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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: This item was continued from the August 21, 2019 Planning
Commission meeting, to continue discussion of the Draft Downtown Specific Plan Update. This
report provides an analysis of the public correspondence received on the item, identifies issue areas
for the Planning Commission to discuss further, and staff’s recommendations. Staff recommends
that the Planning Commission: 1) Incorporate staff’s recommendations related to issue areas 1-8; 2)
Direct staff to bring back the revised full draft document, including the environmental review
(CEQA), with a Planning Commission recommendation of approval to the City Council; and 3)
Consider having a special meeting in November (November 20, 2019) and continue the item to a
date certain.

BACKGROUND: From 2015-2018, the Planning Commussion and public reviewed MIG’s
proposed amendments to the various sections of the Downtown Specific Plan (DSP). This Draft
DSP update document incorporates revisions based upon the prior direction from the Planning
Commission and public input received throughout the planning process. It identifies the updated
goals and includes revised policies, guidelines, and standards to support an overall vision for the
future of the downtown.

The Draft DSP update document was released on August 1, 2019, to allow the Planning
Commission and interested public additional time to review the materials prior to the meeting. A
copy of the Draft DSP update document is available for review on the City’s Website'.

On August 21, 2019, the Planning Commission received an introduction to the proposed Draft DSP
update, received public testimony, and provided preliminary remarks on the draft document. The

Uhttp://www.lagunabeachcity.net/civicax/filebank/blobdload.aspx ?blobid=23045
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Planning Commission continued discussion of the public correspondence recerved on this item to
the October 2, 2019 Planning Commission meeting to allow staff additional time to analyze the
comments and provide recommendations to the Planning Commission, while also allowing the
Planning Commission and public additional time to thoroughly evaluate and determine if and how
the comments should be incorporated.

PUBLIC CORRESPONDENCE: Community involvement is key in this process. A significant
amount of time has gone into the review and comment on the Draft DSP by the public. Staff
believes that many of the comments recently received on the Draft DSP warrant consideration for
further discussion or incorporation into the DSP. Public correspondence on the draft document has
been posted on the Citv’s website” for reference.

STAFF ANALYSIS: In reviewing the public correspondence received and considering the key
updates to the Downtown Specific Plan, staff identified the following issue areas for further
discussion and direction by the Planning Commission, and have included staff recommendations,
where applicable:

1. Urban Design

A non-City sponsored Urban Design Committee (UDC) suggests adopting their version of the
urban design chapter, which starts with goals and discusses the importance of unifying elements that
make up the Downtown. The chapter then addresses sub-areas of the Downtown that provide
additional detail on the identity of the different streets and lists areas for improvement for each
street.

Upon review of the proposed UDC chapter, staff believes their version contains much more
detailed information and several interesting ideas for improving various areas within the Downtown.
The detailed description of each street within the UDC version provides a nice background of the
existing conditions, and perhaps could be incorporated into the Draft DSP to provide better context
of the identity of each street. However, staff believes some content may not be necessary to include
within this chapter. For example, staff found that many of the goals were similar, and in some
instances identical to the goals already identified in Chapter 3 of the Specific Plan. In addition, the
section on unifying elements covers several aspects that are already being addressed by the
Downtown Action Plan (DAP), which 1s currently underway. Instead of incorporating such detail in
the DSP, staff believes the UDC’s improvements outlined for each street could be a great resource
and provide valuable information for City staff and the consultant currently working on the DAP as
well as to the Planning Commission and City Council when they review it.

The DAP is an implementation/action item from the Landscape and Scenic Highways Element.
The DAP is intended to coordinate specific street tree, streetscape, and related improvements in the
Downtown and position them for entitlements. Specifically, the DAP will provide details and
recommendations regarding the following: 1) hardscape design, 2) street furnishings, 3) street
lighting, 4) a visual inspection and documentation of existing trees and tree wells for purposes of
planning future sidewalk and street improvements, 5) locations for new public art installations and

2 http://www.lagunabeachcity.net/civicax/filebank/blobdload.aspx?blobid=23205
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pedestrian gathering spaces, 6) landscape design, and 7} phasing and implementation. Thus faz, the
consultant for the DAP has documented all existing public areas and their conditions (i.e. streets,
sidewalks, trees, tree wells, planters, hardscaping, furnishings, public parking lots, etc.). Tentatively,
initial recommendations will be presented to the City Council at their October 15, 2019 meeting, and
direction received from the City Council will assist the consultant team with their preparation of the
draft DAP to be presented to the Planning Commission and City Council at a later date.

‘The non-City sponsored ad hoc committee suggested modifications to many of the urban design
guidelines. Staff is amenable to mcorporating some of the suggested revisions, and will be updating
the guidelines where applicable, as part of the revisions to the full draft document. Staff has
provided responses to the Addendum B document previously submitted by the ad hoc committee,
and has highlighted text in red (not recommended) or green (recommended) to indicate staff’s
position for incorporation into the Draft DSP (attached as Exhibit B).

Staff Recommendation #1: Staff recommends the Planning Commission direct staff to:

1) Incorporate content from the UDC version of Chapter 4 that provides additional information on
the identity of each street;

2} Transmit the UDC’s suggestions for public atea mmprovements to the consultant for
consideration as part of the current efforts on the Downtown Action Plan; and

3) Incorporate and/or revise the urban design guidelines based on staff's recommendations as noted
in the Exhibit B attachment.

2. Building Height

Several concerns were expressed within the public correspondence related to the DSP updates that
allow for increases in building height within the Specific Plan area. Based on a review of the public
comments received, some community members are not in favor of raising height limits and
requested that the cutrent height limit of 12 feet (or one story) be maintained. Other comments
however, were in support of the proposed maximum building height increases; noting the ability to
have second stories in some parts of the Downtown could allow for more housing opportunities.
Importantly, the changes to the building height standards will not allow all sites to rise up to two or
three stories, nor will it result in whole block development of uniform height, bur rather the updates
provide opportunity for controlled and limited growth and redevelopment in the Downtown.
Specifically, the following provisions of the Draft DSP will ensute that future development is
controlled and will not see these perceived impacts:

¢ Building Height Standards, particulatly for two-story and three-story buildings (page 162 of
Draft DSP);

e Special Finding, Two-Story and Three-Story Buildings (page 167 of Draft DSP);

o Various policies within Chapter 3, Topics 1, 7, 8, 9 and 10 that address village character,
view preservation, housing, the Arts District and the Central Bluffs District (beginning on
page 38 of the Draft DSP);

e Urban Design Guidelines organized into the following main sections: site design,
architecture and open space and outlined in Chapter 4, establish the goals and concepts for
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Downtown design and provide the framework for the City’s Design Review process. (pages
117-140 of the Draft DSP); and

* Special planning and/or design criteria and propetty development standards for the Arts
District and Central Bluffs District as well as flexible standards for Planned Integrated
Development projects (pages 149-158 of the Draft DSP).

