Implementation Program as submitted.

D. Certify the IP Amendment Request if Modified as Suggested

MOTION IV: "I move that the Commission certify Implementation Plan
Amendment No. 1-10 of the City of Huntington Beach if it is
modified as suggested in this staff report.”

Staff recommends a YES vote. Passage of this motion will result in certification of the
amendment to the LCP Implementing Ordinances with suggested modifications and the
adoption of the following resolution and findings. The motion passes only by an affirmative
vote of a majority of the Commissioners present.

Resolution to Certify the LIP Amendment with Suggested Modifications

The Commission hereby certifies Amendment Request No. 1-10 to the LCP Implementation
Plan for the City of Huntington Beach if modified as suggested and adopts the findings set
forth below on grounds that the Implementation Plan with the suggested modifications
conform with, and are adequate to carry out, the provisions of the certified Land Use Plan.
Certification of the Implementation Plan if modified as suggested complies with the
California Environmental Quality Act, because either 1) feasible mitigation measures and/or
alternatives have been incorporated to substantially lessen any significant adverse effects
of the Implementation Program on the environment, or 2) there are no further feasible
alternatives and mitigation measures that would substantially lessen any significant
adverse impacts on the environment.
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. SUGGESTED MODIFICATIONS TO THE LUP/IP AMENDMENT

Certification of City of Huntington Beach LCP Amendment Request No. 1-10 is subject to the
following modifications.

The Commission’s suggested additions are shown in bold, underlined text.

The Commission’s suggested deletions are shown in gnderlined.strike-out-text.

Numbering may be revised as appropriate to accommodate revisions.

LAND USE PLAN — SUGGESTED MODIFICATIONS
Suggested Modification No. 1

Modify the proposed figure titled “Extract of Figure C-8" in the legend at the bottom of the figure
as follows:

Density Schedule

->30(greater than 30 dwelling units per acre up to the density allowed in the Downtown
Specific Plan, Book 1, Section 3.3.4.7 Maximum Density.)

Suggested Modification No. 2

Modify Table C-2 within the subarea 1C Downtown Residential (in currently certified LUP title is
“Abutting Downtown Core), under subheading Density/Intensity as follows:

Category: “>30” Up to the density allowed in the Downtown Specific Plan, Book 1,
Section 3.3.4.7 Maximum Density.

Suggested Modification No. 3

Modify Table C-2 within the subarea 3A PCH Frontage, under subheading Density/Intensity as
follows:

Category: “>30” Up to the density allowed in the Downtown Specific Plan, Book 1,
Section 3.3.4.7 Maximum Density.

Suggested Modification No. 4

Modify the proposed figure titled “Extract of Figure C-10" (see Exhibit E) such that the
southeast-most extension of subarea 3A along Walnut Avenue ends at 7" Street.
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IMPLEMENTATION PLAN
DOWNTOWN SPECIFIC PLAN - SUGGESTED MODIFICATIONS

BOOK 1
Chapter 1 Introduction:

Suggested Modification No. 1

In Goal 1.5.1.1 Tourism, on page 1-12, make the following additions:
1.5.1.2 Tourism

Create an environment that promotes tourism to maximize public access and recreation,
increase revenues to support Community services, and transform the City’s economy.

Suqggested Modification No. 2

In 1.5.2.5 Objective 3, on page 1-13, make the following changes:

Ensure that adequate parking is available with existing and new development and is
integrated into the framework of pedestrian pathways within the downtown, taking into account
Pacific City and the Strand.

Suggested Modification No. 3

In 1.5.2.6 Objective 3 policies, on page 1-13, make the following changes:

1) Create clear pedestrian linkages from parking areas to core retail areas.

2) Develop a plan to provide a pedestrian link between Pacific City, the Strand, and existing
downtown sites.

3) Rewvisite Existing parking regulations may be revisited to encourage consolidation and
development of underutilized parcels, while assuring that public access and
recreation are maximized.

4) Consider all available options for additional parking within the downtown core.

5) Provide Erhanee directional signs to inform motorists of available public parking
locations standards.

6) Simplifying the parking regulations ef-the DewntownParking Master Plan to-be so that
they are easily understood by decision-makers, the public, and the development
community.

7) Develop a tracking mechanism that can be modified to track shifts in land use that affect
the parking model.

8) Develop tracking mechanism to monitor the number and use of available parking

spaces.
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9) Encourage projects that promote and enhance the availability of public coastal
access and recreation. Developments that have the potential to adversely impact
public parking available for coastal access shall be discouraged.

BOOK 1
Chapter 2 Administration:

Suggested Modification No. 4

Section 2.5.6 Special Permit, on page 2-4, modify the third paragraph as follows:

Special Permits shall only be allowed when, in the opinion of the approval authority Plarnring
Commission-or-Zoning-Administrator, significantly greater benefits from the project can be
provided than would occur if all the minimum requirements were met. Some additional benefits
that may make a project eligible for approval of Special Permits include: greater open space,
greater setbacks, unique or innovative designs, public parking, public open space, and the use
of energy conservation or solar technology.

Suqggested Modification No. 5

In Section 2.5.6 Special Permit, on page 2-4, add the following to the bulleted list of findings that
must be made in order to approve a Special Permit (located at the bottom of page 2-4):

For rehabilitation with less than 10 percent expansion and more than 50 percent
demolished/reconstructed, AND/OR for any expansion of floor area of more than 10 percent, the
following applies:

e No adverse impacts to public access, public recreation, public views, and/or
environmentally sensitive habitat areas will result.

Suqggested Modification No. 6

Modify Section 2.5.10 Minor Amendments, on page 2-5, as follows:

The Director of Planning may approve minor amendments to plans and/or conditions of approval
as appropriate based on changed circumstances, new information, or other relevant factors.

The Director shall review the proposed changes for conformance with the intent of the approval
authority’s Planning-Commission’s-orZoning-Administrater's action. If the proposed changes
are of a substantial nature, an amendment to the original entitlement reviewed-by-eitherthe
Planning-Cemmission-orZoning-Administrator may be required pursuant to HBZSO Sections
241.18 and 245.38. Amendment made by the Director of Planning may be appealed by the
Planning Commission pursuant to HBZSO Section 248.28. In addition, if a proposed
change/amendment to approved plans and/or conditions affects an approved coastal
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development permit, a new coastal development permit or an amendment to the existing
coastal development permit may be required. If the development is appealable to the
Coastal Commission, the requirements of Chapter 245 shall apply.

Suggested Modification No. 7

Modify Section 2.5.11 Nonconforming Uses, on page 2-6, as follows:

All nonconforming uses or structures, or uses which have been abandoned for more than six
months, shall be required to meet all applicable provisions of this Specific Plan for each of the
following scenarios:

1) For rehabilitation with less than 10 percent expansion and less than 50 percent
demolished/reconstructed, the following applies:

¢ An Administrative Permit is required.

e Setbacks are required.

e The amount of existing parking shall be maintained and is-deemed-adegquate. shall
be evaluated for adequacy. Additional parking and/or means of serving the
development with alternative methods of transportation may be required.

e Economic Development review is required.

e Design Review Board review is required pursuant to Section 2.5.9 Design Review.

e If less than 1/3 of the value of the building, no dedications or off-site improvements in
the public right-of-way are required.

e |If greater than 1/3 of the value of the building, dedications and off-site improvements
in the public right-of-way are required.

e Public Works Department review is required for water meter upgrade and backflow
protection device requirements.

e A coastal development permit may be required in accordance with Chapter 245
of the HBZSO.

2) For seismic retrofit or tenant improvement with the same use and no increase in height or
density, the following applies in addition to the above requirements:
e No CUP is required.
e No setbacks are required.
e |f exterior improvements, Design Review Board review is required.

3) For rehabilitation with less than 10 percent expansion and more than 50 percent
demolished/reconstructed, AND/OR for any expansion of floor area of more than 10
percent, the following applies:

e A CUP from the Zoning Administrator is required.

Setbacks are required.

Parking shall meet the requirements of this Specific Plan.

Economic Development review is required.

Design Review Board review is required pursuant to 2.5.9

Dedication and off-site improvements in the public right-of-way are required.
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e Public Works Department review is required for water meter upgrade and backflow
protection device requirements.

e A coastal development permit may be required in accordance with Chapter
245 of the HBZSO.

Suqggested Modification No. 8

Modify Section 2.5.12 Appeals, on page 2-7, as follows:

Appeals shall be made pursuant to Chapters 245 and 248 of the HBZSO.

Suqggested Modification No. 9

Book I, Chapter 2, Page 2-7: Add the following new section:

2.5.13 Other Review Procedures

The City shall be responsible for assessing the effectiveness of the parking requirements

contained within Section 3.2.26 of this Specific Plan to ensure that an adequate amount

of parking is provided to serve the anticipated development while maintaining access to

the beach and other visitor amenities. Upon completion of construction of up to a

maximum of 150,000 square feet of net new commercial (retail, restaurant, office)

development in District 1, the City shall conduct a cumulative parking analysis for all

development in District 1 that shall, at a minimum, provide the following details:

1.

2.

3.

4.

A project-level account of the amount, type, and location detailing all of the
following:

a. new (non-hotel) commercial development square footage constructed
within District 1 totaling approximately 150,000 square feet;

b. residential units and hotel rooms constructed within District 1 since the
effective date of the Downtown Specific Plan Update LCPA 1-10;

c. number of parking spaces required and provided per use for the 150,000
square feet of new (non-hotel) commercial development as well as any
other parking programs implemented for each project;

d. number of parking spaces required and provided with each residential
and hotel development;

A parking utilization study and an assessment of parking demand compared to
parking supply for the new development (150,000 square feet of net new (non-
hotel) commercial development) within the District 1 area;

A determination of whether adeguate parking is available to serve development
in District 1: and

If parking is determined to be inadequate to serve the existing and additional
new development in_District 1, the parking analysis shall include
recommendations for _implementation of additional measures, programs, or
other changes to the Downtown Specific Plan to _ensure that an adequate
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supply of parking will be available to accommodate the identified deficiency
and any future development beyond 150,000 square feet. Such measures may
include means of providing additional parking, means of providing alternate
forms of transportation, and/or reductions in allowable future development
within the Downtown Specific Plan District 1.

5. The recommendations of the parking analysis shall be implemented through a
Local Coastal Program amendment (LCPA) processed in _conjunction with an
amendment to the Downtown Specific Plan. Future development shall not
proceed until resolution of the measures contained in the LCPA is final.

The parking analysis shall be completed and a copy forwarded to the Planning
Commission, City Council _and the Executive Director of the California Coastal
Commission prior to the approval of any project proposing new development that would
exceed the 150,000 square-foot new non-hotel, commercial development threshold for
District 1.

BOOK 1
Chapter 3 Land Uses & Development Standards:

3.2 GENERAL PROVISIONS

Suggested Modification No. 10

Modify Section 3.2.4 Encroachments, on page 3-4 as follows:

No permanent private encroachment shall occur in the public right-of-way (ROW) or onto public
property unless otherwise approved by the Director of Public Works and the Director of Planning
and Building. Any such encroachment shall be subject to coastal development permit
requirements in accordance with Chapter 245 of the HBZSO.

Suqggested Modification No. 11

Modify Section 3.2.5 Street Vacations, on page 3-4, as follows (re-number as appropriate):
The following conditions will apply to City vacation of streets and alleys due to lot consolidation.

1. The City shall review appreve analysis of the impacts on circulation patterns and shall
determine whether the vacation will be detrimental.

2. A General Plan conformance analysis shall be completed.

3. Vacations shall be subject to coastal development permit requirements in
accordance with Chapter 245 of the HBZSO.

4. Vacations may only be approved when public access and public views are not
significantly adversely impacted.

5. State and local code requirements for processing and notifications shall be met.




Huntington Beach LCPA 1-10
Downtown Specific Plan Update
Page 15

6. The cost of relocating all utilities and other public improvements shall be borne by the
developer.

7. Any public parking removed must be replaced on a one-for-one basis either on-site
and/or off-site within walking distance of existing the site prior to removal of the
existing parking spaces in accordance with the coastal zone replacement
parking provisions of Section 231.28 of the HBZSO. andlere)through-thein-lien
fee-program. Such replacement parking shall be available to the general public
and is in addition to required parking for the proposed use. The public parking
spaces shall be conspicuously posted.

8. Any development proposing the vacation of streets intersecting Pacific Coast Highway
in District 1 shall provide a view corridor that meets the following criteria:

1) Shall be located between Walnut Avenue and Pacific Coast Highway

2) Width shall be no less than the former right-of-way

3) No permanently installed solid structures greater than 42” in height
shall be allowed within such view corridor.

4) A minimum 10’ wide public pedestrian easement shall be provided
through the development generally parallel to the vacated street.

9. At the discretion of the City Council, all or portions of Main Street between Pacific
Coast Highway and Orange Avenue may be used for a pedestrian mall, subject to a
public hearing, in accordance with existing State law procedures and subject to
coastal development permit requirements in accordance with Chapter 245 of
the HBZSO. Prior to implementation, any on street parking lost shall be replaced as
described in Iltem 7 above.

Suggested Modification No. 12

Modify Section 3.2.6.1 Alley Vacation/Relocation, on page 3-6, as follows:

Approval of alley vacations are-allewed-upen shall be subject to evaluation and

consideration of the following and necessary infrastructure studies required by the City.

1. The City shall review approve analysis of the impacts on circulation
patterns and shall determine whether or not the vacation will be
detrimental.

A General Plan conformance analysis shall be completed.

Alley vacations are subject to coastal development permit

requirements in accordance with Chapter 245 of the HBZSO.

4. Significant adverse impacts to public access are prohibited.

5. State and local code requirements for processing and notifications
shall be met.

6. The cost of relocating all utilities and other public improvements shall
be borne by the developer.

7. An alley may be shifted or relocated upon the condition that any items
(e.g. parking, service/loading areas, utilities and infrastructure) located
within the alley are relocated along with vacating and dedicating the
new alley.

w N
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Suggested Modification No. 13

Modify Section 3.2.8 Exceptions to Height Limits, on page 3-7, as follows:

Chimneys, vent pipes, cooling towers, flagpoles, towers, spires, domes, cupolas, parapet walls
not more than 4’ high, water tanks, fire towers, fly towers associated with performing arts
theaters, transmission antennae (including wireless communication facilities), radio and
television antennas (except satellite dish antennae), and similar structures and necessary
mechanical appurtenances (except wind-driven generators) may exceed the maximum
permitted height in the district in which the site is located by no more than 10°’. The Zoning
Administrator may approve greaterheight the height exceptions stated herein with a
conditional use permit. Adverse impacts to public views shall be minimized.

Suggested Modification No. 14

Modify Section 3.2.22.1 General Sign Standards, on page 3-17, as follows:
Add to the list:

Signs that limit public access or recreation are not permitted except in instances where
such signage is necessary to implement restrictions to protect public safety where no
other feasible alternative exists to provide public safety, and shall be reviewed in
conjunction with the coastal development permit for said restrictions.

