City of Laguna Beach
AGENDA BILL 1 5
No.
Meeting Date:__ 12/17/19
SUBJECT: LOCAL COASTAL PROGRAM AMENDMENT 19-4482, ZONING ORDINANCE

AMENDMENT 19-4483 AND NEGATIVE DECLARATION - INTRODUCTION TO
PROPOSED DOWNTOWN SPECIFIC PLAN UPDATE

SUMMARY OF THE MATTER: In 2012, the City Council initiated a comprehensive update to the
Downtown Specific Plan (DSP). A Draft DSP update document has been prepared as a result of a multi-
year process, which included several public outreach workshops and events, downtown business owner
meetings, stakeholder interviews, and approximately 30 City Council and Planning Commission meetings
thus far. On November 20, 2019, the Planning Commission recommended that the City Council approve a
Final Draft DSP update document with a list of proposed modifications, a Negative Declaration in
accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), and Local Coastal Program
Amendment 19-4482 and Zoning Ordinance Amendment 19-4483. This agenda bill provides an overview
for the City Council’s consideration, including background on the planning process, a summary of the key
updates to the Specific Plan, and the Planning Commission’s recommendations.

BACKGROUND: In 1989, the City adopted the Downtown Specific Plan after several years of work by
a Citizens” Advisory Committee to identify significant planning issues and develop a policy base for the
plan. The Specific Plan serves to guide the growth, design, and development standards in Downtown
Laguna Beach, with the primary objective to preserve and enhance the unique character of the downtown.
The document has been amended throughout the years, with the last amendment occurring in 2008.

In June 2012, the City Council requested the Planning Commission and staff to process a comprehensive
amendment to the DSP and consider expanding the DSP’s northerly boundary. In 2012 and 2013, the
Planning Commission conducted eight public workshops, including a half-day walking tour of the
downtown, to obtain input from community members regarding changes they would like to see incorporated

into the plan and positive attributes that should remain unchanged. )
(Continued)

RECOMMENDATION: It is recommended that the City Council:

1) Receive an overview to the proposed Downtown Specific Plan Update;

2) Provide comments and direction on the Planning Commission’s recommendations;

3) Direct staff to bring back the revised full draft document, including responses to the Negative
Declaration comments received, and a first reading of the ordinance to consider approval of the
DSP; and

4) Continue the item to the January 21, 2020 City Council meeting.

Appropriations Requested: N/A \§_L}pm"
nity Development

Fund: N/A Coordinated with: _ City Attorney

Attachments: Final Draft DSP (pg. 9 under separate cover);
Draft City Council Resolution Example (pgs. 10-11);
Planning Commission Recommendations (pgs. 12-14)

() .2
Negative Declaration and Initial Study (pgs. 15-42); Public O‘/b/ M\
Correspondence (pgs. 43-93); and Public Notice (pg. 94)  Approved: = 4{/" f@ /

City Mana
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Following the workshops, the City Council decided to retain the services of an urban planner and designer
to assist with the project. Based on direction, in July 2014, the City hired MIG, an urban planning firm, to
assist with the preparation of a comprehensive update to the DSP, including a robust public outreach
program, and review of Laguna Canyon Road land use issues. The public outreach program involved
mnovative and creative workshops, such as transforming the City’s trolley into a “Plan Trolley” that
appeared at various events and locations throughout the City to raise awareness of the DSP update project,
and to obtain valuable feedback from the community on their vision for the future of the downtown, In
addition, City staff and MIG held a workshop in which a portion of Ocean Avenue was temporarily closed
for community members and pedestrians to engage in interactive demonstration projects and participate in
visual preference surveys.

In February 2015, the City Council directed staff to work on pilot demonstration projects, seek input from
the various key stakeholders and other interested members of the public, and retum with options for
consideration. In 2016 and 2017, pilot demonstration projects were implemented on a trial basis in the form
of a temporary parklet on Forest Avenue and a temporary pedestrian plaza on Park Avenue. The objective
of the project was to test concepts that would facilitate more outdoor seating and dining areas and enhance
the pedestrian friendliness of the streets in the downtown through the creation of parklets. It was envisioned
that if successful, a permanent parklet program could be developed and implemented as part of the DSP
Update.

From 2015 to 2018, the Planning Commission and members of the public reviewed MIG’s proposed
amendments to the various sections of the DSP. This Draft DSP 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.

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 Planning
Commission continued the item to allow staff time to analyze public comments and provide
recommendations to the Planning Commission. At the second public hearing on October 2, 2019, the
Planning Commission considered staff’s analysis regarding the public correspondence received and
recommendations for incorporation into the DSP, and provided direction to staff regarding the identified
issue areas. On November 20, 2019, the Planning Commission voted 4-0 (with Commissioner Goldman
absent) to recommend that the City Council approve the proposed DSP update document, a Negative
Declaration, and Local Coastal Program Amendment 19-4482 and Zoning Ordinance Amendment 19-4483,

A Final Draft DSP update document, which is the same presented to the Planning Commission at its
November 20, 2019 meeting, was released approximately three weeks in advance of the December 17, 2019
City Council meeting to allow the City Council and interested public additional time for review. A copy of
the Final Draft DSP update document is available for review on the City’s Website'.