The following suggestions related to height wete also received:
A. Delete or modify the proposed nonconforming building height standard.

The nonconforming bulding height standard (page 162 of Draft DSP) was included to allow
nonconforming structures to be repaired, restored, replaced or reconstructed up to the
original height, size, placement and density to maintain a variety of building heights and the
eclectic character of the downtown.

Concerns were expressed that this standard could have a potential impact on historic
structures being allowed to be replaced or reconstructed. Comments suggested that the
following text be included: “Structures on the City’s Historic Register or Eligible for the
National Register as shown on page 47 of this document [Draft DSP] may only be repaired
ot restored.”

Staff believes that this text is unnecessary since all structures on the City’s Historic Register
must go through a mandated process for repair, restoration or demolition. Specifically, the
City’s Historic Preservation Ordinance, CEQA Environmental Review and Design Review
process will handle what can and cannot be done to historic structures. As a clarifier, staff
suggests including additional text to clarify that projects are subject to Design Review and
the design review criteria, which addresses historic preservation.

Staff Recommendation #2A: Include additional text within the nonconforming building
height standard to clanfy that such projects ate subject to Design Review and applicable
design review critetia.

B. Include additional special findings to ensure additional building height is based on
the provision of desirable public benefit uses, particularly tental housing, and are
consistent with the goals of maintaining village character and scale.

The non-City sponsored ad hoc committee suggested including additional findings for two-
story and three-story buildings based on the provision of desirable public benefit uses,
patticularly rental housing, that the project emphasize the pedestrian orientation and village
character established in the Central Business District, and that the building envelope does
not exceed thirty-six feet in elevation at its highest point as measured from existing grade,
including all roof elements and mechanical features. While the intent of their proposed
findings is to promote public benefit uses and maintain village character and scale, staff
believes the suggested findings are either too restrictive (l.e. would not allow market rate
housing) or duplicate requitements and guidelines already contained within the Draft DSP.



LCP 19-4482, ZOA 19-4483

Draft Downtown Specific Plan Update
October 2, 2019

Page 5

Staff Recommendation #2B: Staff does not recommend including additional special
findings for two-story and three-story buildings.

3. Parking Requirements

A wide range of public comment was received with regard to parking in the Downtown. Comments
varied from suggestions of where to locate patking structures, and both support for as well as
concerns expressed about the new simplified parking requirement for certain non-residential uses in
the Downtown. The following provides an overview of the public comments/suggestions received
on parking requirements:

A. Concerns with reducing the parking requirement to 3 spaces for every 1,000 square
feet of gross floor area for certain non-residential uses (i.e. office, retail and food
services).

During previous hearings where the 2016 Parking Actual Demand Study for the DSP Area,
(prepared by IBI Group) was discussed, the following explanation was provided to show
how the patking requirement of 3/1,000 was detived:

The actual builf ratio compares total existing parking spaces to existing land use
square footage (occupied or vacant) within the study area. This ratio was calculated
by dividing the total supply of [public and private| parking spaces within the study
area (3,365 parking spaces) by the actual built square footage (approximately 933,523
square feet), and then multiplying by 1,000 square feet. Approximately 3.60 parcking
spaces per 1,000 square feet of built land use have been developed/provided
within the study area.

The actual demand ratio compares peak occupancy to occupied land use. This
ratio was calculated by dividing the actual parking demand (the total number of
[public and private] parking spaces utilized during the highest occupancy for each
time period) by the actual occupied building area (approximately 916,062 square
feet), and then multiplying by 1,000 square feet. During a typical summer weekend,
the demand is at a ratio of approximately 2.92 parking spaces per 1,000 square
feet.

Thus, to date, parking has been built at an average rate of 3.60 parking spaces per 1,000
square feet of development in the DSP study area. Importantly, this rate exceeds the actual
rate of demand during peak periods (l.e. 2.92 per 1,000 SF for a typical summer weekend),
indicating that there is an excess of supply. The table on the following page summarizes
these findings.

As a result of the public’s concerns with reducing parking requirements to an extent that is
less than the existing requitement for office and retail uses, and concerns of what the
ramifications may be for grandfathered parking and/or intensification of uses, staff suggests
considering an alternative ratio. The Planning Commission may want to consider applying



LCP 19-4482, ZOA 19-4483
Draft Downtown Specific Plan Update
October 2, 2019

Page 6

the “Built Parking Ratio,” and rounding up to establish a parking requirement of 4 spaces for
every 1,000 square feet of gross floor area for certain non-residential uses.

Actual Built Actual
Total Ratio of Total Spaces Demand
Parking Parking Occupied Ratio of
Time Period? Built Occupied Supply in (per 1,000 (at peak Parking (per
(SF) (SF) Study Area SF) occupancy) 1,000 SF)
Summer
2 2
Weekday 2,590 2.83
Summer
2
Weekend | 933,523 | 916,062 3,365 3.60 2,619 292
Non-Summer
2
Weekday 1,986 217
Non-Summer
2
Weekend 1,905 2.08

The majority of units/suites within the Downtown currently consists of either office or retail
uses (approximately 83%, based on a 2016 Land Use Inventory conducted by City staff),
which currently maintain this same parking requirement (1/250 or 4/1,000). Food services
are considered as uses that require more parking since patrons typically spend several hours at
an establishment, but these uses can also have a quicker turnover depending on the type of
establishment and its peak hours of operation (i.e. take-out establishments, fast-casual, etc.).
As noted in the Draft DSP, the City’s existing parking requirements ate conservative, and do
not take into account the relationship between the various uses in the Downtown.
Specifically, because many residents and visitors to the Downtown visit several
establishments during the same trip, parking for the various independent uses is essentially
“shared” throughout the Downtown. As a result, the overall parking demand generated by
downtown patrons is less than the sum of the City’s parking requirements for each business.

A simplified parking standard would facilitate the opportunity for DSP area-wide shared
parking among land uses of different sizes and peak and non-peak operating houts.
Additionally, it would allow for the desired flexibility to encourage different types of
innovative uses to establish and operate that would have otherwise been discouraged or not
possible with the City’s existing conservative parking requirements.