Suggested Modification No. 15

Following Section 3.2.26.1 General Parking Requirements, on page 3-26, add the following new
subsection as #3 to Section 3.2.26.1 (re-number as appropriate):

Section 3.2.26.1

3. The implementation of restrictions on public parking along public streets that would
impede or restrict public access to beaches and/or other visitor serving amenities
(including, but not limited to, the posting of “no parking” signs, red curbing, physical
barriers, and preferential parking programs) shall be prohibited except where such
restrictions are needed to protect public safety and where no other feasible alternative
exists to provide public safety. Prior to implementing restrictions on public parking
along public streets, the public safety concerns justifying such restrictions shall be on-
going and clearly documented by the City in a manner consistent with the City’s
standard procedures for documenting public safety concerns. Where restrictions are
imposed, an equivalent number of new public parking spaces shall be provided within
500 feet of the public parking restriction as mitigation for impacts to coastal access and
recreation. Such restrictions shall require a coastal development permit in accordance
with Chapter 245 of the HBZSO.
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Suqggested Modification No. 16

Following the new subsection 3.2.26.1 % (above), on page 3-26, add the following new
subsections (number as appropriate):

4. Modification of existing, legally established preferential parking districts shall be
subject to coastal development permit requirements in accordance with Chapter 245 of
the HBZSO. Establishment of new preferential parking districts in the coastal zone shall
be prohibited.

5. Coastal development permit applications that include special permit or variance
requests to deviate from off-street parking requirements may be approved, except that
requests that are found to impact public parking available for coastal access shall not be

granted.

6. Changes to parking hours and/or fees for on-street public parking shall be subject to
coastal development permit requirements in accordance with Chapter 245 of the HBZSO.

Suggested Modification No. 17

On Figure 3-15 Vehicle Spaces Required/Non-Residential Uses (1 of 2), on page 3-27, under
Exceptions, modify subsection b as follows:

b) No additional parking shall be required for new development in District 7. However,
construction development that proposes the removal of existing parking shall provide for
the replacement of that parking at a 1:1 ratio within District 7.

Suggested Modification No. 18

Modify Section 3.2.26.5 Bicycles Spaces Required, on page 3-29, as follows:

Bicycle spaces required shall be per Figure 3-16, however, additional bicycle spaces may be
required as deemed necessary during the review process.

Suqggested Modification No. 19

Revise Section 3.2.26.9 (Book I, page 3-30) as follows:
3.2.26.9 Other Parking Considerations
A. For projects with 10,000 square feet or more of net new commercial development

that do not propose to provide 100 percent of the required parking on-site, a
parking management plan shall be submitted. The parking management plan shall
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identify for implementation one, all, or a combination of the following parking strategies:

Valet parklng

managemem—plan— (re- number followmq list)

Valet and/or remote parking for special events and activities and during the peak
summer season.

Provision of Applicant-shallprovide additional on-site and/or off-site parking for any
development.

Provision of additional signs consistent with the Downtown Directional Sign Program
to direct motorists to primary parking facilities.

Any of the parking strateqgies described in Chapter 5 of Book Il of this Specific
Plan _or any strateqy that would provide additional parking spaces or
opportunities to ensure that an adequate supply of parking is available to meet
the project’s parking demand.

B. For projects that propose to provide 100 percent of the required parking on-site, the

Planning Commission or City Council may impose_any or_all of the parking strategies
listed above as necessary to avoid adverse impacts to public access.

Suggested Modification No. 20

Section 3.2.26.11 District 1 Special Parking Standards, on page 3-32 and 3-33, modify as

follows:

1)
2)

3)

4)

5)

Parking for residential development shall be provided on-site.

Parking for hotel, motel, and bed and breakfast development shall be provided on-
site.

Commercial development is permitted to satisfy some or all of the required parking
off-site when located within 350 feet of the subject development upon approval of
a Shared Parking Agreement pursuant to No. 8 below Cenditional-UsePermit-by
the-Planning-Commission and is subject to coastal development permit

requirements in accordance with Chapter 245 of the HBZSO. Any parking not
provided on-site or off-site with and approved Shared Parking Agreement will
require the payment of an in-lieu fee pursuant to No. 7 below.

All new development will be required to replace any on-site parking associated with
an existing use to be retained that is lost due to redevelopment as well as providing
any net new parking required.

Forintensification-of-an-existing-use;-only-a All net new square footage shall provide
parking as required by this Specific Plan. If existing square footage is demolished,
all replacement square footage shall provide all required parking consistent
with this Specific Plan. For constrained sites parking may be provided on-site,
off-site within 350 feet of subject S|te or via the In- L|eu Parklnq Fee proqram

per 7 below
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6) Vehicular access to parking lots and structures must be taken from an alley or side

street.

7) In-lieu Fee (as described in City Council Resolution No. 2010-49)

Participation in the parking in-lieu fee program shall require approval of
a conditional use permit from the Planning Commission_and is subject
to coastal development permit requirements in accordance with
Chapter 245 of the HBZSO.

. The parking in-lieu fee amount shall reflect the market-rate value of

constructing the additional parking space, which shall be established by
the City Council.

The parking in-lieu fee may be paid in multiple installments. The first
installment in an amount established by City Council Resolution for each
parking space shall be paid prior to the issuance of building permits or a
certificate of occupancy, whichever comes first. Any successive
installments shall be paid and secured by a mechanism established in
the conditions of approval.

8) Shared Parking Arrangements
Shared parking agreements may be developed if 2 or more land uses or businesses
have distinctly different hours of operation or hours that do not substantially coincide
or overlay with each other (e.g. theater vs. office). Parking required for a residential
use shall not be included in a shared parking agreement.

When the above criteria are met, such uses may develop shared parking agreements
to satisfy the parking requirements of this Specific Plan, subject to the approval of a
Conditional Use Permit by the Planning Commission and may require a coastal
development permit in accordance with Chapter 245 of the HBZSO and in

accordance with the following:

Only 50% of the required parking may qualify for the shared
arrangement.

A minimum of 50% of the required parking must be met on-site
notwithstanding the parking reduction provisions of this Specific
Plan.

Required parking must be calculated based on the land use that
demands the largest amount of parking.

The shared parking facility must be within a 350’ radius of the subject
use. If shared parking spaces are located on a different lot,
approved off-site parking spaces shall be obtained by a covenant,
lease, bond, or other agreement, acceptable to the City Attorney,
between the owners, and if applicable, the lessees of the off-site
parking spaces and the owners, and if applicable, the lessees of the
subject site.

All sites participating in a shared parking agreement shall be
tracked by the City of Huntington Beach in order to avoid
“double counting” of parking spaces. This shared parking
tracking system shall be available for public review.
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Suggested Modification No. 21

Modify Section 3.2.29 Water Quality, on page 3-34 and 3-35, by adding the following sentence
at the end of the section:

All new development shall be consistent with the water quality requirements of the
General Plan, Local Coastal Program, and the NPDES (as each may be amended).

3.3 DISTRICT-SPECIFIC PROVISIONS

3.3.1 District 1 — Downtown Core Mixed-Use

Suggested Modification No. 22

Insert new Figure 3-24 X (re-number as appropriate) following Figure 3-24 Permitted Uses in
District 1 (Book 1, page 3-42) depicting the location of the overlay area where all ground floor
square footage is required to be visitor-serving commercial use. Non visitor-serving uses are
permitted only above the ground floor within this overlay area. The new Figure 3-24 X is
attached as Exhibit F of this staff report.

Suggested Modification No. 23

Modify Figure 3-24 Permitted Uses District 1 (1 of 2), on page 3-41 to add a new footnote at
“Commercial Parking” stating:

Commercial Parking — not permitted on street level, street frontage for properties fronting
Main Street and/or Pacific Coast Highway.

Suggested Modification No. 24

Between Section 3.3.1.13 and Section 3.3.1.14, on page 3-46, add the following development
standard (re-number as appropriate):

3.3.1.13 ¥ Public Views

Development proposals in District 1 located between Pacific Coast Highway and Walnut
Avenue shall include a public view analysis. Setbacks may be increased and site
coverage, density and building heights may be reduced as necessary to protect public
views of the ocean. Provision of public viewing locations from within a development may
be required to offset adverse impacts of the development proposal on public views of the
ocean.
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Suggested Modification No. 25

Modify Section 3.3.1.14 Public Open Space, on page 3-46, as follows:

Public open space shall mean outdoor or enclosed area on the ground floor or above floor levels
designed and accessible for use by the general public. Public open space may include one of
the following: plazas; patios; balconies; gardens or view areas accessible to the general public;

and-open-air-commercial-space, open to the street on the first floor, er on at least one side

above the first floor, or open to the sky.

1) Public open space and pedestrian access shall be required for development
projects in order to assure a predominantly visitor-serving, pedestrian orientation.

2) 5% minimum of the gross site area for all non-residential development.

3) Mixed use developments that include residential units may reduce the public open space
to 3% of the net site area but must provide all private open space as required per Section
3.2.16 Open Space.

4) All exclusively residential development (allowed only in the Lake Street Overlay area
and within the Neighborhood Subdistrict 1B) shall be exempt from the public open

space requirements but must meet the requirements found in Section 3.2.16 Open
Space.

6) 30% minimum of the public open space area shall contain landscaping, including shade
trees, accent trees, and other soft landscaping. Hard surfaced areas and specialty
paving shall also be incorporated into the public open space design.

7) 25% maximum of the required public open space may be provided above the street level,
e.g. balconies, decks, etc. Open space provided above street level shall be readily,
visibly, and obviously accessible to the general public and public access signage
shall be provided.

8) Public plazas are required at the corner of Pacific Coast Highway and Main Street, which
may count toward the public open space requirement.

a. 1,000 square feet minimum area, excluding public right-of-way

b. All paved areas shall be textured.

c. Shall include a sculpture, fountain, information kiosk, public art, or similar visual
amenity, as well as seating.

9) 50% maximum of the public open space area may be used for outdoor sales as identified
in Section 3.2.25. Outdoor Display Areas and Sales

10)Shall not be satisfied through the utilization of parking areas, driveways, service areas.

11) Shall include seating, as well as other pedestrian amenities, such as decorative lighting,
planters, fountains or water features, distinctive paving, decorative tiles, public art,
landscaping, and bicycle racks.

12) Shall be designed to contribute to real and perceived public safety.
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Suggested Modification No. 26

Modify Section 3.3.1.20 Main Street Library Subdistrict 1A, on pages 3-50 through 3-53, as
follows:

At the top of page 3-53

5) Parking
a) Shall be provided as reguired in Section 3.2.26.

3.3.2 District 2 — Visitor-Serving Mixed Use

Suggested Modification No. 27

Add new subsection 3.3.2.7 ¥ (re-number as appropriate) as follows:

Development proposals in District 2 shall include a public view analysis. Setbacks may
be increased and site coverage, density and building heights may be reduced as
necessary to protect public views of the ocean. Provision of public viewing locations
from within a development may be required to offset adverse impacts to public views of
the ocean.

Suggested Modification No. 28

Modify Section 3.3.2.13 Public Open Space, on page 3-62, as follows:

Public open space andfer pedestrian access shall be required for development projects in order
to assure a predominantly visitor-serving, pedestrian orientation.

3.3.3 District 3 - Visitor-Serving Recreation

Suqggested Modification No. 29

Add new subsection 3.3.3.7 ¥z (re-number as appropriate) as follows:

Development proposals in District 3 shall include a public view analysis. Setbacks may
be increased and site coverage, density and building heights may be reduced as
necessary to protect public views of the ocean. Provision of public viewing locations
from within a development may be required to offset adverse impacts to public views of
the ocean.
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Suggested Modification No. 30

Modify Figure 3-44 Permitted Uses District 3 on page 3-70, to include an additional footnote at
“Recreational Facilities” on the list of uses, as follows:

Footnote 4: Recreational Facilities - see Section 3.3.3.13 %
(re-number as appropriate).

Suggested Modification No. 31

Modify Section 3.3.3.13 Public Open Space, on page 3-72, as follows (re-number as
appropriate):

Development projects within this district shall provide public open space_in order to assure a
predominantly visitor-serving, pedestrian orientation.

1) 30% minimum of the net site area-whieh shall be dedicated to public open space.
able f bli  oubli F onal .
2) 25 minimum dimensions in every direction.
3) Paved areas devoted to streets, driveways, and parking areas may not be counted
toward the public open space requirement.
A i aa a¥a i AlA I

Suggested Modification No. 32

After Section 3.3.3.13, on page 3-72, add the following new section

3.3.3.13% Public Recreation

Public, semi-public, or private recreational uses are permitted. Beach oriented
recreational uses are encouraged (kayak, bicycle, and surf/body board sales,
rentals or instruction, etc.). Interpretive centers may also be allowed. Non-priority
uses may also be allowed including gyms, handball courts, health clubs, or similar
facilities provided they are restricted to floors above the main pedestrian level of
the development. A fee may be imposed in conjunction with such uses.

3.3.4 District 4 - Established Residential

No Changes.
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3.3.5 District 5 — Multi-family Residential

Suqggested Modification No. 33

Modify Section 3.3.5.15, on page 3-87, as follows:

A portion of District 5 is designated with a Conservation Overlay. Within this area, all the
following requirements of the Conservation Overlay shall apply.

1) Purpose

The conservation overlay is intended to regulate those areas that identified as wetlands.
The California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) identified an area within District 5
as containing 0.8 acres of existing wetland and 1.4 acres of restorable wetland. This
area was restored in 2004 in conjunction with the Waterfront Residential development.
An existing deed restriction limits, in perpetuity, use of the area to natural open
space for wetland preservation and restoration uses. The deed restriction runs
with the land and shall not be removed or changed without a coastal development
permit issued by the California Coastal Commission.

3.3.6 District 6 — Pier-Related Commercial

Suggested Modification No. 34

Modify the Name of District 6 as follows:
3.3.6 District 6 — Pier & Pier-Related Commercial

Suggested Modification No. 35

Modify Section 3.3.6.1 Purpose, on page 3-91, as follows:

This district is intended to insure that the majority of the pier will remain open and
accessible to the public at all times at no charge for strolling, fishing, and/or observation.

providefor€ Commercial uses on and alongside the pier that will enhance and expand the
public’s use and enjoyment of this area may also be permitted. Uses are encouraged that
capitalize on the views available from the pier and the unique recreational or educational

opportunltles |t affords At—the—s&me—ﬂme—eare—musf—be—e*erersed—te—msu%&kﬂwm&or

ebservafron— Soeerfrealfv— —The main thoroughfare of the pler should remain clear for publlc
safety.




Huntington Beach LCPA 1-10
Downtown Specific Plan Update
Page 25

Suggested Modification No. 36

Modify Section 3.3.6.8 Maximum Building Height, on page 3-94, as follows (re-number as
necessary):

1) 25’ and 2 stories above the pier level.

2) 1 story maximum building height on the pier, excluding the end of the pier café;and
northwest of the pier shallbe-ene-story.

3) No maximum building height shall be required for lifeguard towers or other facilities
necessary for public safety, however, adverse impacts to public views should be

4

5) Development proposals shall include a public view analysis.
6) Public views shall be considered and maximized.

Suggested Modification No. 37

Modify Section 3.3.6.13 Public Open Space, on page 3-94, as follows:

Promotion and retention of public open space, and pedestrian access, and public views
shall be major considerations of development in this district. Free and clear public pedestrian
access along the outer (seaward) perimeter of the pier shall be maximized and, at a
minimum, a 10 foot wide area shall be maintained for public access between the outer
(seaward) perimeter of the pier and any development, with the exception of the area of
the lifeguard tower. In particular, the required setback area along the pier’'s perimeter
shall be maintained at all times at the seaward end of the pier beyond any outdoor dining
or other use that is or may be established.

In_addition, Aall new development shall provide sufficient clear width along the length of the
pier for public access and emergency and service vehicles. la-additionp Public walkways
along the pier edge or around the perimeter of new development must be provided.