KEY UPDATES: Provided below is a summary of the key updates to the Downtown Specific Plan.

1. Allowing for Flexibility in L.and Use Permit Requirements

Currently, a majority of the proposed uses in the downtown require a Conditional Use Permit (CUP).
The CUP process has served the downtown well in maintaining the village character and diversity of
uses over the years, but the CUP process is often perceived by applicants as difficult and lengthy. The

Uhtip/twww Jacunabeacheitv.net/civicax/filebank/blobdload.aspx 7blobid=23477
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CUP process involves a public hearing, at which the Planning Commission evaluates each proposed use
in order to consider its impact on the City, among other criteria. Staff previously recommended the
Planning Commission consider allowing more uses in the DSP to be permitted by-right, and continue to
require a CUP for uses that may have a potential impact on the diversity and/or character of the
downtown. The City and community expressed a desire to continue to regulate downtown commercial
uses, but also to facilitate a streamlined review of uses.

In response, a concept was proposed that would involve use of 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. For example, as a way to attract certain types of businesses within the
downtown, some uses could be changed from requiring a CUP to be permitted by right. Conversely,
uses that should be limited in the downtown could be subject to a CUP. A land use review would be
conducted annually (or as-needed), and include City staff/retail consultant presentation of findings and
recommendations to the Planning Commission and City Council. Based on market trends, land use
permitting requirements (i.e., permitted by right and CUP) could be changed for different types of uses
subject to approval by City Council resolution. Staff has attached a draft City Council resolution as
pages 10-11 of the agenda bill to provide an example of what a resolution that changes land use
permitting requirements could contain.

The Planning Commission indicated a preference to hire a retail consultant early on in the process to
obtain a baseline of the existing land uses in the downtown. The City hired Stanley R. Hoffinan
Associates and Greg Stoffel and Associates to prepare a retail market evaluation for the Downtown
Specific Plan area. Once the consultant report and recommendations are complete, the results will be
presented to the Planning Comumission and the City Council for consideration. The report will serve to
supplement the procedure for allowing changes in permitted use category by City Council resolution as
outlined on page 142 of the Final Praft DSP.

2. Encouraging New Housing Opportunities

The topic of housing in the downtown is addressed in Chapter 3, Topic 8 of the Final Draft DSP. The
housing goal remains the same: “To preserve and enhance housing opportunities in the downtown area.”
The discussion and issue statements have been revised to address: (1) Existing Downtown Housing; (2)
Affordable and Special Needs Housing; and (3) Potential for New Housing Development. Policy updates
include revisions to and/or consolidation of existing policies to be stated in simpler terms. In addition,
new policies have been added to encourage residential development to fulfill the need for downtown
housing with access to services and transportation. Specifically, these policies seek to promote diversity
in housing type and affordability, particularly when part of a mixed-use development, encourage
conversion of existing second-story commercial buildings to residential uses, and consider allowing
second-story residential development subject to specific findings. These policies are listed on page 80
of the Final Draft DSP.

The Planning Commission expressed a desire to encourage housing throughout the entire downtown.?

Therefore, the Commissioners propose changing the existing Specific Plan to also allow residential uses
to be considered within the proposed Arts District and existing Central Bluffs District.’> In addition, a
majority of the Planning Commission believed residential density standards should provide for maximum

2 With the exception of the CBD Public Parks District.

¥ Currently, residential uses are generally not allowed in the Civic Art District or Central Bluffs District. Limited housing types (ie.,
student housing and artists work/live units) are permitted in the existing Civic Art District, and uses such as breakfast inns and
hotels/motels are permitted in the Central Bluffs District, subject to a CUP.
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flexibility, and not be too restrictive. Some Commissioners expressed that development standards such
as building height, setbacks, open space, parking, etc. would better control development instead of
density requirements. Further, they felt that the number of proposed residential units constitutes a project
design issue versus a density standard issue.

Therefore, the Final Draft DSP does not include a residential density standard in the downtown, with the
exception of the Central Business District (CBD) Multiple-Family District, which did not change.
Instead, the number of residential units will be determined on a case-by-case project basis. Proposed
development will continue to be reviewed for consistency and compliance with the urban design
guidelines and general development standards, respectively, and would be subject to Design Review
evaluation. Staff believes these measures will assist with guiding development and ensuring that the
unique character and pedestrian orientation of the downtown is preserved.

3. Modifving Development Standards

Building Height: The Planning Commission and some members of the public expressed a preference
for a variety of building heights throughout the downtown that would be in keeping with the existing
eclectic village character. The Planning Commission was also supportive of allowing nonconforming
structures to be repaired, restored, replaced or reconstructed up to the original height. In addition, the
Planning Commission noted that two stories may be appropriate in some areas, such as along Ocean and
Forest Avenues subject to certain criteria. Modifications to building height standards provide the
opportunity and flexibility to support infill development, mixed-use development, and local housing
needs. Table 5-2 on page 161 of the Final Draft DSP establishes new maximuin building height standards
specific to street location and criteria.