Further, concern has been raised that such flexibility of providing a new parking requirement
for certain non-residential uses may result in a significant increase in the number of
testaurants and bars in the Downtown, i addition to further impacts to existing parking from
these more intense uses. Staff does not believe this to be the case since future restaurant/bar
uses will be controlled through the CUP process, which mandates that approved CUP’s do
not result in significant impacts to neighboring uses and the Downtown. Further, regular

3 IBI Group’s analysis includes both public and private parking spaces, and the total parking supply in the study area
remains the same for both the summer and non-summer time periods. Although the public and private parking supply
numbers may change individually during special events, their analysis covers the entire availability of the study area; and
therefore, the total parking supply number does not change between seasons.
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assessment of the parking occupancy in the Downtown will assist decision makers in
determining if CUP findings can be made or whether such CUP will case adverse impacts to
the Downtown in regards to parking as well as over-saturation of such uses.

Staff Recommendation #3A: Modify the parking requirement for certain non-residential
uses such as office, retail and food services, to require a minimum of 4 spaces for every 1,000
square feet of gross floor area.

. Include a special finding for full-setvice and non-full service restaurants/food services
to ensure the new parking requirement does not result in exceeding the 85%
occupancy threshold.

The non-City sponsoted ad hoc committee proposed the following special finding for
restaurant uses, “With a blended parking rate established, conversion of retail use to restawrant, nnless
waived in conjunction with bistoric preservation, will be approved only if the 85% maximum ocoupancy of
available downtown parking will not be exceeded.”

The Planning Commission reviewed a similar issue at the May 17, 2018 Planning Commission
meeting when discussing the parking study conducted by IBI Group. Specifically, whether to
12) reconsider creating a blended parking rate after parking occupancy reaches an 85% or less
practical capacity yeat-round and public/private shared parking agreements are in place; or
1b) modify parking requirements for specific types of commercial uses within the DSP area to
allow for flexibility. The Planning Commission was supportive of the new parking
requirement based on actual demand without the need to obtain 85% occupancy, and
directed staff to formulate policies and parking requirements based on the latter
recommendation (1b).

During the summer, particularly weekday evenings and weekends, the parking occupancy
often meets or exceeds 85% practical capacity for public spaces. With Downtown’s close
proximity to Main Beach Park and the summer art festivals, the multiple user groups create a
higher demand for parking at those times. However, it is important to note that throughout
the rest of the year, occupancy levels are well below 85%. Through the use of a variety of
patking management techniques to modify parking behavior, such as providing different
options for parking location and cost, access to the City’s free trolley program, and guiding
users to available parking spaces via a smart parking guidance system mobile app, there is a
great potential to meet the 85% occupancy level in public parking facilities year-round
throughout the Downtown.

However, adding the proposed special finding noted above would be difficult to implement.
While 85% maximum occupancy may be met at the time a retail to restaurant use change is
proposed, it may not meet that standard after approval of the change; what would happen to
the new restaurant in such case? Staff believes that there is sufficient data to show that the
flexibility currently proposed in the DSP is justified without imposing the additional special
finding as proposed by the non-City sponsored ad hoc committee.

Staff Recommendation #3B: Staff does not recommend adding this special finding.
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4, Land Use Permit Requirements, Special Findings and Definitions

Several concerns were expressed within the public correspondence that relate to land use permit
requirements, special findings required for certain uses, and definitions in the Specific Plan. The
following provides an overview of the public comments/suggestions received on these topics:

A. A suggestion was made to adopt the non-City sponsored ad hoc committee version
of the land use table, which allows many uses to be permitted-by-tight instead of
subject to a Conditional Use Permit (CUP).

Some members of the public believe the land use table that identifies allowed uses and
permit requirements (Table 5-1 on pages 144-145 of Draft DSP) does not provide the
additional flexibility that’s needed for Downtown commercial uses.

On April 18, 2018, the Planning Commission previously reviewed and discussed the tssue of
whether more uses in the Downtown shall be permitted by-right, or as currently, if the
majority of uses shall continue to be subject to a CUP. The topic discussion was continued
to the June 6, 2018 Planning Commission meeting, where staff presented two options for
consideration, as summarized below:

1) Approach Suggested by Ad Hoc Committee — Update the DSP to allow more uses

to be petmitted by-right, while requiring a certain number of uses be subject to
approval of a CUP, and utilization of a retail consultant to assist the City on an
annual or as-needed basis to determine which uses should be permitted by-right or
subject to approval of a CUP dependent upon market conditions.

During previous meetings, it was noted that when uses are permitted by-right, the
approval process for a prospective business operator can occur much quicker (i.e.
over-the-counter) through approval of a business license upon staff verification of
zoning code compliance. This approach is similar to how uses ate reviewed in the
City’s other commercial zones outside of the Downtown, and allows for new
businesses to establish and operate sooner.

2) Alternative _Approach — Alternatively, staff is recommending to not make any
changes and continue to have DSP describe that the majority of land uses be subject
to approval of a CUP. This approach also provides for flexibility in land use in that a
retail consultant would still be utilized to review land use in the Downtown on an
annual (ot as-needed) basis and recommend that certain (desirable) uses are no
longer subject to a CUP, but instead are allowed to be permitted by-right.

In both approaches, the proposed use of a retail consultant to review uses and make
recommendations on an annual {(or as-needed) basis provides oversight to encourage uses
(permit by-right) and/or regulate uses (tequire a CUP) throughout the Downtown. The new
process would allow for land use permitting requirements to be changed by City Council
Resolution upon recommendation by the Planning Commission. This flexibility is discussed
on page 142 of the Draft DSP.
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Per the direction of the Planning Commission, the City hired a retail consultant to obtain a
baseline of the existing land uses in the downtown. Given that the evaluation is currently
underway, staff believes it would be prudent to maintain the allowed uses and permit
requirements as currently proposed in Table 5-1 once findings and recommendations are
provided by the consultant. Then as noted above and in the Draft Plan, the City Council,
upon recommendation from the Planning Commission, may through Resolution on an
annual or as-needed basis allow uses by-right instead of subject to a CUP. Staff believes this
will provide the clearest direction to future businesses. Staff suggests revising the Draft DSP
to make it clear to future businesses that the flexibility option provided by the City Council
Resolution is available.

Staff Recommendation #4A: Staff recommends to maintain Table 5-1 as proposed in the
Draft DSP, but provide additional text to describe the available flexibility option by City
Council Resolution.

. Add a required general CUP finding to ensure special consideration is given to
formula-based businesses, and adding special findings for restaurant uses to address
parking associated with conversion of retail to restaurant use, and to ensure granting
of a CUP will not result in an incremental or cumulative effect that adversely affects
the character and village atmosphere of the downtown.

These findings were previously submitted as public correspondence from the non-City
sponsored ad hoc committee for the June 8, 2018 Planning Commission meeting when
discussing land use. The Planning Commission agreed with staff’s recommendation at that
time to not include these findings because the suggested revisions to the general and special
findings were deemed unnecessary, out of context, and in some cases duplicative.

Staff Recommendation #4B: No action needed.