Suqggested Modification No. 38

Add new subsection 3.3.6.14 on page 3-94 as follows:

Any public pier curfew/closure cannot apply to any portion of the pier which is over
State tidelands and within the Coastal Commission area of original jurisdiction. Closure
to the public of any portion of the pier inland of the mean high tide line is not
encouraged and requires a coastal development permit which must maintain the public’s
right to gain access to State tidelands. Any inland closure shall provide for continued
public access to any portion of the pier over State tidelands and requires an approved
coastal development permit.
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Measures that limit public use of the pier shall be limited to those necessary to address
documented public safety events that cause a risk or hazard to the general public and
shall be the minimum necessary to address the risk or hazard to the general public. The
need for continuation of safety measures that limit public access shall be reassessed on
a periodic basis to assure maximum public access is provided. Limited duration
closures for periodic maintenance (not to exceed one year) are permissible when
approved pursuant to a coastal development permit. Limited duration closures due to
public safety concerns arising from severe storm events shall be permitted only for the
duration of the storm event and as necessary to effect repairs. An emergency coastal
development permit shall be processed with the California Coastal Commission in such
cases as soon as the situation permits.

3.3.7 DISTRICT 7 - BEACH

Suggested Modification No. 39

Modify Section 3.3.7.1 Purpose as follows:

This district is intended to preserve and protect the sandy beach area within the Specific Plan
Area boundarles while aIIowmg parklng and auxiliary beach related commercial and

ne#theﬁh&mepareﬁlseﬁse%%emwepa—%#%waﬂem%emﬁ—ﬁ% ApprOX|mater half of

the beach frontage in the district is City beach; the remainder of the beach frontage is owned by
the State of California.

Suggested Modification No. 40

Modify Section 3.3.7.9 Maximum Building Height, on page 3-98 as follows:

20’ maximum building height. No maximum building height shall be required for lifeguard towers
or other facilities necessary for public safety. No parking surface or structure shall exceed the
adjacent elevation of Pacific Coast Highway. Adverse impacts to public views shall be
considered and minimized.




Huntington Beach LCPA 1-10
Downtown Specific Plan Update
Page 27

Suggested Modification No. 41

Add the following language in District 7 Beach, after Section 3.3.7.14 on page 3-98, as new
Section 3.3.7.15 Public Access:

Section 3.3.7.15 Public Access

A.

A public beach closure/curfew cannot apply to the area of Coastal Commission
original jurisdiction (State tidelands, submerged lands and public trust lands)
including but not necessarily limited to the area seaward of the mean high tide
line. Public access to the water’s edge and at least 20 feet inland shall be
permitted at all times. Closure to public use of any portion of the beach inland of
the mean high tide line is not encouraged and requires a coastal development
permit which must maintain the public’s right to gain access to State tidelands.
Measures that limit public use of the beach shall be limited to those necessary to
address documented public safety events that cause a risk or hazard to the
general public and shall be the minimum necessary to address the potential risk or
hazard to the general public. The need for continuation of safety measures that
limit public access shall be reassessed on a periodic basis to assure maximum
public access is provided. Limited closure for beach maintenance may be
allowable pursuant to a coastal development permit.

. The implementation of restrictions on public parking along public streets with the

potential to impede or restrict public access to beaches, trails or parklands,
(including, but not limited to, the posting of “no parking” signs, red curbing,
physical barriers, and preferential parking programs) shall be prohibited except
where such restrictions are needed to protect public safety and where no other
feasible alternative exists to provide public safety. Where such parking
restrictions are determined to be necessary due to demonstrated public safety
need with no feasible alternative, they shall be subject to a coastal development
permit in accordance with Chapter 245 of the HBZSO. An equivalent number of
public parking spaces shall be provided as mitigation for impacts to coastal
access and recreation. Replacement public parking spaces shall be located within
the closest, feasible proximity to the spaces lost.

Public recreation and access opportunities at public beaches and parks shall be
protected, and where feasible, enhanced as an important coastal resource.

. All beach amenities available to the general public on the City’s public beaches

(including those owned and operated by the City and the State) shall be available
to all members of the general public on an equal basis.

Public beaches and parks shall maintain lower-cost user fees and parking fees,
and maximize hours of use to the extent feasible, in order to maximize public
access and recreation opportunities. Limitations on time of use or increases in
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user fees or parking fees shall be subject to coastal development permit
requirements in accordance with Chapter 245 of the HBZSO.

F. No development shall be permitted that would result in the loss of sandy beach
area.

lIl.  FINDINGS
The Commission hereby finds and declares as follows:

A. Description of the LCP Amendment Request

The proposed Local Coastal Program Amendment (LCPA) request would update the City’s
Downtown Specific Plan as reflected in City Council Resolution No. 2009-63 which contains
Local Coastal Program Amendment No. 08-002 amending the City’s Coastal Element, and,
Zoning Text Amendment No. 08-004 which replaces the current Downtown Specific Plan with
the updated version contained in Downtown Specific Plan No. 5, Book 1 and Book 2, approved
by the City Council on January 19, 2010.

The City’s currently certified LCP Implementation Plan includes a Downtown Specific Plan
(DSP). The current LCPA would delete the existing, certified DSP and replace it in its entirety
with the proposed DSP, however portions of the existing DSP are proposed to be included in the
revised DSP. Changes are also proposed to the City’s certified Land Use Plan (LUP) to
maintain consistency with the changes proposed within the revised, updated DSP and to update
certain text to reflect current circumstances including approved projects that have been or are in
the process of being implemented.

1. LUP Amendment Description

The City’s LCPA request to revise and update the currently certified DSP includes an LUP
component in order to reflect the changes proposed in the DSP area within the LUP. Most
significant among these changes are the changes proposed to allowable residential density and
revisions to the LUP’s Table C-2 (described below). However, some of the changes are more
minor in nature and are proposed as updates to reflect existing uses approved since the LUP
was last comprehensively updated in June 2001 via LCPA 3-99. For example, these updates
include changes to reflect the Waterfront and Pacific City developments that have been
approved during that time (and also were the subject of LCPA 2-06 “Timeshares”).

A major component of the LUP amendment is the proposed revisions to Table C-2 Community
District and Subarea Schedule (see exhibit G 7 — 25). This table provides an area by area
description (including existing development, permitted uses, and allowable density/intensity for
each subarea) for the City’s coastal zone. Under the proposed LUP amendment, Table C-2
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would be modified to reflect changes proposed to height and density, design standards and
uses within the Downtown Specific Plan area. The downtown core area (District 1 of the
proposed DSP) is contained within Table C-2’s Subarea 1. Subarea 1 is further divided into
smaller subareas, 1A through 1D. Below is a table relating the LUP’s subareas to the proposed
Downtown Specific Plan District areas (also see exhibit E for map of proposed LUP subareas
and Exhibit C for a map showing proposed DSP boundaries including proposed District 1). The
subarea numbers of Table C-2 don’t correspond to the District numbers in the proposed DSP
because the subareas in Table C-2 were developed prior to the DSP District numbers and also
are numbered to include all areas in the City’s coastal zone, not just those within the DSP area.

Table C-2 Subareas |Proposed DSP Districts | Location
1A, 1E, 1B, and 1D, 1E District 1-Downtown Core Along Main Street, inland of
PCH
2 District 6-Pier Pier and Restaurant Area at
PCH end of pier
3Aand 1C District 4-Established Along PCH inland to Walnut
Residential Ave.
4C District 2-Visitor Serving “Pacific City”
Mixed Use Inland and along PCH
between Huntington and 1% St
4D District 3-Visitor-Serving “Waterfront”
Recreation Inland and along PCH
between Huntington and
Beach Blvd.
4 District 5-Multi-family Inland of 4C Pacific City and
Residential 4D Waterfront
4] District 7 Beach Seaward of PCH
New Subarea 1E

The proposed LUP amendment would revise Subarea 1D to separate out a new Subarea 1E
Main Street Library. Currently, Subarea 1D includes a mix of general commercial, commercial
neighborhood, cultural and civic, and residential uses. Subarea 1D is located along Main Street,
inland of Orange Avenue (this area is the inland-most area of the downtown core area).
Proposed Subarea 1E (see exhibit E) is comprised of a single, triangular block and currently is
developed with the City’s Main Street public library and a grassy area. Uses proposed to be
allowed within Subarea 1E are: Public and Open Space uses including cultural and civic uses,
and open space. Proposed subarea 1E also includes a requirement for the provision of open
space areas and the preservation of historical structures.
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Additional Changes Proposed to Subarea 1D:
Elimination of General Commercial Use & Increased Density

Additionally, existing Subarea 1D is proposed to be modified by: 1) eliminating General
Commercial as an allowable use and adding single family residential use (multi-family is already
allowed) to the list of allowable uses; 2) increasing the allowable density from a maximum of up
to 30 units per net acre to a maximum allowable density of greater than 30 units per net acre,
and, 3) eliminating the maximum floor area ratio of 1.25.

Subarea 3A — Increased Density

Table C-2's Subarea 3A is comprised of the established residential area that fronts along the
inland side of Pacific Coast Highway, extending inland to Walnut Avenue (a depth of
approximately one block, see exhibit E). In this area of the City, Walnut Avenue represents the
inland extent of the coastal zone boundary. The existing density allowed within Subarea 3A is
also proposed to increase from the existing maximum density of up to 30 units per net acre to
the proposed maximum allowable density of greater than 30 units per net acre. The LUP does
not define the upward limit of the “greater than” 30 units per acre.

Subareas 1A, 1B and 1D, within the downtown core area are also proposed to increase their
existing allowable densities from “30 units per acre” to “greater than 30 units per acre”. But
these subareas are designated Mixed Use which requires any residential proposal to be
integrated with commercial uses.

Height Limits

The proposed LUP amendment would newly establish a “minimum” building height of 25 feet
within Table C-2 subareas 1A and 1B (both located within the downtown core area). The
proposed LUPA would also revise the language of the height limit within these subareas.
Currently the maximum height limit is based on the area of the project site. The proposed
height limit is also to be based on the area of the project site, but rather than describing the
project area as “less than a full block” or “more than a full block”, the project area would be
described as “less than 8,000 square feet of net site area” or “net site area 8,000 square feet or
greater”. The height limits of three stories for the smaller site area and four stories for the larger
site area would remain. In subarea 1D, the option of four stories is proposed to be eliminated,
resulting in a maximum height limit in this area of three stories.

Additional LUP Changes Proposed

A new figure is proposed to be added to the LUP titled Extract of Figure C-14 which depicts
proposed bike lanes within the downtown area. Also proposed are new figures, Extract of
Figure C-8 and Extract of Figure C-10, which provide more detail of the downtown area. Extract
of Figure C-8 identifies the land uses within the Downtown Specific Plan area and also reflects
the proposed change in density in the subareas discussed above. Extract of Figure C-10
identifies the locations of all the Table C-2 subareas within the Downtown Specific Plan area. In
addition, existing Figures C-8, C-10 and C-14 are proposed to be modified to include a
reference to the proposed Extract figures. Updated information is proposed to be added for the
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areas known as Pacific City (formerly identified as “31 acres”) and the Waterfront to reflect
recently approved development in those areas. Live/work units are proposed to be added as an
allowable use within the Mixed Use land use category. Design standards are proposed to be
added to facilitate pedestrian use and to enhance the design character within the downtown
area.

Various minor clarifications and corrections are also proposed

2. IP Amendment Description

The object of the proposed LCP amendment is to replace the currently certified Downtown
Specific Plan (DSP) with the revised, proposed DSP. To accomplish this, the Implementation
Plan portion of the amendment proposes to delete in its entirety the currently certified DSP, and
replace it with the proposed DSP. Portions of the existing certified DSP are proposed to be
carried over into the revised DSP, but overall the proposed revisions and expansion comprise a
new document. No other part of the certified Implementation Plan is proposed to be modified.

Structure of Proposed DSP

The proposed Downtown Specific Plan (DSP) is comprised of Book 1 and Book 2. Book 1
includes the goals, objectives, and policies as well as identifying allowable land uses and
defining development standards. Book 1 also includes the administration section, establishing
the procedures for the different types of permits, and the definitions section. Book 2 includes
design guidelines for new development and for streetscapes and public amenities. Book 1
establishes the mandatory regulations that must be met by all development within the DSP,
while Book 2 establishes the design guidelines intended to provide a defined framework of
design principles. The proposed design guidelines of Book 2 are intended to supplement the
development standards of Book 1. In general, as proposed, Book 1 is mandatory and Book 2 is
guidance. The existing, certified DSP is roughly the equivalent of a less detailed Book 1.

Districts Reconfigured

No change is proposed to the DSP area’s boundary. However, some of the interior boundaries
within the DSP are proposed to change. The currently certified DSP is comprised of 11 districts.
The proposed DSP is comprised of 7 Districts. The reduction in the number of districts is due to
the fact that the separate districts in the “downtown core” area are proposed to be combined into
a single district (proposed District 1). The downtown core is the area that flanks Main Street
inland of Pacific Coast Highway (PCH), and is currently the DSP area’s main visitor destination,
along with the beaches. Main Street extends directly inland of the pier, across from Pacific
Coast Highway. Proposed District 1 is widest at PCH (about 5 blocks upcoast and about 3
blocks downcoast) and narrows inland to a single block bounded by Palm Avenue, Lake Street,
Acacia Avenue, and 6™ Street. In the currently certified DSP, the downtown core is comprised
of four separate districts (Districts 3, 4, 5, and 6). Under the proposed DSP these districts would
be combined into a single district: District 1 Downtown Core Mixed Use. (See exhibit B for a
graphic depicting the certified DSP district boundaries; and exhibit C for a graphic of the
proposed district boundaries). No significant content changes are proposed within proposed
Districts 2, 3, 4 and 5.
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The main residential area of the currently certified DSP (existing District 2, proposed District 4)
is proposed to be slightly reconfigured by adding two nearby residential areas into the district: a
part of existing District 4 adjacent to 6™ Street between Walnut Avenue and Orange Avenue;
and the inland most part of existing District 6 (the area bounded by Palm Ave., Main St., the
parcel line approximately 11- feet north of Acacia Ave. and Lake Street). These areas contain
established residential development and no change is proposed or expected. The currently
certified District 2 Residential is located along and inland of Pacific Coast Highway from
Goldenwest Street to 9™ Street (along PCH) and to 7™ Street (from the alley inland of PCH to
Walnut Avenue). The parts of existing Districts 4 and 6 described above are proposed to be
added to the area of existing District 2 and this combined area is proposed to become proposed
District 4 Established Residential.

Proposed District 6 Pier-Related Commercial, is District 10 in the currently certified DSP. The
proposed District 6 corrects an existing inconsistency between the LUP and the DSP. The LUP
identifies only the pier and the restaurant site immediately downcoast of the pier (currently the
area that includes Duke’s restaurant) in Table C-2 Subarea 2 Pier and on the land use plan
map. However, the existing DSP also includes the parking lots up- and down-coast of the pier
within the District 10, the pier district. The proposed amendment would correct this boundary
inconsistency. The parking lots are proposed to be added to the Beach district in proposed
District 7 Beach, consistent with the description and depiction in the certified LUP.

Other than the boundary changes described above, district boundaries are proposed to remain
unchanged. No change in district boundary is proposed for proposed Districts 2, 3, and 5 (see
table below).