Maximum building height will remain at 12 feet (one-story) in some locations and will be allowed to be
a maximum of 24 and 36 feet in other locations within the downtown. Additional criteria has been
incorporated within the General Development Standards section when allowing a building height of up
to 24 feet or 36 feet. For example, as a means to increase housing opportunities in the downtown, new
construction of up to 24 feet or 36 feet would be permitted subject to approval of a CUP and special
findings when the project includes a residential use component. Certain types of uses and projects, such
as civic uses, desirable public benefit uses or planned integrated developments,® when proposed and
located in specific districts are eligible for a maximum building height up to 24 feet or 36 feet, subject
to approval of a CUP. Furthermore, projects must also be consistent with the urban design guidelines as
specified in Chapter 4: Urban Design of the Specific Plan. The Final Draft DSP also includes a new
provision that allows nonconforming structures to be repaired, restored, replaced or reconstructed up to
the original floor area, height, placement and density, provided that not less than the preexisting number
of parking spaces is provided.

Merging of Parcels: Some members of the public expressed concerns regarding the addition of Policy
6 to Chapter 3, Topic 8: Housing, which 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 provided development
is specifically for affordable housing.” The purpose of this policy is to promote affordable housing
development potential in the Downtown, as typically it is more advantageous to develop housing on
mixed-use sites on larger lots. Specific areas were identified that could potentially accommodate more
housing, which are located near the periphery of the Downtown.

4 Refer to page 6 of the agenda bill for definitions.
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During the 2019 Planning Commission meetings, several concerns were expressed with allowing entire-
block developments that would be uncharacteristic of Downtown Laguna Beach. It is not the intent of
this policy to allow entire-block redevelopment to occur. Instead, the policy provides opportunities to
incorporate affordable housing into mixed-use projects that may not be feasible under existing
development standards. Proposed development projects in the DSP area that might assemble parcels to
provide affordable housing would 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 that
would address mass and scale issues, while also ensuring appropriate pedestrian orientation and village
character.

In order to better implement this policy, staff is recommending additional language within the General
Development Standards section of the Specific Plan to clarify that merging of parcels that exceed 5,000
square feet i1s only allowed for affordable housing on Broadway, in the Arts District and in the CBD
Office District and City-ownership projects. Furthermore, staff is recommending adding clarification 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.

In addition to the staff recommendations above, the Planning Commission recommends the City Council
consider allowing the merger of parcels for mixed-use development projects that include a mix of non-
residential uses, market-rate housing and affordable housing on Broadway, in the Arts District and in the
CBD Office District. Further discussion regarding this recommendation is included on page 13 of the
agenda bill.

Parking Requirements: One of the key topics covered within the DSP is parking, circulation and public
transit. This topic is addressed in Chapter 3, Topic 4 of the updated document and has been revised to
address present-day parking management goals. The new and improved goal seeks to “Develop flexible
parking requirements and programs to promote community-desired land use, events, and activities.”
Additionally, it states “Continue to utilize parking management techniques, including public transit, to
improve circulation and reduce congestion throughout the Downtown.” The discussion of this topic
addresses: 1) Parking Supply, Occupancy Levels, User Groups and Standards; 2) Parking Management
Techniques; and 3) Design, Location and Signage.

In March and May 2017, the Planning Commission reviewed the findings and recommendations related
to the Parking Actual Demand Study for the DSP Area, prepared by IBI Group. The City’s existing
mimmum parking requirements are conservative, and are based on national averages that do not take into
account the unique characteristics of the downtown, including the relationship between the various uses,
the City’s free trolley program and robust parking management plan. Thus, the parking study was
conducted to obtain current data and analysis related to actual parking demand specific to Downtown
Laguna Beach.

The findings from the parking study indicated that both the required parking for the DSP area per the
City’s current minimum parking requirements and actual built square footage (approximately 4,421
parking spaces) and the existing built supply of parking spaces for the DSP area (3,365 parking spaces)
are in excess of the actual parking demand (ranging from approximately 1,905 to 2,679 parking spaces
on a typical non-summer weekend and summer weekend, respectively). Therefore, by reducing and
simplifying the parking requirement to a ratio relative to the actual demand for Downtown Laguna
Beach, it will provide for flexibility in land use and facilitate the opportunity for shared parking among
land uses of different types, sizes, and peak and non-peak operating hours in the downtown.
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During the course of the parking study review, staff outlined several policy recommendations of which
the Planning Commission was supportive. Based on direction received from the Planning Commission,
and as a result of the parking study findings, several policies (specifically, policies 4, 7-10, and 12 on
page 69 of the Final Draft DSP) were added to Chapter 3, Topic 4 of the DSP to address parking
management techniques, parking requirements, shared public/private parking, adaptive re-use of parking
spaces for community-desired events, data collection, and parking rate adjustments.