. Remove special finding #4 for non-full service restaurants/food services (pg. 167 of
the Draft DSP).

The DSP requires special findings be made for certain uses prior to the granting of a CUP
(on page 166-167 of Draft DSP). The fourth special finding for non-full service
restaurants/food services states:  “Trogen desserts or other dessert items are incidental menw items.”
Upon further review of the Special Findings Required for Certain Uses section, staff believes
this finding can be removed. Since food establishments specializing in certain dessert items
ate also considered food services, staff suggests eliminating the aforementioned finding
along with the special findings listed for food establishments specializing in certain dessert
items.

Staff Recommendation #4C: Remove special finding #4 for non-full service
restaurants/food services and the special findings for food establishments specializing in
certain dessert items.
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D. Revise the definition for “Change of Use” to no longer consider modifications in the
“mix of merchandise” as a change of use.

A suggestion was made to revise the definition for “Change of Use” to allow businesses the
ability to change their mix of merchandise as a result of observed consumer demand without
tequiting a new CUP or amendment. It was noted that a change of use should be
considered to ocecur when there 1s an intensification or de-intensification of use, not when 2
business adjusts their product mix.

Uses approved through the granting of a CUP are subject to certain findings that must be
made and conditions of approval as outlined 1 a CUP Resolution. Conditions of approval
are tailored to the specific use and include details about the type of merchandise and/or
services offered, and often identify the mix of merchandise and/or services. For existing
and prospective business owners, this level of detail regarding product mix and percentage
of display area does not allow businesses to make adjustments as needed and can pose
additional costs and delays with processing a new or amended permit. Furthermore, staff
recognizes the difficulty in enforcing such conditions that are based upon the applicant’s
proposed percentage breakdown of merchandise display area.

Staff Recommendation #4D: Remove references to “mix of merchandise” from the
defmition of Change of Use.

E. Concerns expressed about the ability to balance the needs of residents and visitors
and the proliferation of uses that will not contribute to the village atmosphere,
resulting from ptoposed flexibility to implement a new parking requirement and
allow more uses to be permitted by-right.

As discussed in issue 4A above, staff’s proposed approach within the Draft DSP 1s to remam
conservative by still requiring a CUP for most uses in the Downtown. Importantly,
additional flexibility will be provided through the process of utilizing a retail consultant to
assist the City in understanding current and future market trends and to provide guidance on
making changes to land use permitting requirements by approval of City Council Resolution.
For uses that may have a greater impact on the diversity and character of the downtown (i.e.
formula-based businesses, alcohol sales establishments, etc), staff believes those uses will
continue to be subject to approval of a CUP by the Planning Commission.

Staff Recommendation #4E: No action needed.

5. Housing

Below is a summaty of the public comments/suggestions received that relate to housing in the
Downtown:

A. Insert the term “rental housing” to broadly include special needs and general
housing and eliminate market-rate housing that is non-rental.
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Conversely, comments were also received to encourage creation of second stories for all
housing, market rate included, to revitalize our downtown. Throughout the planning
process for the DSP update, the Planning Commission has continued to express a desire to
encourage all types of housing throughout the entire downtown®. Incentives associated with
the development of affordable or other various types of special needs housing are included
within the Draft DSP. For example, for special needs housing, parking requirements may be
reduced or waived through the submittal of a parking study that analyzes trip generation,
patking demand, and potential impacts to nearby uses and the downtown, and subject to
approval of a CUP. If the development of housing were restricted to rental housing only,
staff believes this could potentially impact the feasibility of future projects.

Staff Recommendation #5A: Staff does not recommend using the term rental housing
within the DSP, nor prohibiting market-rate housing in the Downtown.

B. Consider conversion of “excess, marginal tetail space” to housing in the Downtown.

Another comment received from the public suggests a substantial opportunity for creating
housing in the downtown is missing from the Specific Plan particularly in the discussion of
Topic 8: Housing (Pages 78 — 80 of the Draft DSP). It goes on to propose that the Planning
Commission consider converting excess, marginal retail space to housing. The comments
suggest there is an imbalance between the supply and demand of retail space, and one
solution could be to increase demand for retail by reducing the supply of retail space. The
thought is that Laguna Beach would benefit from conversion of marginal retail space to
housing. If housing is in short supply in Laguna, and there may be a surplus of retail space,
the community member states it would be a great opportunity to address two problems at
the same time, and believes this concept is missing from the DSP and warrants
consideration.

The current DSP permits residential uses within certain districts®, and does not preclude this
type of use from being located on the ground floor. With that said, since the adoption of
the Specific Plan there have been very few projects involving new residential uses or
conversion of retail to tesidential uses within the Downtown. Based on prior discussion and
direction from the Planning Commission, the proposed Draft DSP was updated to
encourage residential uses on and/or above the second floor only, preserving the retail
presence and pedestrian orientation on the street level.

Staff Recommendation #5B: Staff recommends no change and to retain the policies and
standards to allow new development and conversion of existing commercial buildings to
residential uses when located on and/or above the second floor only.

C. Limit the size of second floor residential units as a way to accommodate younger
people and seniors,

4 With the exception of the CBD Public Parks District.
> Districts: CBD-1, CBD-2, CBD-Office, CBD-MFR, and subject to special considerations in the Civic Art District.
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As a means to support development of affordable residential units for both younger and
older generations, a suggestion was made to place a size limit on residential units located on
the second floor. Also, to consider providing incentives rather than restrictions, if units are
rented to target groups. Incentives could include a reduction in parking requirements,
setback and open space requirements, etc.

The Draft DSP already includes a special provision to allow a reduction or waiver in parking
requitements for long-term, low-income, senior and/or disabled housing. In additon, the
DSP housing policies seek to promote diversity in housing type and affordability, particularly
when part of a mixed-use development, for conversions of existing second-story commercial
buildings to residential uses, and new second-stoty residential development.

As previously noted in the August 21, 2019 Planning Commission Staff Report, based on
prior input and direction, it was determined that the existing and proposed density standards
could potentially discourage housing opportunities. A majority of the Planning Commission
believed residential density standards, if any, should provide for maximum flexibility, and not
be too restrictive. Therefore, the Draft DSP does not include a density standard for
residential uses in the downtown, with the exception of the CBD Multiple-Family District,
which did not change. Proposed development will continue to be reviewed for consistency
and compliance with the IDSP urban design guidelines and general development standards,
respectively, and would be subject to Design Review. Staff believes these measures will
assist with guiding development and ensuring that the unique character and pedestrian
orientation of the downtown s preserved.

In licu of density requirements, placing limits on the size (Le. square footage) of residential
units may be another option to regulate the number and type of residential units, but staff
has concerns that it may also have potential impacts on the feasibility of housing projects in
the Downtown.