Proposed District Number & | Currently Certified District Number | Location
Name & Name

1 Downtown Core Mixed Use | 3 Visitor Serving Commercial First Block Along Main Street
inland to Walnut Avenue,

from 6" Street to 1%/Lake
Street (now includes area up
to 9" St. along PCH)

. . , . Outer Flanks of Downtown
4 Mixed-Use: Office Residential Core between Walnut and

Orange Avenues

5 Mixed-Use: Flanking Main Street between
Commercial/Office/Residential Walnut and Orange Avenues
6 Mixed Use-: Flanking Main Street between

. . . . Orange and Palm Avenues
Commercial/Office/Residential

2 Visitor-Serving Mixed Use 7 Visitor Serving Commercial Along and inland of PCH to
Pacific View Avenue

(equivalent to Walnut
Avenue), from 1%/Lake Street
to Huntington Avenue

3 Visitor-Serving Recreation 9 Commercial/Recreation Along and inland of PCH to
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Pacific View Avenue
(equivalent to Walnut
Avenue), from Huntington
Street to Beach Blvd.
4 Established Residential 2 Residential Along and inland of PCH to

4 Mixed Use: Office/Residential

6 Mixed Use: Commercial/Office/
Residential

Walnut Avenue, from
Goldenwest Street to 9™ Street
at PCH and to 7" Street inland
of alley.

Parcels fronting 6" Street
between Walnut & Orange
Streets.

The area bounded by Palm
Ave., Main St., the parcel line
approximately 11- feet north
of Acacia Ave. and Lake
Street.

5 Multi-Family Residential

8 High Density Residential

Two consolidated parcels; one
is bounded by Atlanta Ave.,
Huntington St., Pacific View
Ave., 1* St.; the second parcel
is bounded by Pacific View
Ave., the prolongation of
Sunrise Dr. and Beach Blvd.

6 Pier-Related Commercial

10 Pier-Related Commercial

Proposed 6: Pier and
restaurant site immediately
southeast.

Existing 10: Pier and area
extending 60 feet on
northwest side and 125 feet on
the southeast side; & strip of
land from PCH to sand from
pier to Lake St. on the
southeast side and northwest
of pier to 7" St.

7 Beach

11 Beach Open Space

PCH to the ocean from
Goldenwest to Beach Blvd.,
except for the area which is
part of District 6 (proposed)/
11 (existing)

The originally certified DSP included three visitor serving nodes along Pacific Coast Highway
between Goldenwest Street and 8" Street. These nodes were included in the originally certified
DSP as District 1 (Visitor Serving Commercial). However, the two upcoast-most nodes
(between Goldenwest Street and 22™ Street and between 18™ and 16™ Streets, see exhibit B)
were allowed to convert to residential use via LCP amendments 3-98 (approved 3/9/99) and 1-
99 (approved 2/13/01). These areas are now included within proposed District 4 Established
Residential. The third node, closest to the downtown core, remains visitor serving commercial
and the area between that node and the downtown core (between 6™ Street and 8" Street along
PCH) was also converted from residential to visitor serving commercial use via LCPA 3-94
(approved 3/9/95). Thus, the downtown core, as a result of LCPA 3-94, was extended along
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PCH upcoast to encompass the third visitor serving node and the formerly residential two blocks
between. Thus, District 1 of the originally certified DSP no longer exists. The area of the former
third node and the area between it and the downtown core are included within proposed District
1.

Parking & Alternative Transportation

A significant change proposed to the DSP effects parking within the DSP’s downtown core area,
which is contained within proposed District 1. Currently, proposed District 1 is made up of
existing Districts 3, 4, 5, and 6; these are proposed to be combined into a single district,
proposed District 1(with minor exceptions identified above). This area represents the popular
visitor serving area along Main Street, just inland of the City’s pier. The currently certified DSP
includes a Downtown Parking Master Plan (DPMP) that addresses parking for the downtown
core parking area. The DPMP applies to 42 acres within the downtown core area. Proposed
District 1 encompasses 70 acres. The proposed DSP would eliminate the DPMP, and proposes
specific parking requirements that would apply throughout proposed District 1.

The premise of the DPMP is, rather than require each use within the DPMP boundary to provide
its own separate code required parking, the downtown area was viewed as a whole for purposes
of parking. The DPMP was incorporated into the DSP via Coastal Commission approval of
LCPA 3-94 on March 9, 1995. The DPMP was subsequently revised and updated via Coastal
Commission approval of LCPA 2-00 on June 14, 2001. The DPMP allows reduced parking
ratios within the 42 acre downtown core area based on the captive market and recognition of
off-set peak demand concepts: the idea that many of the area’s patrons will visit more than one
use while there (restaurant and shops, for example) and acknowledging the different peak
parking demands for different uses (theater versus office, for example). The reduced parking
ratios were deemed acceptable based on parking studies submitted with the LCP amendment
requests that demonstrated that there was an adequate parking pool in the downtown core area
to support the identified development threshold. The DPMP’s reduced parking ratios were
allowed up to a certain amount of development within the DPMP area (initially 500,000 square
feet per LCPA 3-94, and then increased to a total of 715,000 square feet per LCPA 2-00). The
development threshold applies only to development within the 42 acre DPMP area. The
proposed DSP parking standards would apply over the 70 acre proposed District 1 area. Thus,
the potential additional development of up to approximately 400,000 square feet would be
spread over 70 acres rather than the DPMP’s 42 acres. It should be noted that some of that
400,000 square feet of development would have been allowed under the currently certified DSP
in the area outside the 42 acre DPMP area because the 715,000 square foot development
threshold did not apply beyond the DPMP area. Development under the currently certified DSP
outside the DPMP area would be required to provide parking in accordance with Chapter 231 of
the HBZSO.

The DPMP identified a specific amount of development (715,000 square feet) that could be
accommodated by existing and required future parking spaces. The DPMP relied on this overall
pool of parking within the DPMP area, and not all new development was required to provide new
parking spaces. Under the DPMP, all new or expanded development drew from this parking
pool, up to the threshold square footage identified by the study. The 715,000 square foot
development threshold has been reached.
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The proposed DSP would continue the reduced parking ratios of the DPMP, decreasing further
some of the already reduced ratios. However, the proposed DSP would no longer tie the
amount of future development to the amount of parking available in an area-wide parking pool.
Instead, new development would be required to provide the required parking spaces, based on
the reduced parking ratios. However, the proposed DSP would allow new development to
provide the required parking spaces in any combination of the following ways: on-site; through
shared use agreements; through off-site/remote parking agreements; valet parking; valet and/or
remote parking for special events during peak summer season; and by payment of an in-lieu
fee. In addition, tandem parking would be allowed for residential development and for up to
20% of required commercial parking. Also, the Planning Commission or City Council could
require commercial projects greater than 10,000 square feet to submit a parking management
plan. The proposed DSP would require, within District 1, that all residential, hotel, motel, and
bed & breakfast developments provide all required parking on-site.

Reduced parking ratios proposed to be retained are: 3 spaces per 1,000 square feet for retail
uses, and 2 spaces per 1,000 square feet for office use. The parking ratio that is required for
restaurant use is proposed to be further reduced from the current DPMP’s reduced requirement
of 10 spaces per 1,000 square feet to the proposed 8 spaces per 1,000 square feet. In addition,
the current DPMP standard for personal enrichment use is proposed to be further reduced from
5 spaces per 1,000 square feet to 3 spaces per 1,000 square feet. Also, multifamily residential
development within proposed District 1 would be required to provide only 0.25 guest parking
spaces per unit, rather than the otherwise required 0.50 spaces per unit (elsewhere in the
proposed DSP as well as in Chapter 231 of the HBZSO). In addition, the area to which the
reduced parking ratio would apply is proposed to be expanded from the 42 acre DPMP
boundary to include all of proposed, reconfigured, 70 acre District 1. Based on the proposed
DSP development standards, the maximum additional development that could occur within
District 1 is approximately 400,000 square feet.

The City has indicated that parking shortages are expected to be avoided under the proposed
scenario based on the same parking strategies and concepts that made the DPMP successful:
the captive market and recognition of off-set peak demand concepts. Also, proposed DSP Book
2 discusses a number of alternative means of transportation that could be applied to the DSP
area within proposed District 1. The City has indicated that these measures will also contribute
to an overall decrease in parking demand. Alternative means of transportation discussed in
Chapter 5 of Book 2 (Circulation & Parking) include: enhancing bicycle and pedestrian
circulation including street and sidewalk improvements and additional bicycle parking; street
realignments for more efficient traffic flow (including vehicle, bicycle, and pedestrian traffic);
adding a Class Il and a Class Il bikeway; improved access to transit stops (based on increased
pedestrian and bicycle circulation); a trolley system that would circulate between the Waterfront
and Pacific City developments, the downtown core area, and the surrounding residential
developments; and remote parking with shuttle service during high demand periods. Although
these measures are described in proposed DSP Book 2, there is no trigger to require any of
them.
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Ratio of Higher Priority to Lower Priority Use

Another significant change proposed with the revised DSP are the changes regarding the
amount of Visitor Serving Commercial uses that are required. The currently certified DSP
requires that within current District 3 (located along PCH to Walnut Avenue between 6" Street
and Lake Street, see exhibit B), “the ground floor or street level of all buildings in this District
shall be devoted to visitor-serving commercial activities.” In addition, District 3 of the currently
certified DSP requires that “Visitor serving commercial uses must be a part of all development
proposed in this District with a minimum requirement that the entire street level, or at least one-
third (1/3) of the total floor area be devoted to visitor serving commercial uses.” In addition,
residential use is limited to the area northwest of Main Street and is prohibited within 125 feet of
Main Street. And in District 5 (located just inland of District 3 along one block on either side of
Main Street between Walnut and Orange Avenues, see exhibit B) of the currently certified DSP
requires that the ground floor or street level of all buildings fronting Main Street be devoted to
commercial activities and limits residential and office uses to above the ground floor or street
level. The inland-most area of proposed District 1 is the current District 6. Current District 6 is
located between 6" Street and Lake Street from Orange Avenue to Palm Avenue (see exhibit
B). No ground level restrictions on residential or office uses apply within this district.

The proposed DSP District 1 would require visitor serving commercial uses on the ground floor
only at the street frontage, with no minimum ground floor percentage necessary to meet that
requirement. In addition, the density of residential development is proposed to change from the
current maximum of 35 dwelling units per acre to the proposed 50 dwelling units per acre.

Ground level visitor serving commercial uses are proposed to be allowed but not required within
the Lake Street overlay and are proposed to be prohibited in Subdistrict 1A Main Street Public
Library and Subdistrict 1B Neighborhood Residential. Subdistrict 1B is located within the
currently certified District 4 Mixed Use: Office/Residential, so the proposed use restriction is
consistent with the allowable uses of the currently certified DSP. Likewise, Subdistrict 1A and
the Lake Street Overlay area are located within the currently certified District 6 Mixed Use:
Commercial Office/Residential, and the proposed use restrictions are consistent with those of
the currently certified DSP.

B. Denythe LUP Amendment Request as Submitted

Coastal Act Section 30210 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 from overuse.

Coastal Act Section 30222 states:

The use of private lands suitable for visitor-serving commercial recreational facilities
designed to enhance public opportunities for coastal recreation shall have priority over
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private residential, general industrial, or general commercial development, but not over
agriculture or coastal-dependent industry.

Section 30210 requires that public coastal access and recreational opportunities be
maximized. Section 30222 of the Coastal Act establishes a higher priority for visitor serving
uses over lesser priority uses such as residential, office or general commercial. The City’s
Downtown Specific Plan area contains most of the City’s visitor serving opportunities as well
as long stretches of the City’s beaches. The amount of residential development relative to
visitor serving development must be carefully considered in order to maintain the City’s
downtown core and adjacent beaches as the established visitor draw they are. The Downtown
Specific Plan area provides visitor serving uses ranging from restaurants, shops and hotels to
the public pier and beach areas. The City’s downtown area is an excellent location for visitor
serving commercial uses because many visitors drawn to the beaches and pier support the
commercial area just inland across Pacific Coast Highway.

Parking can adversely impact public access when the parking demand within the coastal zone
exceeds the supply. Many beach and coastal zone visitors arrive from inland destinations via
automobile. If insufficient parking spaces are available, visitors (particularly those from inland
areas) may be deterred from coastal visits. Thus, parking is an important consideration when
assessing potential impacts development may have on public access. The provision of
alternate forms of transportation (bicycle lanes, bus routes, shuttle systems, etc.) are also
encouraged in the coastal zone, but the provision of adequate parking remains a major
consideration in assuring that public access is maximized.

1. Residential Density

The LUP amendment proposes to increase allowable residential density within subareas 1C
and 3A from 30 units per acre to greater than 30 units per acre. SubarealC is located as
close as one block inland from the City’s beaches and directly adjacent the other visitor serving
amenities of the downtown core area. Subarea 3A is located just across Pacific Coast
Highway from the City’s beaches and just upcoast from the downtown core area. Subareas
1C and 3A correspond to proposed DSP District 4 Established Residential. An increase in
residential development within these areas must be closely examined for impacts on visitor
and beach-goer opportunities. The upper limit for the greater than 30 units proposed is not
defined in the LUP, creating concerns as to the extent of residential development that could
result.

The Commission recognizes the benefit of locating residential development within areas that
include commercial and office uses. This juxtaposition of uses creates an environment where
residents are less reliant on vehicles to conduct routine activities such as shopping, dining and
commuting to working. However, unlimited residential development in this important visitor
destination area can lead to conflicts between the higher priority uses of the Coastal Act and
residential development. Such conflict could result in shifting the ratio from a greater degree of
the higher priority visitor serving uses to greater emphasis on residential uses. Potentially this
could lead to the displacement of higher priority visitor uses within the area, decreasing the
area’s role as a major visitor destination. In addition, residential development, when located in
such close proximity to the beaches and visitor serving development, can sometimes result in
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displacing public parking spaces currently available to the general public. This is often true
especially with higher density developments when guest parking demand often needs to park
on the adjacent public streets. When residential parking demand begins to displace general
public on-street parking, these conflicts often create pressure to establish preferential parking
districts to serve the residents at the expense of visitors.

The City’s intent in proposing this density is to create consistency with the density that is
currently allowed in the certified DSP. No change to the currently certified density is proposed
in the revised DSP. Currently, the density in the DSP allows lots with frontage widths of more
than 25 feet and less than or equal to 50 feet a maximum of four units. For lots with less than
25 feet of street frontage, one residential unit is allowed. For lots greater than 50 feet, 30
dwelling units per acre or one unit per 1,452 square feet of net lot area with lot areas greater
than 5,000 square feet is allowed. Thus, the DSP language, in allowing four units on the mid-
sized lots, allows a density of greater than 30 units per acre, but the maximum number of units
for such lots is four. This allowance for four units on the mid-sized lots means there is
currently an inconsistency between the certified Land Use Plan and the certified (and as
proposed) DSP. The City has proposed to correct this by increasing the allowable density for
subareas 1C and 3A to greater than 30 units per acre.

The City intends that the maximum density for the subareas will be guided by the density
language of the DSP. However, no upper limit for residential density is included in the
proposed LUP density language. Moreover, it is important to remember that the standard of
review for any future IP amendment will be the standard contained in the LUP. Certifying an
increased density allowance, especially as in this case with no upward limit, would make it
difficult to limit residential density if a future IP amendment requested a higher density for
these areas.

The density limit as it exists in the DSP has been found acceptable by the Commission in the
past. The DSP density limit identifies the upper limit, and with regard to the mid-size lots
specifically identifies the maximum number of units allowed on those lots. Thus, to achieve
both the City’s intent of correcting the existing inconsistency and to establish an upper density
limit within LUP, a reference in the LUP to the specific density as described in the DSP is
necessary. As proposed the LUP does not do this and so no upper limit on density would exist
for areas 1C and 3A. Given their sensitive locations relative to the beach and visitor
destinations, as proposed the LUP amendment could adversely impact public access and
would not protect the higher priority uses of the Coastal Act. Thus, this portion of the LUP
amendment could not be found to be consistent with Section 30210 of the Coastal Act with
regard to maximizing public access or with Section 30222 of the Coastal Act with regard to the
priority of uses within the coastal zone. Therefore, the LUP amendment request as submitted
does not meet the requirements of, and is not in conformance with, the policies of Chapter 3 of
the Coastal Act, and must be denied.