One of the major changes to the parking policies and General Development Standards section of the DSP
is that parking requirements are proposed to be reduced for certain non-residential uses such as office,
retail, and food services. The Planning Commission opined that the current and future Planning
Commission can effectively evaluate uses to ensure the downtown does not become inundated with
restaurants and bars. Furthermore, the City will continue to monitor the use of parking in the downtown
through on-going data collection and evaluation. Continued implementation of parking management
techniques including, but not limited to, the City’s free trolley program, providing for parking facilities
at the periphery of the downtown, adjustments to parking rates to reduce occupancy levels to 85 percent,
and the City’s most recent smart parking guidance system will maximize efficient use of the existing
parking supply and mitigate any circulation and congestion issues.

Additionally, staff will be updating Chapter 3, Topic 4 as it relates to parking rates in the downtown to
be consistent with the recent approval of Coastal Development Permit 19-5154 to establish a Citywide
parking rate structure. The City Council and the Planning Commission recently reviewed and took action
regarding a proposed multi-year, multi-phase parking rate structure for public parking meters and
lots/structures located citywide for summer and non-summer months. The parking rate structure will
assist the City in achieving a consistent optimal occupancy rate of 85 percent across all locations and
time periods, thereby reducing congestion in the DSP and beach areas and enhancing beach access.

Planned Integrated Development (PID) Standards: A definition for PID has been included in the
updated Specific Plan for clanification; it is defined as “two or more parcels within the same zoning
district that are proposed together as part of a comprehensive development plan, which may include
more than one type of use.” Several of the properties located in the existing Civic Art District (proposed
Arts District) and Central Bluffs District are either currently underutilized or could benefit from
improvements. Modifications to allowable land use and development standards have been made to
provide for additional flexibility. Specifically, Flexible Property Development Standards for Planned
Integrated Developments (similar to the existing Central Bluffs District) have been added to the proposed
Arts District that allow for an additional building height exception. Residential uses, previously limited
in type® or not permitted within each of these districts would be allowed subject to approval of a CUP
and special findings. In addition, the Special Planning and Design Criteria and Land Dedication
Requirements for the Central Bluffs District have been updated to clarify use of the 25-foot easement to
enhance pedestrian access.

4. Establishing an Urban Desion Framework and Iltustrative Plan

Chapter 4: Urban Design of the Final Draft DSP has been revised to incorporate additional graphics
and design elements to assist in meeting the major objective of the Specific Plan, which is to enhance
the aesthetic qualities of the downtown and to make the area more vibrant, walkable and welcoming for
both residents and visitors. This updated version is much more comprehensive than the existing DSP
version. The Urban Design Framework establishes location-based improvement recommendations,

3 Uses permitted subject to a CUP in the Civie Art District include student housing for students enrolled in an accredited four-
year art college within the City and artist work/live units.
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with a focus on the public realm. Primary features including, but not limited to pedestrian scramble
opportunities, bicycle and alley improvements, and streetscape enhancements are described and
graphically demonstrated within the document. The lllustrative Plan highlights key opportunities for
improvements in the downtown, with a focus on pedestrian improvements, streetscape improvements,
and opportunity sites.

5. Revising Urban Design Guidelines

The urban design guidelines set forth the design measures that should be followed for all buildings,
improvements and other facilities in the downtown, and establish the goals and concepts for superior
design and provide the framework for the Design Review process. The guidelines have been
restructured into three categories: Site Design, Architecture, and Open Space. In order to illustrate key
concepts, additional photographs of existing buildings and site conditions in the downtown have been
included to portray the existing eclectic aesthetic, and also exemplary physical imagery to inspire new
design ideas. Guidelines under each topic have been updated to align with suggested improvements
identified in the Urban Design Framework.

6. Renaming the Civic Art District to the Arts District and Delineating the District Boundary

Members of the community expressed a strong desire for the creation of a separate Arts District that
would focus on and promote the arts. The Planning Commission concurred and directed staff to return
with an analysis and direction on a proposed delineation of the boundary between an Arts District and
a potential combined Civic-Office District. The proposed delineation to define the boundary of the
proposed Arts District and redefine the boundary of the existing CBD Office District is shown in figure
5.1 on Page 143 of the Final Draft DSP.

Since a majority of the uses located along 3" Street consist of offices and institutional uses, staff believes
that incorporating these properties as part of the CBD. Office District is appropriate, and the addition of
the name “Civic” to the CBD Office District is not necessary because these types of uses currently exist
and are permitted subject to a CUP in most downtown districts. As such, institutional/civic-related uses
will continue to be permitted subject to a CUP in the proposed Arts District, since this area still includes
several City-owned properties, including the Village Entrance site. In addition, the existing property
development standards of the Civic Art District (i.e., exceptions to allow additional building height,
etc.) were carried over and will be permitted for civic-related uses in the CBD Office District to ensure
continued flexibility for future development projects.

PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATIONS: Attached as pages 12-14 of the agenda bill is a
list of additional edits (1-13) identified by staff that were recommended by the Planning Commission to be
incorporated into the document, and Planning Commission recommended areas (A-F) for further
consideration by the City Council. Included in the attachment for City Council consideration and direction
is additional analysis or clarification for areas A and F.

CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT: Staff prepared an Initial Study for the project
on October 21, 2019. Based on the Initial Study, staff determined the project would not have environmental
effects that will cause a substantial adverse impact on the environment. The public comment period for the
Negative Declaration ended on November 20, 2019. Staff will be preparing responses to the Negative
Declaration comments received. A copy of the Negative Declaration and Initial Study is attached as pages
15-42 of the agenda bill. Public correspondence received on the item as of the date of preparation of the
agenda bill (8 letters regarding the environmental document and 10 letters containing general comments)
are attached as pages 43-93 of the agenda bill.
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LOCAL COASTAL PROGRAM: A Local Coastal Program (LCP) Amendment is necessary because all
amendments to the City’s certified Local Coastal Program, which includes the Downtown Specific Plan
and Municipal Code Title 25 (Zoning Ordinance), require California Coastal Commission certification. A
Zoning Ordinance Amendment will be processed to update Laguna Beach Municipal Code Chapter 25.40
for consistency with the proposed DSP update document.

NEXT STEPS: After the December 17, 2019 meeting, staff anticipates revising the final draft document
to incorporate any changes directed by the City Council. This item will then return to the City Council at
a regularly scheduled meeting in January 2020 for review of the final draft, including responses to the
comments received on the Negative Declaration, and a first reading of the ordinance to consider approval
of the DSP.



Final Draft DSP Document

(Under Separate Cover; Available on the City’s Website')

Uhtip/fwww Jagunabeachcity. net/civicax/filebank/blobdioad.aspx ?blobid=23477




RESOLUTION NO.

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
LAGUNA BEACH, CALIFORNIA, APPROVING MODIFICATIONS
TO LAND USE PERMITTING REQUIREMENTS FOR LAND USES
IN THE DOWNTOWN SPECIFIC PLAN AREA

WHEREAS, on , the Planning Commission conducted a legally

noticed public hearing and, after reviewing the oral and documentary evidence and testimony
presented at the hearing, recommended City Council approval of the recommendations
pertaining to modifications to land use permitting requirement for land uses in the Downtown
Specific Plan (DSP) area; and

WHEREAS, on , the City Council, conducted a legally noticed public

hearing regarding proposed modifications to land use permitting requirement for land uses in
the Downtown Specific Plan area; and

WHEREAS, it was determined that there will be no negative impact or conflict with
the goals and policies of the Downtown Specific Plan as a result of permitting by right the
below specified uses, as these provisions were specifically considered by the Planning
Commission and City Council when evaluating said uses and were determined to be desired
and beneficial to the DSP area and, where applicable, will adhere to the “Special Findings
Required for Certain Uses” per the DSP; and

NOW, THEREFORE, the City Council of the City of Laguna Beach does hereby
resolve as follows:

SECTION 1. The following uses shall be permitted by-right in the specified land use
districts of the Downtown Specific Plan area, and exempt from the requirement of a

Conditional Use Permit:

10



SECTION 2. The aforementioned list of permitted uses in the DSP area shall be
exempt from being subject to the granting of a Conditional Use Permit, unless a subsequent
amendment is approved by Resolution of the City Council.

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the above decision was rendered on

ADOPTED this _ " day of ,

Mayor
ATTEST:

City Clerk

I, LISETTE CHEL-WALKER, City Clerk of the City of Laguna Beach, California,

do hereby certify that the foregoing Resolution No. was duly adopted at a Regular
Meeting of the City Council of said City held on , by the following vote:

AYES: COUNCILMEMBER(S):

NOES: COUNCILMEMBER(S):

ABSENT: COUNCILMEMBER(S):

City Clerk of the City of Laguna Beach, CA

11



Downtown Specific Plan Update
Planning Commission Recommendations

The following list includes additional edits identified by staff that were recommended by the
Planning Commission to be incorporated into the document:

1.
2.

10.

11.

12.
13.

Change the word “tourist” to “visitor” throughout the entire DSP document.

Page 14. Provide additional clarification in the third bullet point regarding greater
flexibility in development standards to address updates to lot area and dimension standards.

Page 36. Omit the photo currently located at the bottom left of the page or replace with an
image representative of flooding hazards specific to the DSP area.

Page 43. Replace the photo with one that depicts a structure currently listed on the City’s
Historic Register.

Page 47. Reformat and relocate the table that identifies structures in the downtown listed
on the City’s Historic Register and structures eligible for the National Register, to be
located after page 43 before the Topic 1 Policies. In addition, include some photo examples
of historic buildings identified in the table.

Page 90. Include a statement to clarify that the Downtown Action Plan is underway in
Fiscal Year 2019-2020.

Page 136. Add the following text to 3.1 Landscaping, Urban Design Guideline #10:
Encourage green walls, vines, and shrubbery to hide long bare walls.