Staff Recommendation #5C: Staff recommends that no size limits be placed on
residential units.

6. Central Bluffs District

Comments and recommendations were received from the public with respect to development
standards for the Central Bluffs District, specifically concerns with building height, underground
parking, and dedication of a 25-foot easement.

It was suggested by a member of the public that an approach be developed to prevent Planned
Integrated Development (PID) projects in the Central Bluffs District from having a uniform height
of 24 feet. Staff believes the standards as proposed are sufficient, and would not allow for projects
to maintain a uniform height of 24 feet. The additional building height exception is proposed as an
mcentive that the City may consider if a proposed PID incorporates significant amenities or
benefits. In addition, projects are subject to Design Review and continue to be reviewed for
consistency with the special planning and design criteria for the Central Bluffs District, and the DSP
policies and urban design guidelines, of which address scale and compatibility, site relationship and
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views, etc. Furthermore, it is stated as part of the incentive that height variations shall be used to
enhance public viewshed and access and to minimize building mass and bulk.

In regards to underground parking, a suggestion was made to retain the limitation on construction
of any underground parking to be built above the coastal influence zone (elevation plus twenty-five
feet) as noted in the existing DSP. As part of the DSP update, staff revised content throughout the
document to bring information up-to-date and omit references that were unclear when applied to
projects. As geology/geotechnical review is required in the planning stage for projects including, but
not limited to, new commercial buildings, projects which require a grading permit per Municipal
Code Title 22 and residential structures, and other site specific hazard studies for coastal projects
would be conducted, staff did not find it necessary to maintain the ambiguous reference to “coastal
influence zone.”

Additional concerns wete expressed with the requiremients for dedication of a 25-foot pedestrian
access easement, specifically the ability to relocate or reduce the easement if public access is
improved as part of a Planned Integrated Development, and removal of the description of
dedication baseline as noted in the existing DSP. It was suggested by 2 member of the public to
eliminate the ability to relocate or reduce the easement or to clarify by requiring a finding be made
that a PID project increases public access to the same extent as a 25-foot easement, and to include
the legal description of the easement that is currently on page V-25 of the existing DSP.

The detailed description of the dedication baseline within the existing DSP follows either the edge
of the sea cliff, the projection of the edge of the sea cliff prior to the landslide of the 1920, or is an
extension of the Main Beach boardwalk. Staff previously noted concerns that the location of the
dedication baseline may not be consistent with current site conditions, and could potentially
preclude the development of pedestrian-related activity areas. Therefore, staff recommended adding
an exception within the property development standards for the Central Bluffs District that allows
for the location of the 25-foot pedestrian access and utility easement to deviate from the existing
dedication baseline so long as public access is improved.

Staff Recommendation #6: Staff recommends the Planning Commission direct staff to make no
changes to the Central Bluffs District standards.

7. Merging of Parcels

The current DSP contains provisions for lot area and dunension standards indicating that, “Parcels
shall not be merged together for development purposes that exceed 5,000 square feet except for
City-ownership projects; but development may occur on existing parcels that are in excess of 5,000
square feet.” In addition, an exception currently exists in the Central Bluffs District standards
stating that, “The merging of parcels which results in parcels larger than 5,000 square feet may be
allowed when a Planned Integrated Development is proposed.”

Of particular concetn based on the number of public comments received is the addition of Policy
#6 to Chapter 3, Topic 8: Housing (page 80 of Draft DSP). The purpose for MIG proposing this
policy was to promote housing development potential in the Downtown, as typically it is more
advantageous to develop housing on mixed-use sites on larger lots. MIG identified specific areas
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that could potentially accommodate more housing and that were located on the periphery of the
Downtown. The Planning Commission considered this and other proposed housing-related policies
at their July 19, 2017 meeting, and recommended staff add the policy and clarify it was to encourage
development of affordable and special needs housing. Therefore, the policy states “Allow the
assembly of parcels into building sites over 5,000 square feet on Broadway, in the Arts District and
in the CBD Office District to encourage development of affordable and special needs housing.”

During the public testimony at the August 21, 2019 Planning Commission meeting and also noted in
the public correspondence received on this item, several concerns were expressed with allowing
entire-block developments that would be uncharacteristic of Downtown Laguna Beach. Itis not the
mntent, nor the outcome of this policy that entire-block tedevelopment would occur. Instead, the
policy provides further opportunities to incorporate affordable and special needs housing into
mixed-use projects that may have been otherwise not feasible under existing lot conditions and
development standards. Proposed development projects in the DSP area will still be subject to
Planning Commission Design Review and must be found consistent with the policies, urban design
guidelines and development standards of the Specific Plan.

In order to better implement this policy, staff believes additional language is needed within the
General Development Standards to clarify that the exception to allow merging of parcels for
development purposes that exceed 5,000 square feet is for affordable and/or special needs housing
projects as well as City-ownership projects. Furthermore, staff recommends adding clarificaton to
the Arts District property development standards to include a similar exception to allow merging of
parcels larger than 5,000 square feet for Planned Integrated Developments, as presently allowed in
the Central Bluffs District.

Staff Recommendation #7: Staff recommends the Planning Commission direct staff to:

1) Revise the lot area and dimension standards (under the General Development Standards section
on page 159 of Draft DSP) to clarify that the exception to allow merging of parcels for development
purposes that exceed 5,000 square feet is for affordable and/or special needs housing projects as
well as City-ownership projects; and

2) Include in the property development standards section for the Arts District (page 149 of Draft
DSP) a similar exception that allows for merging of parcels larger than 5,000 square feet when a

Planned Integrated Development 1s proposed.

8. Suggested Revisions to Certain DSP Policies

The public provided comments on various DSP policies, including suggested revisions. Staff
reviewed the suggestions and believes many can be incorporated into the IDSP. Several of the
polictes have been previously evaluated by the Planning Commission. The following Draft DSP
policies along with the suggested revisions from the public have been included for consideration by
and direction from the Planning Commission:

A. Topic 1, Policy 18 (page 45 of Draft DSP) — “Consider interior preservation, as well as
extetior preservation, when granting historic preservation incentives.”
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Suggested Revision: It was suggested to remove this policy, as it considers interiors of
buildings when granting historic preservation incentives. Concerns from the public were
expressed that this would be a deterrent for many building owners and tenants, as it would
limit the ability to customize the interior space for function and branding of the business.

This is an original policy from the current DSP and is consistent with the provisions of the
City’s Historic Preservation Ordinance. The Ordinance allows the City Council, upon
recommendation by the Planning Commission to grant a reduction in the parking
requitements up to a maximum petcentage for historic structures in commercial zones based
on the rating of the structure and the degree to which the historic character of the building is
preserved and/or enhanced. Additionally, it states, “The historic character of the building
shall include exterior and visible interior elements if, and only if, integral to the historic
building design.”