2. Figure “Extract of Figure C-10"

The LUP amendment proposes to add a number of new figures (graphics) to the LUP. Among
these are proposed “Extract of Figure C-10". Figure C-10 is contained in the certified LUP and
is the graphic that identifies the locations of the subareas included in Table C-2. Proposed
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figure “Extract of Figure C-10” includes a detailed graphic of the LUP subareas that correspond
to the areas of the Downtown Specific Plan districts. The graphic provides a more detailed
scale, making it easier for the viewer to discern the locations of each of the Table C-2
subareas. However, an inadvertent error on the proposed figure has resulted in subarea 3A
being depicted incorrectly. It is depicted correctly in proposed figure “Extract of C-8” and on
the proposed DSP district maps graphic. The City has also recognized this graphical error and
agrees that correction is needed. Thus, as proposed the correct subarea boundaries are
incorrectly depicted and they are not consistent with their written description or with the other
figures of this area in the LCP. Therefore, the LUP amendment request as submitted does not
meet the requirements of, and is not in conformance with, the policies of Chapter 3 of the
Coastal Act and must be denied.

The next section of this report describes the modifications necessary to bring the LCP
amendment into conformance with the Coastal Act requirements.

C. Certify the LUP Amendment Request with Suggested Modifications

In order to be certified by the Commission, the LUP amendment must meet the requirements
of, and be in conformance with the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act. The Coastal Act
contains policies that protect public access, recreation, and visual resources at public
recreation areas like Shoreline Park. Pursuant to Section 30512 and 30514 of the Coastal Act,
the proposed LUP amendment must have clear and concise policy language that carries out
the requirements of the relevant Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act.

The findings for denial of the Land Use Plan portion of the LCPA amendment are hereby
incorporated as thought fully set forth herein.

1. Subareas 1C and 3A Density as Modified

As discussed above, the proposed increase in density in subareas 1C and 3A raise issues of
Coastal Act inconsistency with regard to Section 30222’s requirement that visitor serving
commercial uses have priority over residential use and with Section 30210’s requirement that
public access be maximized. However, the City’s intent is that the maximum density for these
subareas be guided by the density language of the DSP. The DSP density limit identifies the
allowable upper limit. In addition, the density limit allowed in the DSP was found acceptable by
the Commission when it certified the DSP in the past. To achieve both the City’s intent of
correcting the existing inconsistency between the density allowed in the LUP and the density
allowed in the IP within these subareas, and to establish an appropriate upper density limit
within the LUP, a reference in the LUP to the specific density as described in the DSP for
these subareas is necessary. Thus, if modified to incorporate a reference to the DSP’s
specific density language within the LUP, the amendment could be found to be consistent with
Section 30210 and 30222 of the Coastal Act regarding priority of use and public access.
Therefore, the Commission finds that only if modified as suggested (Suggested Modification
Nos. 1, 2 and 3) can the proposed LUP amendment be found consistent with Sections 30210
and 30222 of the Coastal Act.
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2. Extract of Figure C-10 as Modified

As submitted, “Extract of Figure C-10" does not correctly depict the boundaries of subarea 3A
and adjacent subarea 1A. As proposed the subarea boundaries are incorrectly depicted and
they are not consistent with their written description or with the other figures of this area in the
LCP. However, if modified as suggested (Suggested Modification No. 4) to modify the figure to
correct the boundaries, the proposed LUP amendment can be found to be consistent with the
requirements of the Coastal Act.

3. Approval as Submitted

a) Subareas 1A, 1B, and 1D Density

Subareas 1A, 1B and 1D, within the downtown core area are also proposed to increase their
existing allowable densities from “30 units per acre” to “greater than 30 units per acre”. But
these subareas are designated Mixed Use which requires any residential proposal to be
integrated with commercial uses (subareas 1C and 3A are designated exclusively for
residential development). In addition, the downtown core area (corresponding to proposed
DSP District 1) will include provisions that will require that, while visitor serving uses may be
allowed throughout the district, only visitor serving uses are allowed on the ground floor level of
all developments within the most significant areas, closest to the beach. Thus, the proposed
density in these subareas does not create the same density issues that are created in
subareas 1C and 3A and consistent with the Coastal Act.

b) Subarea 1D

Subarea 1D is also proposed to be modified by: 1) eliminating General Commercial as an
allowable use and adding single family residential use (multi-family is already allowed) to the
list of allowable uses; and 2) eliminating the maximum floor area ratio of 1.25. Subarea 1D is a
subset of the downtown core area and corresponds to the Neighborhood Subdistrict within
proposed DSP District 1. This area is proposed to be limited to residential, office, personal
enrichment, and personal service. This subarea, in the certified LUP and in the certified DSP,
is identified as a mixed use area intended to serve residents and provide a buffer-like transition
area between the downtown core area and surrounding residential by providing some housing
and some neighborhood commercial uses, as well as allowing cultural or civic uses. Thus, the
proposed modifications are consistent with the use intended in the certified LUP and consistent
with the applicable provisions of the Coastal Act.

c) New Subarea 1E

Subarea 1E (see exhibit E) is comprised of a single, triangular block and currently is developed
with the City’s Main Street public library and a grassy area. Uses proposed to be allowed within
Subarea 1E are: Public and Open Space uses including cultural and civic uses, and open
space. Proposed subarea 1E also includes a requirement for the provision of open space areas
and the preservation of historical structures. This proposed new subsection is intended to
recognize existing uses and also recognize that this area be appropriately addressed separately
from the overall downtown core area.
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d) Minimum Building Height

The proposed LUP amendment would newly establish a “minimum” building height of 25 feet
within Table C-2 subareas 1A and 1B (both located within the downtown core area). Current
height limits in these two subareas, based on site area, range from three to four stories
maximum. In addition, given existing development within the downtown core area, the
proposed introduction of a minimum height requirement will not create adverse impacts on
public views. Furthermore, existing measures can also be imposed on new development,
including setback requirements based on view analyses, if view issues arise.

e) Remainder of Proposed LUP Changes

i. Addition of New Fiqures

The following new figures (graphics) are proposed to be added to the LUP: Extract of Figure C-
14 depicts proposed Bike lanes within the downtown area; Extract of Figure C-8 identifies the
land uses and densities within the Downtown Specific Plan area; and Extract of Figure C-10
identifies the locations of all the Table C-2 subareas within the Downtown Specific Plan area.
All of the proposed new figures provide greater detail of the downtown area and are easier to
read than the figures from which they are extracted as they depict a smaller area at a greater
scale. The proposed new figures are useful tools for interpreting the LUP and are consistent
with and adequate to carry out the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act as proposed.

ii. Updates and Clarifications

Updated information is proposed to be added for the areas known as Pacific City (formerly
identified as “31 acres”) and the Waterfront to reflect recently approved development in those
areas. Design standards are proposed to be revised and added to encourage pedestrian use
and to enhance the design character within the downtown area. Various minor clarifications and
corrections are also proposed.

iii. Live/Work Units

Live/work units are proposed to be added as a new allowable use within the Mixed Use land
use category. Table C-2 subareas 1A, 1B, and 1D are land use designated Mixed Use and so
this new use would apply within those areas. Subareas 1A, 1B, and 1C are all located within
the downtown core area that corresponds to proposed DSP District 1 Downtown Core Mixed
Use. District 1 is the main visitor serving area of the City’s DSP. The goal in allowing the
live/work units is to reduce vehicle use and traffic by eliminating the need to commute away
from home; and to greater pool of patrons for the downtown businesses in the non-visitor
periods (non-peak use summer periods).
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4. Conclusion
The suggested modifications will protect public access and the priority of uses as required by
Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. If modified as suggested above, the LUP amendment meets the

requirements of, and is in conformity with, the policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act.

D. Deny the Implementation Plan Amendment Request As Submitted

1. Public Access & Recreation

Regarding public access, the certified Land Use Plan includes the following goals, objectives
and policies™:

Policy C 2.4.1-Maintain an adequate supply of parking that supports the present level of
demand and allows for the expected increase in private transportation use.

Policy C 2.4.2-Ensure that adequate parking is maintained and provided in all new
development in the Coastal Zone utilizing one or a combination of the following:

a. Apply the City’s parking standards at a minimum.

b. Implement the-Bewntown-Parking-MasterPlanr a comprehensive parking
strategy for the Downtown area. [Note: this change is proposed under the LUP
portion of this LCPA.]

c. Consider developing new parking standards specific to the coastal zone, subject
to Coastal Commission approval.

d. Develop parking assessment districts to fund off-site parking structures, if
necessary.

e. Monitor parking programs to make the most effective use of parking resources.

Replace any on-street parking lost in the coastal zone on a 1:1 basis within the

coastal zone prior to or concurrent with the loss of any parking spaces.

.

Policy C 2.4.4-Develop parking areas outside the Coastal Zone for passenger cars and
the development of alternate transportation modes for beach users including incentives
for parking in those locations.

Policy C 2.4.5-Prohibit the establishment of preferential parking districts, whenever it
would adversely affect public access to the coast through a reduction in the availability of
on-street spaces for public visitors to the coast.

Objective C 2.5-Maintain and enhance, where feasible, existing shoreline and coastal
resource access sites.

! The LUP includes goals, objectives, and policies. Goals are described as general in nature and not necessarily quantifiable.
Objectives are described as measureable goals. Policies are described as a specific statement guiding actions and implying
clear commitment.
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Policy C 2.5.1-Require that existing public access to the shoreline and Huntington
Harbour waterways be maintained and enhanced, where necessary and feasible, not
withstanding overriding safety, environmental or privacy concerns.

Objective C 2.6-Promote and provide, where feasible, additional public access, including
handicap access, to the shoreline and other coastal resources.

Objective C 2.7-Promote public awareness of existing access opportunities to coastal
resources.

Policy C 2.7.1-Maintain and enhance, where necessary, the coastal resource signing
program that identifies public access points, bikeways, recreation areas and vista points
throughout the Coastal Zone.

Regarding public recreation, the certified Land Use Plan includes the following goals,
objectives and policies:

Goal C3-Provide a variety of recreational and visitor commercial serving uses for a range
of cost and market preferences.

Objective C 3.1-Preserve, protect and enhance, where feasible, existing public recreation
sites in the Coastal Zone.

Policy C 3.1.3-Upland areas necessary to support coastal recreational uses shall be
reserved for such uses, where feasible.

Objective C 3.2-Ensure that new development and uses provide a variety of recreational
facilities for a range of income groups, including low cost facilities and activities.

Policy C 3.2.1-Encourage, where feasible, facilities, programs and services that increase
and enhance public recreational opportunities in the Coastal Zone.

Policy C 3.2.4-Encourage the provision of a variety of visitor-serving commercial
establishments within the Coastal Zone, including, but not limited to, shops, restaurants,
hotels and motels, and day spas.

Policy C 3.4.2-Enhance the Municipal Pier and surrounding area to function as the “hubs”
of tourist and community activity.

Policy C 3.4.3-Require than any plans for restoration of replacement of the Municipal Pier
include the following provisions:

a) Areas for recreational fishing and support facilities.

b) Unobstructed public views seaward of the end of the Pier.

c) Significant opportunities for unobstructed public views of the shoreline.

d) Limit Pier access to pedestrians and trolley type transit.

e) Maintain a minimum of 70 percent of the total area of the Pier as public open space

and ensure that adequate pedestrian flow is maintained along the Pier length.
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f) Provide adequate handicap access.
g) Limit building heights on the pier to a maximum of 2 stories (35 feet).
h) Require that public access be maintained around the entire perimeter of the pier.

i. Adequate Parking and Alternative Forms of Transportation

The LUP policies cited above require that public coastal access be maintained and, where
feasible, enhanced. The need for public access to both the beach and to other coastal
resources is recognized in these LUP policies. The LUP policies also recognize that in order
to promote public access, adequate parking and/or alternate means of transportation must be
provided to serve development. Parking can adversely impact public access when the parking
demand within the coastal zone exceeds the supply. Many beach and coastal zone visitors
arrive from inland destinations via automobile. If insufficient parking spaces are available,
visitors’ ability to stay and enjoy the coast is diminished and may deter future visits. When new
development does not provide adequate parking, patrons of that establishment are then forced
to use parking that would otherwise be available to the general public, including the beach
going public. Thus, fewer parking spaces are available, limiting access. Parking is an
important consideration when assessing potential impacts development may have on public
access. The provision for alternate forms of transportation (walking, bicycle lanes, bus routes,
shuttle systems, etc.) is also encouraged in the coastal zone, but must be balanced with the
provision of adequate parking.

The proposed DSP would retain and expand the reduced parking ratios of the DPMP, but would
no longer tie the amount of future development to the amount of parking available within the
DPMP. Instead, the proposed DSP would address parking demand by any combination of the
following: provide the required parking (per the reduced ratio) on-site; through shared use
parking agreements; through off-site/remote parking agreements; valet parking; valet and/or
remote parking for special events during peak summer season; and by payment of an in-lieu
parking fee. In addition, tandem parking would be allowed for residential development and for
up to 20% of required commercial parking. Also, the Planning Commission or City Council
could require commercial projects greater than 10,000 square feet to submit a parking
management plan. The proposed DSP would require within District 1, however, that all
residential, hotel, motel, and bed & breakfast developments provide all required parking on-site.

The reduced parking ratios proposed to be retained are: 3 spaces per 1,000 square feet for
retail uses, and 2 spaces per 1,000 square feet for office use. The parking ratio that is required
for restaurant use is proposed to be further reduced from the current requirement of 10 spaces
per 1,000 square feet to 8 spaces per 1,000 square feet. In addition, the current standard for
personal enrichment use is proposed to be reduced from 5 spaces per 1,000 square feet to 3
spaces per 1,000 square feet. Also, multifamily residential development within proposed District
1 would be required to provide only 0.25 guest parking spaces per unit, rather than the
otherwise required 0.50 spaces per unit (elsewhere in the proposed DSP as well as in Chapter
231 of the HBZSO). In addition, the area to which the reduced parking ratio would apply is
proposed to be expanded from the 42 acre DPMP boundary to include all of proposed,
reconfigured 70 acre District 1. Based on the proposed DSP development standards, the
maximum additional development that could occur within District 1 is approximately 400,000
square feet.
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The City has indicated that parking shortages are expected to be avoided even with the
proposed reduced parking ratios, allowances for various off-site parking scenarios, and payment
of in lieu parking fees based on the same parking strategies and concepts that made the DPMP
successful: the captive market and recognition of off-set peak demand concepts. Moreover, the
City points to proposed DSP Book 2 which discusses a number of alternative means of
transportation that could be applied to the DSP area within proposed District 1. The City has
indicated that these measures will also contribute to an overall decrease in parking demand.
Alternative means of transportation discussed in Chapter 5 of Book 2 (Circulation & Parking)
include: enhancing bicycle and pedestrian circulation including street and sidewalk
improvements and additional bicycle parking; street realignments for more efficient traffic flow
(including vehicle, bicycle, and pedestrian traffic); adding a Class Il and a Class Il bikeways;
improved access to transit stops (based on increased pedestrian and bicycle circulation); a
trolley system that would circulate between the Waterfront and Pacific City developments, the
downtown core area, and the surrounding residential developments; and remote parking with
shuttle service during high demand periods. However, although these measures are described
in proposed DSP Book 2, there is no trigger to require any of them.