Page 144-145. Bold the new text “Please note: Permit requirements for different land uses
may be changed by City Council Resolution on an annual or as needed basis, Please
consult with City staff for current requirements,” included in table 5-1, and add “as
described in further detail on page 142” to the first sentence of the note.

Page 150. Revise Section E. Access and Improvement Standards to reference the
provisions of LBMC Chapter 25.53 shall apply, instead of Chapter 25.52, and omit the text
regarding off-site parking, as it is no longer relevant. Special provisions for off-site parking
are established within LBMC Chapter 25.52 and more appropriately referenced within the
General Development Standards, Section O. Parking on page 164.

Page 151. For the Arts District, add a new Section G. for Concept Review that includes
similar language as the concept review section for the Central Bluffs District on page 158.

Pages 151 and 158. Add text “unless deemed minor by the Community Development
Director” to the existing and proposed sections regarding Concept Review.

Page 159. Revise text/format for the word Jandscaping in the Section C(2)(b) paragraph.

Page 159. Ensure that edits to this section are incorporated to indicate the following
[proposed text underlined for reference/emphasis below]:

a. The following standards shall apply to all Downtown Specific Plan Land Use
Districts, unless otherwise specified in other land use districts.

12



Downtown Specific Plan Update
Planning Commission Recommendations
Page 2

The Planning Commission also recommended the following areas for further consideration by the
City Council. Where applicable, staff has provided additional clarification or analysis for the City
Council to consider and provide direction.

A. Pages 14, 80 and 159. Consider adding clarification to the summary on Page 14, Chapter
3, Topic 8, Policy 6 on page 80, and to the section on page 159 to allow an exception for
parcels to be merged together for development purposes that exceed 5,000 square feet for
mixed-use development, that would include a mix of non-residential, and market-rate and
affordable housing, when located on Broadway, in the Arts District and in the CBD Office
District. The Planning Commission recommended staff provide alternatives that the City
Council consider and determine an allowable percentage for the different type(s) of
housing.

Staff Response: The City’s Housing Element contains goals to; 1) Preserve and Enhance
Existing Housing and Neighborhoods; 2) Provide and Maintain Housing Diversity and
Affordability, and 3) Enhance Housing Opportunity and Accessibility. There is an existing
Housing Element (HE) Policy 2.4 that requires 25% of the lots or units in a subdivision of
two or more lots or units, or new development of three or more units on sites that do not
involve a new subdivision, be occupied by low or moderate income households.

In-lieu of providing affordable housing units, the applicant may pay a fee based on 30% of
the units in the subdivision or development. The for-sale housing fee was estimated in the
current housing element as $260,249 per required affordable unit, and the rental housing
fee is $154,884 per required affordable unit (the actual fee is more than the aforementioned
amounts and will be recalculated with the next housing element update). Developments of
11 or more units must provide the required affordable housing either on-site or off-site in
the City.! In addition, there are existing policies that encourage production of privately-
sponsored low- and moderate-income housing projects in residential and mixed-use
developments (Policy HE-2.7) and to provide incentives to developers of projects that
include extremely-low, very-low, and low-income housing units (Policy HE-2.8).

The City Council may want to consider requiring more than 25% of the units to be low or
moderate income units in mixed-use development of three or more units as a means of
providing the exception/incentive that would allow the merging of parcels greater than
5,000 square feet. Staff is investigating the matter further to determine what alternatives
may be available and what percentages would make sense for mixed-use development
projects to meet the intent of increasing affordable housing units in the downtown, and also
be feasible from a financial standpoint. Staff will provide further information for the City
Council to consider at the next hearing on this item.

B. Page 8]1. Remove reference to Woodland Drive, as the DSP boundary and proposed Arts
District borders the Boys and Girls Club property to the north and not Woodland Drive.

C. Page 82. Remove reference to the Laguna Canyon Planning Study as it was a planning
study and not an adopted plan.

! Fees indicated above are approximated and are subject to re-calculation when applications are deemed complete,
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Downtown Specific Plan Update
Pianning Commission Recommendations

Page 3
D.

Page 157. Add “as determined by the Planning Commission” to the end of the first
sentence for section I(2)(b) regarding the additional building height exception in the
Central Bluffs District.

Page 157-158. Add an incentive to section I(2) to allow visitor-serving uses above the
ground floor in the Central Bluffs District when proposed as part of a proposed Planned
Integrated Development project.

Consider the suggestion raised by resident Joe Hanauer regarding incentivizing smaller
units in the downtown, and ask staff to provide specific incentives for City Council
consideration and incorporation into the DSP.

Staff Response: As a means to support development of affordable residential units for
both younger and older generations, a suggestion was made to consider providing
incentives rather than restrictions, if units are rented to target groups. It was noted that
incentives could include a reduction in parking requirements, setback and open space
requirements, etc.