Staff Recommendation #8A: Staff does not recommend revising Topic 1, Policy 18,

B. Topic 3, Policy 11 (page 58 of Draft DSP) — “Continually monitor the current land use
inventory of downtown businesses and utilize this information in making land use
decisions, paying particular attention to retaining a significant retail presence.”

Suggested Revision: Public comment was received that suggests replacing the last portion
of the sentence with “paying particular attention to creating a mix that appeals both to
residents and visitors.” The reason for this change is to meet the goal of providing flexibility
for businesses in the Downtown.

Staff Recommendation #8B: Staff recommends revising Topic 3, Policy 11 as suggested.

C. Topic 1, Policies 5 and 22 (page 44-45 of Draft DSP) — “Designate funding for
streetscape improvements in the downtown.” and “Consider the formation of a
business improvement district or another funding mechanism for the Downtown,
where downtown merchants and property ownets provide a financial contribution, in
addition to a City contribution from a portion of the revenue from the parking metets
earmarked for Downtown improvements and maintenance.”

Suggested Revision: It was suggested to change the wording in Policy 5 to “Designate
private and public funding sources for streetscape improvements in the downtown.” and to
consider combining this policy with Policy 22. In addition, consider rewording the policies
to specify building owners and merchants contribute in a fashion modelled after a common
area maintenance charge in a shopping center, and that the City may also contribute from
other City sources other than the patking revenue.

Staff Recommendation #8C: Staff does not recommend revising nor combining these
two policies. The existing and forthcoming Chapter 6 that addresses implementation will
cover funding, including private and public sources, for downtown improvements in more
detail.



LCP 19-4482, ZOA 19-4483

Draft Downtown Specific Plan Update
October 2, 2019

Page 16

D. Ad Hoc Committee Policy Comparison Table

Staff reviewed the policy comparison table for Chapter 3 Policies submitted by the ad hoc
committee and recommends modifying the following three policies as suggested by the ad hoc
commiittee, as they provide better language and clearer direction.

Suggested Revision:

- Topic 1, Policy 14: Continue to provide incentives for preservation, restoration and
adaptive re-use of historically significant buildings.

- Topic 3, Policy 8: Investigate hiting or contracting an expetienced retail specialist to give
advice on strategies for actively recruiting and retaining businesses identified as beneficial to
both residents and visitors, enhancing the village atmosphere, and reflecting an appropriate
mix and diversity.

- Topic 3, Policy 12: Ensure that businesses comply with their conditions of approval and
municipal codes through regular enforcement.

The majority of other policies as suggested by the ad hoc committee are either similar to the
proposed policies in the draft plan or duplicate prior correspondence submitted in conjunction
with previous hearings. As such, staff does not recommend modifying the other policies
because the proposed updates in the Draft DSP have been made based upon prior assessment
and direction from the Planning Commission upon review of each section of the DSP. With the
exception being the proposed Topic 4: Parking, Circulation and Public Transit, which was
instead evaluated during two PC meetings to discuss the findings of the Parking Actual Demand
Study for the DSP Area, and by which the discussion of issue statements and policies have been
developed by City staff based on the prior policy direction from the Planning Commission.

Staff Recommendation #8D: Staff recommends revising the three aforementioned policies as
suggested by the ad hoc commuttee.

ADDITONAL COMMISSIONER COMMENTS: Additional comtents were received from
Commissioner Dubin, and are attached for reference as Exhibit C. Some of the comments parallel
those received from the public and are addressed in staff’s analysis above. The Planning
Commission may desite to discuss the remaining comments or additional comments from other
Planning Commmissioners and provide direction to staff on which areas to incorporate further m the

DSP update.

LOCAL COASTAL PROGRAM: A Local Coastal Program (LCP) Amendment is required
because all amendments to the City’s certified Local Coastal Program, which includes the
Downtown Specific Plan and Mumnicipal Code Title 25 (Zoning Ordinance), require California
Coastal Commission approval.
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CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT (CEQA): Staff will prepare an Initial
Study for the project after further direction is received from the Planning Commission on the Draft
DSP update document. It is anticipated that the Initial Study will be distributed prior to, or in
conjunction with the next Planning Commission meeting for this item.

NEXT STEPS: Upon receiving comments from the Planning Commission, staff will update the
draft plan accordingly. Staff anticipates the Planning Commission will conduct a subsequent review
of the final draft, including the environmental review (CEQA), with a Planning Commission
recommendation of approval to the City Council. City Council review would then occur later in the
fall.

RECOMMENDATION: Staff recommends that the Planning Commission:

1) Incorporate staff’s recommendations related to issue areas 1-8;

2) Direct staff to bring back the revised full draft document, mncluding the environmental review
(CEQA), with a Planning Commission recommendation of approval to the City Council; and

3) Consider having a spectal meeting in November (November 20, 2019) and continue the item to a
date certain.

ATTACHMENTS: Exhibit A: Public Correspondence
(Under Separate Cover; Available on the City’s Website”)
Exhibit B: Staff Responses to Addendum B — Chapter 4: Urban Design
Guidelines  (submitted by non-City sponsored Ad Hoc
Committee 8/19/19)
Exhibit C: Additional Comments from Commissioner Dubin

S hitp://www.lagunabeachcity.net/civicax/filebank/blobdload.aspx ?blobid=23205
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Staff Responses to Addendum B

Chapter 4: Urban Design Guidelines - Comparison of Key Differences

Topic

As Suggested by Ad Hoc

Ad Hoc Comments

Staff Response

Section 1.1- Site
Relationships and
Views

#7.

Parking garages and tuck-under parking
visible to pedestrians should be
discouraged since they diminish the
pedestrian experience.

Ad hoc guideline is
consistent with parking
discussion in Chapter 3,
Topic 4.

Addressed in urban design
guidelines #1-2 in topic 1.4
Parking.

Section 1.2 —
Building Height

#2.

Building forms should step with and
reflect the landforms on which they are
built.

Ad hoc guideline addresses
Arts and Central Bluffs
districts.

Addressed in urban design
guideline #4 in topic 1.1 Site
Relationships and Views

Section 1.3 — Scale
and Compatibility

#2.

Building facades should create visual
interest at the ground floor by
incorporating setbacks, window
variations, and articulation, such as
columns, to reduce the scale.

Why should this only apply
to building wider than 30
feet?

Current DSP and Draft DSP include
reference to building facades
greater than 30 feet in width. Staff
does not have an issue with
application to all building facades

Section 1.3 —Scale
and Compatibility

#7.