The Commission in approving the Downtown Parking Master Plan (DPMP) in the past, has
recognized that the captive market and off-set peak demand concepts are applicable to the
City’s downtown area. However, the proposed DSP would result in a significant increase in the
amount of development that could be allowed within District 1 (up to 400,000) square feet. In
essence the proposed DSP would effectively raise the previous development threshold from
715,000 square feet of non-hotel commercial development within the 42 acre DPMP boundary
to an additional 400,000 square feet of non-hotel commercial development throughout the
proposed District 1 70 acre area. Moreover, the proposed DSP would also allow an increase of
up to 648 residential units within the proposed DSP area. Thus, the DSP as proposed would
substantially increase the amount of allowable development while at the same time reducing the
amount of parking required with development. In addition, the reduced amount of parking would
not have to be provided on-site or at the time of construction. The proposed DSP would allow
parking to be provided off-site, either through shared use parking agreements (within 350 of the
development site), though a remote parking and shuttle system for special events and/or
through valet parking arrangements. If development is approved subject to the payment of in-
lieu parking fees, parking spaces to meet the development’s parking demand may not be
available for use for years.

A parking study was prepared for the proposed DSP by Kimley-Horn, dated September 2009.
The study found that the proposed DSP’s parking requirements were adequate to meet the
parking demand expected to be generated by development allowed by the proposed DSP
revisions. However, this conclusion is based in part on the understanding that the alternate
means of transportation described in Book 2 of the proposed DSP will be put into effect.

The Commission agrees that it is not always desirable to require the maximum amount of
parking for new development. It has become clear that promotion of alternate methods of
transportation is equally important. Walking, biking and use of public transit all promote public
access, in the same way that the provision of automobile parking spaces do. These alternate
methods of transportation have the added benefits as well of reducing traffic and reducing air
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pollution and green house gas emissions. The Commission supports these transportation
methods and the benefits they provide. However, approval of the proposed DSP would result in
immediate reductions in the amount of parking that would be required with new development,
while none of the proposed alternate methods of transportation would be required to be
implemented. As proposed, the alternate transportation methods are identified and their
benefits described, but there is no trigger that would actually cause them to be implemented.
Thus, development with it's related impacts to public access would be allowed while the
measures necessary to off-set the impacts may not be implemented.

The City has indicated that a summer shuttle program was in effect for the downtown area
during the summer of 2010. The shuttle ran a regular schedule between the remote parking
location at the City Hall parking lot to the downtown core along Main Street on evenings and
weekends. Shuttle ridership grew throughout the summer as visitors and inland residents
became aware of it. Likely, the longer the summer shuttle program is in place, the greater the
ridership will be. In addition, the City initiated a successful valet bicycle parking program last
summer. The City also recently approved (via City Council Resolution No. 2010-049 on
7/19/2010) an update to the in lieu parking fee, making the fee more reflective of the actual cost
of providing individual parking spaces and also allowing the collected fee to be directed, in
addition to the actual provision of physical parking spaces, toward valet, re-striping, shuttle,
trolley and other similar programs. Pursuant to the City’s adopted resolution, the in lieu parking
fee was raised from $17,297.86 per space to $27,350 per space. In addition, as approved by
the City Council, the in lieu parking fee is now required to be adjusted annually based on the
Annual California Department of Transportation Index for Selected Construction Items. As well,
the City has provided additional bicycle parking with the provision of additional bicycle racks
within the DSP area, particularly within proposed Districts 1 (downtown core) and 6 (pier).

Another alternate means of transportation described, but not required, in the proposed DSP is a
trolley system. This is envisioned as a wheeled vehicle that would follow a regular route on a
regular schedule throughout District 1 (the downtown core), Districts 2 and 3 (with a number of
hotels), District 6 (the pier) and District 7 (the beach). This system, if implemented would let
visitors easily move within and between the main visitor serving districts of the DSP area, further
reducing vehicle trips, traffic and parking demand in the area.

It is clear that it is the City’s goal to implement the alternate transportation methods outlined in
the proposed DSP Book 2. Book 2 also includes an Implementation Action Plan (Figure 8-3)
that prioritizes the various actions described in Book 2, including parking measures and
alternate transportation measures. Each action identified on the Implementation Action Plan
chart is assigned a certain priority level of 1, 2, or 3. Level 1 is considered Short Range (action
within one year); Level 2 is considered Mid Range (action within two to five years), and Level 3
is considered Long Range (five or more years). Some of the identified action items have
already taken place, such as the “Review and refine parking in-lieu fee amount and program”
per City Council Resolution No. 2010-049 described above. The other action items relating to
alternate transportation are identified as either level 1 or 2 priorities. However, the trolley
system is not even included on the Implementation Action Plan (Figure 8-3).

While it is clear that the City hopes to implement the off setting measures identified in Book 2 of
the proposed DSP, there is no guarantee that they actually will be implemented. In the mean
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time, adverse impacts to public access will accrue as new developments are allowed with
inadequate parking and/or no implementation of alternate means of transportation. Thus,
continued or increased public access, through the provision of adequate parking to serve
development or though provision of alternate means of transportation, is not assured or
protected. The proposed LCPA cannot be found to be consistent with or adequate to carry out
the policies of the certified land use plan with regard to public access and therefore must be
denied as submitted.

ii. In Lieu Fee Parking Program

The City recently approved an updated Parking In-Lieu fee program pursuant to City Council
Resolution No. 2010-049, as described above. Thus, the City has a specific in lieu parking fee
program. Both the certified and the proposed DSP allow development to meet some degree of
the parking requirement through the payment of an in lieu parking fee. However, neither the
specifics of the in lieu fee program, nor a reference to the program are included in the DSP. At
a minimum, a reference to the City’s existing in lieu fee program should be included in the DSP.
This would assure that the fee amount, the mechanism for collecting the fee, that the fees would
be deposited in a separate and specific fund for these fees only, and the uses to which the fees
may be directed are defined and implemented. The proposed DSP does not include the in lieu
fee program or a reference to the City’s program. Thus, appropriate implementation necessary
to assure that public access impacts are offset when in lieu fees are allowed is not assured.
The proposed LCPA cannot be found to be consistent with or adequate to carry out the policies
of the certified land use plan with regard to public access and therefore must be denied as
submitted.

iii. Parking Restrictions & Preferential Parking Districts

Book 2 of the proposed DSP at Section 5.6.3.1 Residential Parking, suggests that establishing
a resident permit parking system may be desirable in order to preserve parking on public
streets in residential areas for residents only. Section 5.6.3.1 states, in part:

“Visitors to the beach and Downtown and employees of downtown businesses often park
on residential streets. On a typical day, this is an issue primarily on the streets closest to
the downtown commercial businesses. On high demand days, such as summer
weekends and downtown event days, parking encroachment into the neighborhoods
extends further. Implementation of a parking meter/residential permit system would
preserve the spaces for residents as long as they have a permit.”

This language suggests that the public streets in residential areas near the beach and the
downtown core area provide an important reservoir of public parking. Proposed District 4
Established Residential is located within the first block closest to the beach and stretches from
Goldenwest Street for sixteen blocks to 7™ Street. This represents a significant amount of
public parking, that as is suggested by the language above, is necessary to serve visitors and
beach-goers especially during peak demand periods. As proposed this reservoir of available
public parking could be lost. Other residential areas within the DSP area may also provide
public parking on public streets that also could be lost. The public access policies of the
certified LUP require that an adequate supply of parking that supports the present level of
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demand and allows for the expected increase in private transportation use be maintained. In
addition, the certified LUP prohibits the establishment of preferential parking districts,
whenever it would adversely affect public access to the coast through a reduction in the
availability of on-street spaces for public visitors to the coast. Although Section 5.6.3.1 of Book
2 of the proposed DSP does not directly require a preferential parking district to serve
residents at the expense of visitors, it may be interpreted as a basis for allowing one if the
language above if it is not countered with specific prohibitions in Book 1 of the proposed DSP.

In addition, the proposed DSP does not explicitly prohibit parking restrictions (including, but not
limited to, the posting of “no parking” signs, red curbing, physical barriers, and preferential
parking programs) that adversely impact public access. As such, adverse impacts to public
access due to such parking restriction are not precluded.

The proposed LCPA cannot be found to be consistent with or adequate to carry out the policies
of the certified land use plan with regard to public access and therefore must be denied as
submitted.

iv. Shared Parking Tracking System

Section 3.2.26.11 District 1 Special Parking Standards in Book 1 of the proposed DSP
establishes the requirements for shared parking arrangements. As described previously, shared
parking arrangements can be used as an effective tool in providing adequate parking to serve
development. However, it is important that parking that has been identified as the parking that
will meet the parking demand for a specific approved development, be retained for that
development and not allowed to be used again for a second development. Obviously this type
of “double counting” would result in inadequate parking because the second development is not
actually providing the parking necessary to serve that development. “Double counting” of off-
site, shared use parking spaces would create adverse impacts on public access and so would
not be consistent with the certified LUP policies regarding public access, particularly with regard
to the provision of adequate parking. The proposed LCPA cannot be found to be consistent with
or adequate to carry out the policies of the certified land use plan with regard to public access
and therefore must be denied as submitted.

v. Replacement Parking

The proposed DSP includes a requirement that any public parking that is removed be replaced
at a one to one ratio and specifies the distance within which it must be replaced relative to the
location from which the parking is lost. In most cases the acceptable replacement distance is
350 feet. However, the requirement for the one to one replacement and the replacement
distance is identified sometimes but omitted at other times. In order to assure that this
requirement is applied in every case, the requirement should be included in additional
locations within the proposed DSP. For example, proposed Section 3.2.5 Street Vacations of
Book 1 of the proposed DSP requires that any public parking lost as a result of a street
vacation must be replaced. But it omits the requirement that the replacement parking must be
one for one and within 350 feet of the location from which the parking was lost. This omission
could result in inadequate provision of replacement parking, which is inconsistent with the
certified LUP’s public access policies. In addition, this same section of the DSP would also
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allow public parking that is removed as a result of a street vacation to be replaced by the
payment of an in lieu parking fee. Payment of an in lieu fee is not acceptable for the loss of
existing, available public access parking. Nowhere in the DSP area is very far from the beach
or from the downtown core visitor serving area. Loss of existing public parking within the DSP
area would adversely impact public access. Payment of an in lieu fee involves a delay before
the lost parking is physically replaced. In the case of existing public parking that supports
public access, such a delay in replacement is unacceptable due to the immediate and on-going
adverse public access impacts. The proposed LCPA cannot be found to be consistent with or
adequate to carry out the policies of the certified land use plan with regard to public access
and therefore must be denied as submitted.

vi. Signs Restricting Public Access

Section 3.2.22.1 General Sign Standards of Book 1 of the proposed DSP identifies the
requirements and standards for any signs within the DSP. Signs can be used to eliminate or
curtail public access. It should be clear that such sign are prohibited except when necessary
for public safety and no other feasible alternative exists. However, as proposed the DSP does
not include this explicit prohibition. This could result in adverse impacts to public access,
inconsistent with the certified LUP’s public access policies. The proposed LCPA cannot be
found to be consistent with or adequate to carry out the policies of the certified land use plan
with regard to public access and therefore must be denied as submitted.

vii. District 6 Pier and Pier Related Commercial & District 7 Beach

The proposed DSP includes District 6 Pier Related Commercial and District 7 Beach. These
districts include all the area within the DSP boundary seaward of Pacific Coast Highway, which
is the first public road paralleling the sea in this area. As such, these districts present an
excellent opportunity to address the question of beach closure or curfew. It is important to
note that City of Huntington Beach Ordinance No. 861 (see exhibit I), adopted on August 7,
1961, approved a beach curfew on the City beach precluding public use of the beach between
the hours of 12:01 a.m. and 5:00 a.m. Additionally, City of Huntington Beach Ordinance No.
1743 (see exhibit J), adopted April 17, 1972, limits (among other things) the hours of operation
of the City’s beach parking lots to from 5:00 a.m. to 12:00 midnight. Thus, both of these
ordinances took effect prior to the effective date of the Coastal Zone Conservation Act of 1972
(aka Proposition 20, “the Coastal Initiative) which became effective on February 1, 1973. It
should be noted, however, that since the effective date of the Coastal Act, the City’s beach
now closes at 10 p.m., with no coastal development permit. The City has indicated that
maintenance measures necessary to clean the beach require closure of the beach. According
to the City, beach maintenance is performed at night to avoid crowds, and keeping the beach
open would create a safety hazard if the public were allowed use of the beach while the beach
is being cleaned.

Nevertheless, it is important to make clear that access to State tidelands, submerged lands
and public trust lands, including the area seaward of the mean high tide line cannot be limited.
This includes access to the portion of the pier that extends over State tidelands. Limits on the
use of the beach and parking areas inland of the State tidelands areas should also be
minimized. Further restrictions on the City’s sandy beach and parking areas are discouraged,
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which should be reflected in both of District 6 and District 7 within the proposed DSP. It should
be made clear that, in the area between Pacific Coast Highway and State tidelands, only the
minimum limits necessary to achieve documented public safety or beach maintenance needs
can be considered. In addition, other public access measures specific to the beach and pier
district areas would also appropriately be included within these districts. These measures
should address the following: public beach parking, equal availability of all public amenities on
public beaches to all members of the general public; consideration of public views; and a
prohibition on development that would result in the loss of sandy beach area. However, as
proposed, the DSP does not address these issues, and thus maximum public access is not
assured. The proposed LCPA cannot be found to be consistent with or adequate to carry out
the policies of the certified land use plan with regard to public access and therefore must be
denied as submitted.

viii. Public Recreation

Existing District 9 is titled Visitor-Serving Recreation. This is the same as the title proposed for
this area in the proposed DSP District 3. However, no description of what constitutes visitor
serving recreation is included, although the district allows “recreation” as a use along with
other uses such as hotels, motels, restaurants, retail sales and tourist related uses. These are
all recognized visitor serving uses, but a description of what is meant by visitor serving
recreation should be included. District 3 is located along Pacific Coast Highway, directly
across from the beach, thus the District’s location is uniquely situated to provide recreational
opportunities related to its location adjacent to the beach. One of the proposed DSP’s aims is
“providing a strong link to the ocean for visitors to Huntington Beach.”

Proposed District 3 Section 3.3.3.13 Public Open Space includes the following list of recreation
uses: “gyms, handball courts, health clubs, interpretive centers, or similar facilities”. Thus, it
appears, because these are the only recreational uses described in proposed District 3, that
the intent is to recognize gyms, handball courts, and health clubs as visitor serving recreation.
Gyms, handball courts and health clubs do not need to be adjacent to the beach and can
readily be provided inland. These uses are recreational uses, but they are not particularly
visitor serving. They do not enhance recreational use of the coast. These uses in and of
themselves do not draw visitors to the area, although it's possible that a hotel guest might avail
him/herself of these uses. These uses could be accommodated within District 3, but should be
limited to areas such as above the ground floor level. Visitor serving recreation should include
uses that emphasize a visitor serving aspect and that benefit from the proximity to the beach.
Uses such as kayak, bicycle, and surf/body board sales, rentals and/or lessons, etc. would be
appropriate. District 3 does propose to include interpretive centers as an allowable use, which
is also appropriate.