The Final Draft DSP already includes a special provision to allow a reduction or waiver in
parking requirements for long-term, low-income, senior and/or disabled housing (on page
164 of the Final Draft DSP). In addition, 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-story residential development. There is also an existing provision
under the General Development Standards (on page 160 of the Final Draft DSP) that did
not change, which allows yard area, building setback, open space and coverage standards
to be modified by the Planning Commission when applied to mixed-use
residential/commercial development. As such, staff does not believe an incentive to reduce
these requirements is necessary. To address the suggestion by Mr. Hanauer, staff included
a new policy (Policy 8 on page 80 of the Final Draft DSP) to consider creating a progranm
that provides incentives to support development of smaller residential units for target
groups such as younger and older generations. This program is also included as in
implementation measure in Chapter 6 ~ Implementation on page 175 of the Final Draft
DSP.
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NOTICE OF INTENT TO ADOPT A
NEGATIVE DECLARATION

CITY OF LAGUNA BEACH
505 Forest Avenuye
Laguna beach, CA 92651

PHONE: (949) 497.0712
FAX:  {949) 497-0771

Pursuant 1o the State of California Public Resources Gode and ihe “Guidelines for
Implementation of the California Environmental Quality Act of 1970" as amended to date, this
is to advise you that the City of Laguna Beach has prepared an initial Study for the following
project,

PROJECT: Local Coastal Program Amendment 19-4482 and Zoning Ordinance Amendment 19-4483 to adopt a Downtown Specific
Ptan update,

LOCATION/ADDRESS: Downtown Specific Plan
APPLICATION NUMBERS: Local Coastal Program Amendment 19-4482 and Zoning Ordinance Amendment 19-4483

APN(s): Downtown Specific Plan Area

GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATION AND ZONING: Central Business District (CBD); Land Use Districts: CBD-1 Resident Serving,
CBD-2 Downtown Commercial, CBD Visitor Commercial, CBD Office, CBD Multiple-Family Residential, CBD Public Parks, Civic
Art District, and CBD Central Bluffs.

PROJECT APPLICANT: City of Laguna Beach, Community Development Department, Laguna Beach, CA 92651 (949) 497-0712

DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT: The purpose of the Downtown Specific Plan (DSP) is to provide policy direction and implementation
measures that serve to guide growth, design and development standards in Downtown Laguna Beach, with the primary objective to
preserve and enhance the unique character of the Downtown. The DSP coordinates and is consistent with the City’s General Plan. The
DSP provides a framework for policies, urban design and land use to be considered and acted upon in a comprehensive, coordinated
manner for a range of topics related to the Downtown. The DSP focuses on topics such as village character; identity as an art colony;
downtown commercial uses; parking, circulation and public transit; municipal services; hazard planning; view preservation; housing;
and special planning areas that include the Central Bluffs District and proposed Arts District,

The proposed project consists of the adoption and implementation of the DSP, Local Coastal Program and Zoning Ordinance
Amendments. The updated Specific Plan is a policy- and regulatory-level document that does not include any development proposals;
and therefore, it would not directly result in physical environmental effects,

The proposed Specific Plan contains recommendations for various pedestrian and streetscape improvements and opportunity sites that
are based on an updated urban design framework and revised urban design guidelines. These recommendations are intended to be used
as guidance for the City in implementing these types of improvements at potential opportunity sites as well as undetermined sites
throughout the plan area and would not entitle or fund any specific projects. Therefore, although the DSP identifies recommended
improvements for specific locations, the recommendations for those sites are not binding on the City and thus would not result in any
direct physical changes to the environment. Any future projects that would be implemented consistent with the proposed Specific Plan
would require further design and engineering and would be subject to further CEQA review of project-level impacts by the City, and
Planning Commission and/or City Council review and approval of required entitlements,

This Specific Plan is the most current update, culminating from a multi-year process that included extensive public outreach and
comprehensive review of urban design and land use issues. The revisions to the goals, including the specific policies, guidelines and
standards within the document support an overall vision for the future of the Downtown. The key updates to the DSP include:

* Allowing for changes in permitting requirements to occur on an as needed basis in order to incentivize or limijt certain land
uses in the downtown.

e Fostering opportunities and promoting diversity in housing type and affordability as part of mixed-use development and
conversion of existing second-story buildings to help fulfill the need for downtown housing with access to services and

transportation.

Page I of3
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*  Providing for greater flexibility in development standards such as increased building height and simplified parking
requireinents to meet future needs and growth.

*  Establishing an urban design framework that identifies key opportunity sites and provides recommendations on pedestrian and
streetscape improvements, such as pedestrian crossings, improved alleyways, and public parklets to make the area more vibrant,
walkable and welcoming for residents and visitors.

*  Revising urban design guidelines to provide further direction on elements such as site design, architecture and open space to
property owners, developers, designers, City staff and appointed and elected officials mvolved in review of proposed
development projects.

* Rebranding of the foriner Civic Art District as the Arts District to encourage a greater focus on art and cultural uges and to
aurture a culture of creativity.

*  Updating flexible criteria and development standards for proposed planned integrated developients that incorporate public
amenities and/or benefits in special planning areas such as the Arts District and Central Bluffs District.