The design of a building should be
considered in the context of the block as
opposed to a single fagade. Buildings
should enhance the surrounding-histerie
character of Downtown typified by ef
distinctive buildings with varied heights
on small lots creating a pedestrian
friendly atmosphere.

Ad hoc guideline is
consistent with discussion
of village character in
Chapter 3, Topic 1.

Suggested guideline is similar in
intent and describes village
character in more detail. Staff
suggests omitting replacing
“historic” with “village.”

Section 1.4 — #2. Parking structures and surface lots should | Trellises are a better Staff does not have any concerns
Parking maintain the pedestrian scale and visual pedestrian amenity than with replacing the term “gates”
interest along the streetscape using gates. with “trellises.”
trellises, landscaping, special paving, and
other architectural details.
Section 1.4 — #8. Permeable paving should be utilized to Ad hoc guideline is Staff suggests adding a guideline to
Parking reduce stormwater runoff. consistent with policies. address this issue.
Section 1.5— #7. Solar powered lights are encouraged Ad hoc guideline is a City Staff suggests adding a guideline to
Parking Lighting whenever possible. goal. address this issue.
Section 1.6 — #6. Loading and unloading operations should | Ad hoc guideline has been Staff believes this is not a design

Loading Facilities

be encouraged to occur in the early to
mid-morning.

suggested by City Council
members.

issue, and would be better
addressed as a condition of
approval for uses.

Section 2.1 — #1. Natural materials, such as stone, brick, Ad hoc guideline is a Staff suggests maintaining the
Materials tile, stucco, and wood are recommended. | stronger statement of guideline as proposed in the Draft
Products that appear synthetic should be maintaining village DSP.
avoided. character.
Section 2.2 - #1. Glass areas should include design Ad hoc guideline includes Staff suggests maintaining the
Windows elements that are consistent with the rest | reference to raised panels, | guideline as proposed in the Draft
of the building. Windows can be divided a key feature of several DSP.
by mullions, panes, or decorative Downtown buildings.
millwork. Additionally, maintaining the
style of traditional raised panels at the
base of the fagade is encouraged.
Section 2.4 - #4.Balcony railings should maintain Ad hoc guidelines provide Staff does not believe these
Balconies transparency with consistent railing additional direction on guidelines are necessary, and #5 is

design.

#5.Natural materials are encouraged and

materials such as simulated brick, wood,
etc., are discouraged.

#6.Balconies should be fully accessible from

within the building and usable by building
occupants.

maintaining key elements
of village character.

duplicative of guidelines regarding
materials.

EXHIBIT




Staff Responses to Addendum B

Chapter 4: Urban Design Guidelines - Comparison of Key Differences

Topic

As Suggested by Ad Hoc

Ad Hoc Comments

Staff Response

Section 2.5 -
Awnings/Marquees

#3.Non-fading

cloth awnings should be
encouraged and should be subject to
regular cleaning or replacement.

Difference between “may
be used” and “should be
encouraged.”

Staff suggests revising to
“Encourage non-fading cloth
awnings subject to regular
cleaning or replacement.”

Section 2.5 —
Awnings/Marquees

#6.Fixed traditional aluminum awnings and

exaggerated mansard roof-styled awnings
should be avoided unless they are
compatible with their surroundings and
historically appropriate to the age and
style of the building.

Ad hoc guideline places a
limitation on a particular
style of awning.

Staff suggests revising to
“Avoid fixed aluminum
awnings and awnings
simulating mansard roofs
and umbrellas unless they
are compatible with their
surroundings and historically
appropriate to the age and
style of the building.”

Section 2.9 — #7.Residential units should be designed to Ad hoc guideline adds Staff does not believe this

Second Story minimize intrusion of night lighting and noise as a key concern. revision is necessary as uses

Residential noise from adjacent commercial uses. are subject to the City’s
Noise Ordinance.

Section 2.9 — #2. Mixed-use facades should relate to the Ad hoc guidelines provide Staff believes many of these

Second Story street and create a pedestrian friendly recommendations for are already addressed within

Residential environment. ensure these uses are the guidelines; however,

#4. Residential entries at the street level consistent with maintaining | staff suggests including #6 to
should be set back from storefronts and the character of the address open space for
ground floor build facades for privacy. Downtown. residential uses within the

#6. Private open spaces for residents should Draft DSP.
be provided where possible, including
courtyards and balconies.

Section 3.1 — #9.The quantity of flowers and foliage in the Ad hoc guidelines provide Staff believes aspects of

Landscaping

Downtown should be increased by the
City adding and maintaining containers in
the public right-of-way and on
streetlights, and encouraging businesses
to plant flowers where possible.

#10.Encourage green walls, vines, and

shrubbery to hide long bare walls.

recommendations
consistent with village
character.

suggested guideline #9 will
be addressed within the
Downtown Action Plan
currently underway. #10 is
addressed in urban design
guidelines #1 and #4 in topic
3.1 Landscaping, but
additional reference to
green walls, vines and
shrubbery could be added.

Section 3.1 -
Landscaping

Comments regarding Draft DSP urban design
guidelines #9 and #10 which identify specific
landscaping standards based on paved area
and pedestrian areas.

The draft plan guidelines
seem to be too detailed for
this level of plan. They may
be requiring less or smaller
landscaping than would be
ideal.

Staff disagrees with this
comment, as minimum
standards help to maintain a
level of landscaping for sites,
and additional landscaping
may be required through
Design Review.

Section 3.2 —
Streetscape

#1.

Sidewalks with an unobstructed
pedestrian width of five feet should be
provided, excluding tree wells, parking
meters, street lights, and street furniture.

Ad hoc guideline is
consistent with ADA
requirements.

The minimum width for an
ADA-compliant sidewalk is
3 feet, though sidewalks
can be constructed wider
than this. If sidewalks are
less than 60 inches (5 feet)
across, passing spaces must
be constructed at set
intervals.




Staff Responses to Addendum B

Chapter 4: Urban Design Guidelines - Comparison of Key Differences

Section 3.4 -
Alleyways

Remove guideline #9 in Draft DSP -
“Minimize impacts to pedestrian and
vehicular traffic along alleyways by limiting
access for delivery and loading areas.”

The draft plan guideline
seems unrealistic and not
good for businesses.

Staff suggests removing this
guideline.

Section 3.5 — Street
Lighting

#3. New street lighting should be similar in
design to the originally installed 1930s era
street lights. Modern-style light fixtures
are discouraged.

Ad hoc guideline reference
to 1930s era is more
specific.

Staff believes the suggested
guideline does not provide
flexibility for future
improvements and different
areas of the Downtown.