Proposed Section 3.3.3.13 Public Open Space would allow that “15% maximum of the required
30% public open space may be enclosed recreation space such as gyms, handball courts,
health clubs, interpretive centers, or similar facilities” and that “A fee may be imposed for the
use of such facilities.” Proposed District 3 would allow these uses to meet up to half to the
public open space requirement within the Visitor Serving Recreation district. However, these
uses are not typical public open space uses. Although gyms, handball courts and health clubs
generally can be used by the public for a fee, this is not the same as a public open space use.
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Public open space is generally made up of passive areas, open to the public, most often
located outdoors. Typical examples of public open space include public plazas, benches, and
fountains, available to the general public without charge. One of the proposed DSP’s aims is
“establishing strong pedestrian connectivity”. Allowing public open space to be provided as
private indoor commercial, albeit recreational, development does not promote this aim of the
proposed DSP.

Although the proposed DSP and the certified LUP glossary do not define Open Space, LUP, in
Table C-1 Land Use, Density and Overlay Schedule, describes the various open space land
use categories. The descriptions in Table C-1 include public parks and recreational facilities
providing activities such as picnics and nature trails, publicly owned coastal beaches,
properties retained for environmental and visual resource conservation, and water bodies used
for recreational purposes such as boating or swimming. The uses described in proposed
District 3, gyms, handball courts and health clubs, are recreational uses but they are not
typically considered public open space.

Visitor serving recreation should include those uses that emphasize a visitor serving aspect
and that benefit from the proximity to the beach. Uses such as kayak, bicycle, and surf/body
board sales, rentals and/or lessons, etc. would be appropriate. District 3 does propose to
include interpretive centers as an allowable use, which is also appropriate. The proposed uses
within the Visitor-Serving Recreation district are not adequate to promote public recreation as
required by the recreation policies of the certified land use plan. In addition, these uses are
not typically considered public open space, although the proposed DSP would allow them to
meet that requirement. The proposed DSP is not consistent with the certified LUP’s policies
regarding visitor serving uses or public recreation. The proposed LCPA cannot be found to be
consistent with or adequate to carry out the policies of the certified land use plan with regard to
public access and therefore must be denied as submitted.

2. Priority Uses

Policy C 1.1.3 of the certified Land Use Plan states:

The use of private lands suitable for visitor serving commercial recreational facilities
designed to enhance public opportunities for coastal recreation shall have priority over
private residential, general industrial, or general commercial development, but not over
agriculture or coastal-dependent industry.

Policy C 1.1.3 identifies the priority afforded visitor serving uses over the lesser priority uses of
residential, office or general commercial. Residential, office and general commercial uses are
not considered priority visitor serving uses. Unlike typical visitor serving uses like restaurants
and hotels that draw visitors because of their location in the coastal zone and/or facilitate
visitation to the coast, these uses would not typically draw or be a reason for people to visit the
coastal zone. In addition, these uses are not normally dependent on a coastal location. As the
population increases, greater demand for is placed on those limited amounts of visitor serving
developments that are available, making it all the more important that they remain. However,
these uses would also not necessarily be prohibited in a visitor-serving commercial zone, when
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ample visitor serving uses are also provided in the area, and when provisions are in place to
prevent the displacement of priority uses with non-priority uses.

The revised DSP proposes changes regarding the amount of Visitor Serving Commercial uses
that are required within proposed District 1. The currently certified DSP requires that within
current District 3 (located along PCH to Walnut Avenue between 6™ Street and Lake Street),
“the ground floor or street level of all buildings in this District shall be devoted to visitor-serving
commercial activities.” In addition, District 3 of the currently certified DSP requires that “Visitor
serving commercial uses must be a part of all development proposed in this District with a
minimum requirement that the entire street level, or at least one-third (1/3) of the total floor area
be devoted to visitor serving commercial uses.” In addition, residential use is limited to the area
northwest of Main Street and is prohibited within 125 feet of Main Street. And the existing
District 5 (located just inland of District 3 along one block on either side of Main Street between
Walnut and Orange Avenues) in the currently certified DSP requires that the ground floor or
street level of all buildings fronting Main Street be devoted to commercial activities and limits
residential and office uses to above the ground floor or street level. The inland-most area of
proposed District 1 is the current District 6. Current District 6 is located between 6" Street and
Lake Street from Orange Avenue to Palm Avenue. No ground level restrictions on residential or
office uses apply within this district.

The proposed DSP District 1 would require visitor serving commercial uses on the ground floor
only at the street frontage, with no minimum ground floor percentage necessary to meet that
requirement. The proposed DSP visitor serving requirement could be met with a minimum
amount of area, for example a small 100 square foot kite shop in an otherwise large, multiple
thousands square foot development. In addition, the density of residential development is
proposed to change from the current maximum of 35 dwelling units per acre to the proposed 50
dwelling units per acre. The Commission recognizes the benefit of locating residential
development within areas that include commercial and office uses. This juxtaposition of uses
creates an environment where residents are less reliant on vehicles to conduct routine activities
such as shopping, dining and commuting to working. However, potentially the proposed
amendment could result in up to 648 additional residential units within the downtown core area.
Taken either separately or together, these two proposed changes could result in a shift of
dominant ground floor uses within the downtown core area from the higher priority visitor serving
commercial uses to the lower priority residential, office, and/or general commercial uses.

The change in the minimum amount of visitor serving commercial development within
proposed District 1 could result in a much higher ratio of non-priority uses at the expense of
visitor serving uses. The downtown core area is one of if not the main visitor serving area of
the City. It is critical that visitor use remain a priority in this area. The proposed decrease in
the minimum required amount of high priority visitor serving uses is not consistent with Policy
C 1.1.3 of the certified Land Use Plan.

In addition, commercial parking is allowed as a visitor serving use within proposed District 1.
Commercial parking does constitute a visitor serving support use which is appropriate within
visitor serving commercial areas. However, it is not appropriate along the street level, street
frontage of the main visitor thoroughfares of Main Street and Pacific Coast Highway. These
prime street front areas are most appropriate for primary visitor uses such as shops,
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restaurants and the like, not the support use of parking. The proposed DSP does not limit the
commercial parking use to avoid street level, street fronting parking on Main Street or Pacific
Coast Highway. Potentially allowing prime visitor serving street frontage to be used for the
lesser, support use of parking is not consistent with Policy C 1.1.3 of the certified Land Use
Plan. The proposed LCPA cannot be found to be consistent with or adequate to carry out the
policies of the certified land use plan with regard to public access and therefore must be
denied as submitted.

3. Public Views

Regarding visual resources, the certified LUP contains the following goals, objectives and
policies:

GoalC 4

Preserve and, where feasible, enhance and restore the aesthetic resources of the City’s
coastal zone, including natural areas, beaches, harbors, bluffs and significant pubic
views.

Objective C 4.1

Provide opportunities within the Coastal Zone for open space as a visual and aesthetic
resource.

Objective C 4.1.1

The scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas shall be considered and protected as a
resource of public importance. Permitted development shall be sited and designed to
protect public views to and along the ocean and scenic coastal areas.

Objective C 4.2

Promote the protection of the Coastal Zone’s visual and aesthetic resources through
design review and development requirements.

Policy C 4.2.1

Ensure that the following minimum standards are met by new development in the Coastal
Zone as feasible and appropriate:
a) Preservation of public views to and from the bluffs, to the shoreline and ocean
and to the wetlands.
b) Adequate landscaping and vegetation.
c) Evaluation of project design regarding visual impact and compatibility.
d) Incorporate landscaping to mask oil operations and major utilities, such as the
electrical power plant on Pacific Coast Highway.
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Policy C 4.2.2

Require that the massing, height, and orientation of new development be designed to
protect public coastal views.

Policy C 4.2.3

Promote the preservation of significant public view corridors to the coastal corridor,
including views of the sea and wetlands through strict application of local ordinances,
design guidelines and related planning efforts, including defined view corridors.

Policy C 4.4.4

Develop implementation programs that will preserve and maintain the physical features of
the wetlands, bluffs, and beaches.

Objective C 4.5
Minimize the negative aesthetic impacts of signage in the Coastal Zone.

Proposed Districts 1, 2, and 3 all front along Pacific Coast Highway, just inland from the beach.
In addition, District 6 is seaward of the Pacific Coast Highway and includes the pier. However,
neither the existing or proposed DSP includes a requirement that applications for development
within these areas include a public view analysis. The policies of the LUP cited above clearly
require that public views be considered and protected with new development. In addition, an
acknowledgement that projects that otherwise meet the development standards may require
modification to protect public views, consistent with the requirements of the LUP visual
resource policies. As proposed, the DSP does not include requirements that address
preservation of public views. Thus, protection of public views within the DSP areas identified
above is not assured, inconsistent with visual resource policies of the certified Land Use Plan.
The proposed LCPA cannot be found to be consistent with or adequate to carry out the
policies of the certified land use plan with regard to public access and therefore must be
denied as submitted.

4. Wetlands
The certified LUP includes the following goal:

Goal C 7 - Preserve, enhance and restore, where feasible, environmentally
sensitive habitat areas (ESHAS) in the City’s Coastal Zone, including the Bolsa
Chica which is in the City’s Sphere of Influence.

Proposed District 5 includes a restored wetland area, known informally as Little Shell wetland.
In both the currently certified and the proposed DSP, a conservation overlay is placed on this
wetland area. The wetland was originally identified by the Department of Fish and Game as
containing 0.8 acres of existing wetland and 1.4 acres of restorable wetland. This area was
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restored and preserved in 2004 in conjunction with the Waterfront Residential development. A
deed restriction was placed on the area at that time. However, although the conservation
overlay is proposed to remain and new language is proposed stating that restoration has
occurred, no language referencing the fact that the wetland area is subject to a deed restriction
is proposed. The language regarding the wetland could be updated to reflect that it is subject
to a deed restriction that limits use of the area in perpetuity for wetland preservation and
restoration, assuring conservation of the wetland area. In order to be consistent with the
certified LUP regarding preservation and enhancement of sensitive habitats (the LUP includes
wetlands as sensitive habitats), such update language should be added. As proposed, the
LCPA cannot be found to be consistent with or adequate to carry out the policies of the
certified land use plan with regard to public access and therefore must be denied as submitted.

5. Conclusion
For all the reasons identified above, the proposed Implementation Plan amendment cannot be
found to be consistent with and adequate to carry out the policies of the certified Land Use

Plan and therefore must be denied.

E. Certify the Implementation Plan Amendment Request with the Suggested
Modifications

The standard of review for the proposed amendment to the LCP Implementation Plan (IP),
pursuant to Sections 30513 and 30514 of the Coastal Act, is that the proposed IP amendment
conforms with, and is adequate to carry out, the provisions of the certified Land Use Plan
(LUP). The findings for denial of the Implementation Plan portion of the LCPA amendment are
hereby incorporated as thought fully set forth herein.

1. Public Access

i. Adequate Parking and Alternative Forms of Transportation

As described in greater detail in Section D of this staff report, the proposed amendment is
inconsistent with the certified LUP policies regard the protection of public access by means of
providing adequate parking to serve development and/or providing alternate means of
transportation. The proposed amendment would allow significantly increased development
within proposed District 1, while reducing the overall parking requirements and identifying, but
not requiring, possible alternative transportation methods. For various reasons described
previously the City believes that public access will not be adversely impacted as a result of the
proposed amendment. These reasons include the fact that the captive market and recognition
of off-set peak demand concepts, as well as the alternative means of transportation described
in the proposed DSP will have the effect of reducing the parking demand. In addition, the City
suggests that with increased residential and office development, these occupants will walk to
the commercial establishments within the area, further reducing overall parking demand.

The Commission agrees that it is not always desirable to require the maximum amount of
parking for new development and that alternate methods of transportation also important. It is
possible that, for the reasons expressed by the City as outline in this staff report, the proposed
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increase in development may be adequately accommodated by the proposed DSP’s parking
requirements and alternate transportation described in the DSP without resulting in adverse
impacts on public access. In order to assess whether this is the case, a cumulative parking
analysis District 1 of the proposed DSP should be conducted when a development threshold of
150,000 square feet of commercial development (the proposed DSP would allow up to
400,000 square feet) is reached in District 1. The parking analysis would assess whether
adequate parking exists to serve existing and potential future development. If parking is found
to be inadequate, the parking analysis should identify ways to address the issues identified
including, means of providing additional parking, means of providing additional alternate
transportation, and/or reducing the amount of allowable development within District 1. If the
parking analysis indicates that public access is adversely impacted due to lack of adequate
parking, then an LCP amendment should be required that addresses these issues. Further
development within District 1 should be precluded until resolution of the public access issues
are resolved though the LCP amendment. If the amendment is modified to incorporate the
changes described here, then the IP amendment could be found to be consistent with and
adequate to carry out the public access policies of the certified Land Use Plan with regard to
protecting public access by providing adequate parking to serve development and providing
alternate means of transportation. Therefore, only if modified as suggested can the
Commission find the proposed IP amendment consistent with and adequate to carry out the
policies of the certified Land Use Plan.

ii. In Lieu Parking Program

The City recently approved an updated Parking In-Lieu fee program pursuant to City Council
Resolution No. 2010-049, as described above. Thus, the City has a specific in lieu parking fee
program. Both the certified and the proposed DSP allow development to meet some degree of
the parking requirement through the payment of an in lieu parking fee. However, neither the
specifics of the in lieu fee program, nor a reference to the program are included in the DSP. At
a minimum, a specific reference to the City’s existing in lieu fee program should be included in
the DSP. This would assure that the fee amount, the mechanism for collecting the fee, that the
fees would be deposited in a separate and specific fund for these fees only, and that the uses
to which the fees may be directed are defined and implemented. The proposed DSP does not
include the in lieu fee program or a reference to the City’s program. Thus, appropriate
implementation necessary to assure that public access impacts are offset when in lieu fees are
allowed is not assured. However, if the proposed amendment is modified as suggested to
specifically reference the City’s existing in lieu fee program, then direction on how the fees are
dealt with would be included within the DSP, and the in lieu fee program could be found
acceptable. Therefore, the Commission finds that only if modified as suggested to include
reference to the City’s existing, defined In Lieu Parking Fee Program, can the proposed IP
amendment could be found to be consistent with and adequate to carry out the public access
policies of the certified Land Use Plan with regard to protecting public access by providing
adequate parking to serve development.

iii. Parking Restrictions & Preferential Parking Districts

The proposed DSP suggests that establishing a resident permit parking system may be
desirable in order to preserve parking on public streets in residential areas for residents only.
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The proposed language suggests that the public streets in residential areas near the beach
and the downtown core area provide an important reservoir of public access parking. As the
DSP is proposed, this reservoir of available public parking could be lost. The public access
policies of the certified LUP require that an adequate supply of parking that supports the
present level of demand and allows for the expected increase in private transportation use be
maintained. Moreover, the certified LUP prohibits the establishment of preferential parking
districts, whenever it would adversely affect public access to the coast through a reduction in
the availability of on-street spaces for public visitors to the coast. In addition, the proposed
LUP does not explicitly prohibit parking restrictions (including, but not limited to, the posting of
“no parking” signs, red curbing, physical barriers, and preferential parking programs) that
adversely impact public access. As such, adverse impacts to public access due to such
parking restriction are not precluded. However, if the proposed IP amendment is modified as
suggested to add language to the DSP that prohibits new preferential parking districts, then the
IP amendment, by assuring protection of public access through the prohibition of new
preferential parking districts, could be found to be consistent with the policies of the certified
Land Use Plan. Therefore, the Commission finds that only if modified as suggested, can the
proposed IP amendment be found to be consistent with and adequate to carry out the public
access policies of the certified Land Use Plan.

iv. Shared Parking Tracking System

The proposed DSP establishes the requirements for shared parking arrangements. As
described previously, shared parking arrangements can be used as an effective tool in
providing adequate parking to serve development. However, it is important that parking that
has been identified to meet the parking demand for a specific approved development, be
retained for that development and not allowed to be used again for a second development.
Obviously this type of “double counting” would result in inadequate parking because the
second development is not actually providing the parking necessary to serve that
development. “Double counting” of off-site, shared use parking spaces would create adverse
impacts on public access and so would not be consistent with the certified LUP policies
regarding public access, particularly with regard to the preserving public access by the
provision of adequate parking. However, if the proposed IP amendment is modified as
suggested to require a shared use parking tracking system, the IP amendment could be found
to be consistent with the LUP’s public access policies. Therefore, the Commission finds that
only if modified as suggested, can the proposed IP amendment be found to be consistent with
and adequate to carry out the public access policies of the certified Land Use Plan.

v. Replacement Parking

The proposed DSP includes a requirement that any public parking that is removed be replaced
at a one to one ratio and specifies the distance within which it must be replaced relative to the
location from which the parking is lost. In most cases the acceptable replacement distance is
350 feet. However, the requirement for the one to one replacement and the replacement
distance is identified sometimes and omitted others. In order to assure that this requirement is
applied in every case, the requirement should be included in additional locations within the
proposed DSP. For example, proposed Section 3.2.5 Street Vacations of Book 1 of the
proposed DSP requires that any public parking lost as a result of a street vacation must be
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replaced. But it omits the requirement that the replacement parking must be one for one and
within 350 feet of the location from which the parking was lost. This omission could result in
inadequate provision of replacement parking, which is inconsistent with the certified LUP’s
public access policies. In addition, this same section of the DSP would also allow public
parking that is removed as a result of a street vacation to be replaced by the payment of an in
lieu parking fee. Payment of an in lieu fee is not acceptable for the loss of existing, available
public access parking. Nowhere in the DSP area is very far from the beach or from the
downtown core visitor serving area. Loss of existing public parking within the DSP area would
adversely impact public access. Payment of an in lieu fee involves a delay before the lost
parking is physically replaced. In the case of existing public parking that supports public
access, such a delay in replacement is unacceptable due to the immediate and on-going
adverse public access impacts. However, if the proposed IP amendment is modified as
suggested to consistently refer to the need for one to one replacement of parking and that the
replacement parking must be within 350 feet of the impact site (reasonable walking distance)
and to clarify that no existing public parking spaces can be replaced by payment of an in lieu
parking fee, the IP amendment could be found to be consistent with the LUP’s public access
policies. Therefore, the Commission finds that only if modified as suggested, can the
proposed IP amendment be found to be consistent with and adequate to carry out the public
access policies of the certified Land Use Plan.

vi. Signs Restricting Public Access

Section 3.2.22.1 General Sign Standards of Book 1 of the proposed DSP identifies the
requirements and standards for any signs within the DSP. Signs can be used to eliminate or
curtail public access. It should be clear that such signs are prohibited except when necessary
for public safety and no other feasible alternative exists. However, as proposed the DSP does
not include this explicit prohibition in the proposed section addressing signs. This could result
in adverse impacts to public access, inconsistent with the certified LUP’s public access
policies. However, if the proposed IP amendment is modified as suggested to include in the
sign section language that prohibits signs that adversely impact public access unless
necessary for public safety, the IP amendment could be found to be consistent with the LUP’s
public access policies. Therefore, the Commission finds that only if modified as suggested,
can the proposed IP amendment be found to be consistent with and adequate to carry out the
public access policies of the certified Land Use Plan.

vii. District 6 Pier and Pier Related Commercial & District 7 Beach

The proposed DSP includes District 6 Pier Related Commercial and District 7 Beach. These
districts include all the area within the DSP boundary seaward of Pacific Coast Highway, which
is the first public road paralleling the sea in this area. As such, these districts present an
excellent opportunity to address the question of beach closure or curfew. It is important to
note that City of Huntington Beach Ordinance No. 861 (see exhibit I), adopted on August 7,
1961, approved a beach curfew on the City beach precluding public use of the beach between
the hours of 12:01 a.m. and 5:00 a.m. Additionally, City of Huntington Beach Ordinance No.
1743 (see exhibit J), adopted April 17, 1972, limits (among other things) the hours of operation
of the City’s beach parking lots to from 5:00 a.m. to 12:00 midnight. Thus, both of these
ordinances took effect prior to the effective date of the Coastal Zone Conservation Act of 1972
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(aka Proposition 20, “the Coastal Initiative) which became effective on February 1, 1973. It
should be noted, however, that since the effective date of the Coastal Act, the City’s beach
now closes at 10 p.m., with no coastal development permit. The City has indicated that
maintenance measures necessary to clean the beach require closure of the beach. According
to the City, beach maintenance is performed at night to avoid crowds, and keeping the beach
open would create a safety hazard if the public were allowed use of the beach while the beach
is being cleaned.

Nevertheless, it is important to make clear that access to State tidelands, submerged lands
and public trust lands, including the area seaward of the mean high tide line cannot be limited.
This includes access to the portion of the pier that extends over State tidelands. Limits on the
use of the beach and parking areas inland of the State tidelands areas should also be
minimized. Further restrictions on the City’s sandy beach and parking areas are discouraged,
which should be reflected in both of District 6 and District 7 within the proposed DSP. It should
be made clear that, in the area between Pacific Coast Highway and State tidelands, only the
minimum limits necessary to achieve documented public safety or beach maintenance needs
can be considered. In addition, other public access measures specific to the beach and pier
district areas would also appropriately be included within these districts. These measures
should address the following: public beach parking, equal availability of all public amenities on
public beaches to all members of the general public; consideration of public views; and a
prohibition on development that would result in the loss of sandy beach area. However, as
proposed, the DSP does not address these issues, and thus maximum public access is not
assured. However, if the proposed IP amendment is modified as suggested to include
language in Districts 6 and 7 to address these issues, the IP amendment could be found to be
consistent with the LUP’s public access policies. Therefore, the Commission finds that only if
modified as suggested, can the proposed IP amendment be found to be consistent with and
adequate to carry out the public access policies of the certified Land Use Plan.

viii. Public Recreation

Existing District 9 is titled Visitor-Serving Recreation. This is the same as the title proposed for
this area in the proposed DSP District 3. However, no description of what constitutes visitor
serving recreation is included, although the district allows “recreation” as a use along with
other uses such as hotels, motels, restaurants, retail sales and tourist related uses. These are
all recognized visitor serving uses, but a description of what is meant by visitor serving
recreation should be included. District 3 is located along Pacific Coast Highway, directly
across from the beach, thus the District’s location is uniquely situated to provide recreational
opportunities related to its location adjacent to the beach. One of the proposed DSP’s aims is
“providing a strong link to the ocean for visitors to Huntington Beach.”

Proposed District 3 Section 3.3.3.13 Public Open Space includes the following list of recreation
uses: “gyms, handball courts, health clubs, interpretive centers, or similar facilities”. Thus, it
appears, because these are the only recreational uses described in proposed District 3, that
the intent is to recognize gyms, handball courts, and health clubs as visitor serving recreation.
Gyms, handball courts and health clubs do not need to be adjacent to the beach and can
readily be provided inland. These uses are recreational uses, but they are not particularly
visitor serving. They do not enhance recreational use of the coast. These uses in and of
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themselves do not draw visitors to the area, although it's possible that a hotel guest might avail
him/herself of these uses. These uses could be accommodated within District 3, but should be
limited to areas such as above the ground floor level. Visitor serving recreation should include
uses that emphasize a visitor serving aspect and that benefit from the proximity to the beach.
Uses such as kayak, bicycle, and surf/body board sales, rentals and/or lessons, etc. would be
appropriate. District 3 does propose to include interpretive centers as an allowable use, which
is also appropriate.

Proposed Section 3.3.3.13 Public Open Space would allow that “15% maximum of the required
30% public open space may be enclosed recreation space such as gyms, handball courts,
health clubs, interpretive centers, or similar facilities” and that “A fee may be imposed for the
use of such facilities.” Proposed District 3 would allow these uses to meet up to half to the
public open space requirement within the Visitor Serving Recreation district. However, these
uses are not typical public open space uses. Although gyms, handball courts and health clubs
generally can be used by the public for a fee, this is not the same as a public open space use.
Public open space is generally made up of passive areas, open to the public, most often
located outdoors. Typical examples of public open space include public plazas, benches, and
fountains, available to the general public without charge. One of the proposed DSP’s aims is
“establishing strong pedestrian connectivity”. Allowing public open space to be provided as
private indoor commercial, albeit recreational, development does not promote this aim of the
proposed DSP.

Although the proposed DSP and the certified LUP glossary do not define Open Space, LUP, in
Table C-1 Land Use, Density and Overlay Schedule, describes the various open space land
use categories. The descriptions in Table C-1 include public parks and recreational facilities
providing activities such as picnics and nature trails, publicly owned coastal beaches,
properties retained for environmental and visual resource conservation, and water bodies used
for recreational purposes such as boating or swimming. The uses described in proposed
District 3, gyms, handball courts and health clubs, are recreational uses but they are not
typically considered public open space.

Visitor serving recreation should include those uses that emphasize a visitor serving aspect
and that benefit from the proximity to the beach. Uses such as kayak, bicycle, and surf/body
board sales, rentals and/or lessons, etc. would be appropriate. District 3 does propose to
include interpretive centers as an allowable use, which is also appropriate. The proposed uses
within the Visitor-Serving Recreation district are not adequate to promote public recreation as
required by the recreation policies of the certified land use plan. In addition, these uses are
not typically considered public open space, although the proposed DSP would allow them to
meet that requirement.

The proposed DSP is not consistent with the certified LUP’s policies regarding visitor serving
uses or public recreation. The proposed uses within the Visitor-Serving Recreation district are
not adequate to promote public recreation as required by the recreation policies of the certified
land use plan. However, if the proposed IP amendment is modified as suggested to include
examples of the types of uses that constitute visitor serving recreation, and if modified to
delete the option of allowing private, commercial recreation uses to fulfill the public open space
requirement, the IP amendment could be found to be consistent with the LUP’s public access
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policies. Therefore, the Commission finds that only if modified as suggested, can the
proposed IP amendment be found to be consistent with and adequate to carry out the public
access policies of the certified Land Use Plan.

2. Priority of Use

The certified LUP identifies the priority afforded visitor serving uses over the lesser priority uses
of residential, office or general commercial. The revised DSP proposes changes regarding the
amount of Visitor Serving Commercial uses that are required within proposed District 1 that
could result in a shift of dominant ground floor uses within the visitor serving downtown core
area from the higher priority visitor serving commercial uses to the lower priority residential,
office, and/or general commercial uses. The downtown core area is one of if not the main visitor
serving area of the City. It is critical that visitor use remain a priority in this area. The proposed
decrease in the minimum required amount of high priority visitor serving uses is not consistent
with Policy C 1.1.3 of the certified Land Use Plan. However, proposed District 1 could be
modified to apply a visitor serving overlay district to the prime core area as depicted on exhibit
F, requiring that all ground floor square footage within in the overlay to be visitor serving
commercial uses, then an appropriate ratio of visitor serving uses to lesser priority uses would
be assured. Application of such an overlay would assure that the downtown core area would
remain primarily a visitor serving destination area.

In addition, commercial parking is allowed as a visitor serving use within proposed District 1.
Commercial parking does constitute a visitor serving support use which is appropriate within
visitor serving commercial areas. However, it is not appropriate along the street level, street
frontage of the main visitor thoroughfares of Main Street and Pacific Coast Highway. The
proposed DSP does not limit the commercial parking use to avoid street level, street fronting
parking on Main Street or Pacific Coast Highway, inconsistent with Policy C 1.1.3 of the
certified Land Use Plan. However, if the proposed IP amendment is modified as suggested to
apply a visitor serving commercial overlay within District 1 and to prohibit ground level, street
frontage parking along Main Street and Pacific Coast Highway, the IP amendment could be
found to be consistent with the LUP’s public access policies. Therefore, the Commission finds
that only if modified as suggested, can the proposed IP amendment be found to be consistent
with and adequate to carry out the public access policies of the certified Land Use Plan.

3. Public Views

Proposed Districts 1, 2, and 3 all front along Pacific Coast Highway, just inland from the beach.
In addition, District 6 is seaward of the Pacific Coast Highway and includes the pier. However,
neither the existing or proposed DSP requires that applications for development within these
districts include a public view analysis. The policies of the LUP cited above clearly require that
public views be considered and protected with new development. In addition, an
acknowledgement that projects that otherwise meet the development standards may require
modification to protect public views, consistent with the requirements of the LUP visual
resource policies is absent from the DSP. As proposed, the DSP does not include
requirements adequate to assure preservation of public views. However, if the proposed IP
amendment is modified as suggested to require view analyses within Districts 1, 2 and 3 as
well as language that acknowledges that projects may be modified when necessary to
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preserve public views, the IP amendment could be found to be consistent with the LUP’s visual
resources policies. Therefore, the Commission finds that only if modified as suggested, can
the proposed IP amendment be found to be consistent with and adequate to carry out the
visual resource policies of the certified Land Use Plan.

4. Wetlands

Proposed District 5 includes a restored wetland area, identified by the Department of Fish and
Game as containing 0.8 acres of existing wetland and 1.4 acres of restorable wetland. In both
the currently certified and the proposed DSP, a conservation overlay is placed on this wetland
area. This area was restored and preserved in 2004 in conjunction with the Waterfront
Residential development. A deed restriction was placed on the area at the time of restoration.
However, although the conservation overlay is proposed to remain and new language is
proposed stating that restoration has occurred, no language referencing the fact that the
wetland area is subject to a deed restriction is proposed. The language regarding the wetland
should be updated to reflect that it is subject to a deed restriction that limits use of the area in
perpetuity for wetland preservation and restoration, assuring conservation of the wetland area.
In order to be consistent with the certified LUP regarding preservation and enhancement of
sensitive habitats (the LUP includes wetlands as sensitive habitats), such update language
should be added. However, if the proposed IP amendment is modified as suggested to add
language updating the conservation overlay section is District 5, the IP amendment could be
found to be consistent with the LUP’s sensitive habitat policies. Therefore, the Commission
finds that only if modified as suggested, can the proposed IP amendment be found to be
consistent with and adequate to carry out the sensitive habitat policies of the certified Land
Use Plan.

9. Conclusion
The IP amendment can be certified only if it is modified as suggested in Section Il of this staff
report. If modified as suggested, the IP amendment will conform with, and be adequate to

carry out, the provisions of the certified LUP, as modified.

F. California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)

The City of Huntington Beach is the lead agency for the purposes of California Environmental
Quality Act review of the proposed Update to the Downtown Specific Plan. The City of
Huntington Beach City Council certified the Downtown Specific Plan No. 5 Program
Environmental Impact Report that is directly related to this LCP amendment. The certified
Environmental Impact Report concludes that the project would not create any significant
impacts that cannot be mitigated to a level of insignificance.

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 of the Public Resources Code requires that the Commission’s
regulatory program require that a proposal not be approved or adopted:
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...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, the proposed LCP
amendment with the suggested modifications will meet the requirements of and be in
conformity with the policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. Certification of the LCP if modified
as suggested complies with the California Environmental Quality Act because: 1) feasible
mitigation measures and/or alternatives have been incorporated to substantially lessen any
significant adverse effects of the plan on the environment, and 2) there are no further feasible
alternatives and mitigation measures that would substantially lessen any significant adverse
impacts which the LCP Amendment may have on the environment. The Commission finds that
the proposed LCP amendment if modified as suggested will be consistent with Section
21080.5(d)(2)(A) of the Public Resources Code.

HNB LCPA 1-10 DSP SR 6.11 mv
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