Topic

As Suggested by Ad Hoc

Ad Hoc Comments

Staff Response

Ad Hoc Section
XXIIl — Art Features

#1 Where possible, encourage the use of art
features in the landscape and streetscape
in the form of murals, sculpture, artist-
designed street furniture, and functional
art.

#2. Where possible, encourage the
installation of art features such as artists-
designed benches, sculpture, and murals
in courtyards.

#3. Art features at alley entrances should be
encouraged.

#4. Art features used to screen trash,
equipment, storage, and loading areas
from public view should be implemented.

#5. Inclusion of art as part of the design
review process should be required.

#6. Ensure art features are compatible with
the surroundings.

Art features are a key
element for the Downtown
and should be addressed.

Staff agrees that these
guidelines are positive, but
are similar to many of the
guidelines already included
in the Draft DSP.
Specifically, within the urban
design guidelines for Open
Space (i.e. 3.1 Landscaping,
3.2 Streetscape, 3.3
Courtyards and Public
Gathering Spaces, 3.4
Alleyways, and 3.5 Street
Lighting).
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Subject: Dubin's notes on the DSP 2019
Attachments: DSP notes.docx

From: Jorg Dubin <jdubinart@cox.net>
Sent: Sunday, August 25, 2019 5:59 PM
To: Pfost, Greg CD <gpfost@lagunabeachgity.net>; Scott Drapkin <sdrapkin@lagunabeachcity.com>
Subject: Dubin's notes on the DSP 2019

Greetings Greg and Scott,

Please find my notes on the DSP 2019 revision that is currently under review. Please let me know your
thoughts or if you have any questions for me.

Thank you both in advance for all your hard work on this matter. Time to move forward!
Kind regards,
Jorg Dubin

Planning commission

“From the world of tomorrow”
www.jorgdubin.com
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Jorg Dubin
2535 Laguna Canyon Road, D1
Laguna Beach, CA 92651
949.497.2618 studio
idubinart@cox.net

August 21, 2019

To: Scott Drapkin, planning manager, City of Laguna Beach
Greg Pfost, community development, City of Laguna Beach

Subject: Planning commissioner Dubin’s suggestions for the revisions to the Laguna
Beach downtown specific plan 2019, (DSP),

Remove ALL subjective language from the document. This is the downtown
specific plan NOT the downtown subjective plan, i.e. “Village character”,
“‘charming”, “rustic, small scale, rural, etc. There is no specific definition of this
type of wording and should be removed in it's entirety as well as any other
language used to describe the city. Open 1o interpretation.

Un-couple parking requirements from potential second story residences. Any
new residential additions in the downtown should be limited to studio apartments
and or nothing larger than a one bedroom apartment. They should be affordable
to allow for seniors, young people, artists, city employees to encourage and
activate the downtown and incentivize more walking and less driving.

Define, “human scale and appearance”. Again, subjective language and should
be removed, (see page 40).

Change the direction of the alley between Ocean ave. and Forest ave. {o
accommodate Ocean ave becoming one way to PCH.

Add fines to building owners who are not maintaining their buildings

Let's not overdo “cutesy” in the downtown. Use caution in regards to overdoing
‘cute”. i.e. hanging baskets, antique street lights etc.

Page 46. #27. Contradictory language. Community gardens privately owned?
Who gets to use them?

Absolutely allow more artists work live spaces in downtown commercial and the
arts district. Should be a priority.

Uncouple sub-terranean parking structures from the over-all building envelope in
the DSP area. This has made it impossible for any new or re-development in the
DSP area. Page 148 #D makes this clear! “As measured from existing grade™!
Page 53;. Review and revise the AIPP program. Let's not put too much *frosting
on the cake”! Landscaping and public art should be incorporated and integrated.
We create to many art installations that fight the surrounding environment. Artists
should be involved in creating the environment for their work. They should be



involved early on with the landscape architect as to avoid mis-matched
placement.

Open the FOA grounds for more year around cultural events. It is wrong to have
it sit empty 10 months out of the year when Laguna needs more venues for all
types of creative and cultural endeavors.

Be proactive in searching out new and innovative businesses and incentivizing
property owners to help make it happen, i.e. reduced fees, administrative
approvals, de-coupling parking restrictions.

FPurchase the movie theater for multi cultural events. Movies, performance,
music, etc.

Create incentives for more live music venues. Revise all the restrictions currently
in place.

Complete review and revision of the CUP process. Although this is underway, the
restrictive nature has created an environment that turns viable and interesting
businesses away from coming to Laguna. We are killing the downtown and the
soul of Laguna Beach. We should be on the forefront of innovation and be known
as a place where you can buy things ONLY in Laguna Beach.

Define Laguna Canyon drainage channel / creek clearly and once and for all as
“‘channelized”! It clearly is as it has been contained all the way to El Toro road
and is NOT allowed to “meander” like a wild stream / creek would.

Create an "Uber” like model for Laguna Beach using smaller vans for residents to
use from a phone app. They can go shopping etc. using a van service run by the
city thus eliminating local traffic in the DSP area.

Close Forest ave. and make if the focal point of a pedestrian friendly Laguna
beach by creating a multi use environment for relaxing, dinning, music and
performance. We should be much more pedestrian friendly then we currently are.
Parking in the DSP area should be free for all residents of Laguna Beach. This
should also include the arts district during the summer.

Adopt the cultural arts plan and use it as a basis for redevelopment in the DSP
area for more arts related endeavors. The city should get behind using the former
BC Space gallery as a small venue for all forms of cultural events.

Village entrance parking lot needs to be reviewed as to the ease of parking.
Layout is questionable as one can see by all the tire marks on the curbs.
Consider revisions.

Commit to pocket parks, alleyway improvements and pedestrian friendly areas.
Lets not do this as a temporary concept but make a full commitment to making it
happen. No “Band-Aid fixes” or trials!

Page 117. The use of “village atmosphere” is again subjective and should be
eliminated. Far to open to interpretation.

All new parking lot lighting should be energy efficient, i.e. solar / LED.

Roof top dinning should be allowed in the DSP area providing it does not curtail
view corridors.

Page 140. #2. Completely disagree. This is an aesthetic opinion and should be
stricken from the document. Street lighting should be review individually.



* Reduce all development and permit fees for businesses that enhance the quality
of Laguna’s residents, i.e., Resident serving businesses. Locally owned
business. Innovative businesses.

» 12 foot height restriction in table 5-2 on page 161 should be on a review basis.
There could be times when a viable project that enhances a building in those
areas has greater benefits to the community and should not be restricted.

Scott and Greg, these are my comments. | agree with most of the document. Just want
to stay away from subjective language and redundancy.

| look forward to submitting this to council and getting on with the business of Laguna
Beach.

To the future!
Commissioner Jorg Dubin
949-497-2618