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING: The City of Laguna Beach is located along the Pacific Ocean, generally between Dana Point and
Laguna Niguel to the southeast, Irvine to the north, and Newport Beach to the west, Laguna Beach's location between the ocean and
the hillsides and canyons led to the current small-town residential community development pattern. Laguna Beach has remained
primarily a residential community. Commercial areas are limited to small neighborhood serving and visitor-serving uses dispersed
throughout the City, and with a central downtown City center area.

The Downtown Specific Plan area comprises the City’s central business district, and is generally framed by Laguna Canyon Frontage
Road, the Pacific Qcean, Legion Street and Cliff Drive. The Plan also encompasses the area called the “Central Bluffs” situated on the
south side of South Coast Highway between Laguna Avenue and Sleepy Hollow Lane. In addition, the Plan includes the entrance to the
village from Laguna Canyon Road, an araa that includes many of the civic and art institutions in town.

PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD: From October 21, 2019 to November 20, 2019, the public and all affected agencies are hereby
invited to review the Negative Declaration and Initial Study, and submit written comments. Such comments may be submiited prior to
or during the public hearing(s).

PUBLIC HEARING DATE: Planning Commission Meeting; 6:00 p.m. — November 20, 2019; 505 Forest Avenue, Laguna Beach,
CA; City Council Chambers

DOCUMENT AVAILABILITY: The Negative Declaration and Initial Study and other supporting environmental documents are
available for public review on the City website at www.lagunabeachcity.net and at the City of Laguna Beach, Community Development
Department, located at 505 Forest Avenue, City Hall. A Final Draft DSP Update Document is available on the project webpage at:
hip://www. lagunabeachcity.net/citvhall/ed/planning/mjrplanginitv/downtown specific plan amendment/default.hitm. Please note our
City Hall hours: Mon — Thurs: 7:30am — 5:30pm; every other Friday: 7:30am — 4:30pm; closed alternating Fridays,

DECLARATION
Based on the Initial Study dated October 21, 2019, staff has determined:

X This project does not have the potential to substantially degrade the quality of the environment; substantially reduce the
habitat of a fish or wildlife species; cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels; threaten to
eliminate a plant or animal community; substantially reduce the number or restrict the range of an endangered rare or
threatened species; or eliminate important examples of major periods of California history or prehistory.

X This project does not have the potential to achieve short-term environmental goals to the disadvantage of long-term
environmental goals.

X This project does not have possible environmental effects that are individually limited but cumulatively considerable.
(“Cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental effects of the individual project are significant when viewed
in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of current projects and the effects of probable future projects.)

X This project will not have environmental effects that will cause substantial adverse effect on human beings, either
directly or indirectly,

The aforementioned findings are contingent upon the following mitigation measures (if indicated} which have been

incorporated into this project:

1 See attached mitigation measures. > None required,
Page 2 of 3
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NEGATIVE DECLARATION PREPARED BY

City of Laguna Beach Contact: Wendy Jung  Title: Senior Planner
505 Forest Avenue Telephone: (949) 497-0321
Laguna Beach, CA 92651 Fax: (949) 497-0771

Signature M A ] Date EO/ zf! | 4

COMMENTS DUE BY November 20, 2019

The attached Negative Declaration dated October 21, 2019 is being referred to your agency/City department for review and comment,
Your written comments should be received prior to, or be submitted verbally during the Public Hearing, If you have any questions,
please contact the Contact Person above.

ATTACHMENTS

Negative Declaration and Initial Study

SUPPORTING ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTS: See Source References within the attached Initial Study.

Page3 of 3
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Appendix C

Notice of Completion & Environmental Document Transmittal

Mail to: State Clearinghouse, P.C. Box 3044, Sacramento, CA 95812-3044 (916) 445-0613
For Hand Delivery/Street Address: 1400 Tenth Street, Sacramento, CA 95814 SCH # a
Project Title: Downtown Specific Plan Update (LCP 18-4482 and ZOA 18-4483)
Lead Agency: Cify of Laguna Beach Contact Person: Wendy Jung, Senior Planner
Mailing Address: 505 Forest Avenue Phone: (949) 497-0321
City: Laguna Beach Zip: 92651 County: Crange
Project Location: County:Orange City/Nearest Community: Laguna Beach -
Cross Streets: Downtown Specific Plan Area Zip Code: 82651
Longitude/Latitude (degrees, minutes and seconds): ° ! NS © ’ “'W Total Acres:
Assessor's Parcel No.: Downtown Specific Plan Area Seclion; Twp.: Range: Base:
Within 2 Miles:  State Hwy #: 1 and 133 Waterways: Pacific Ocean
Airports: Railways: Schoaols:

DocumentType: oo oo TmmmmmEmmTmTET T
CEQA: [] NOP [J Praft EIR NEPA: (] nNor Other: ] Joint Document

7] Early Cons O Supplement/Subsequent BIR Ea (U} Final Document

Neg Dec {Prior SCH No.) ] DraftEIS {1 Other:

{1 MitNegDec  Other: [ FONST
Local Action Type: oS- oo TmTmEmmmEmmEET
[} General Pian Update Specific Plan (3 Rezone £] Annexation
[ General Plan Amendment ] Master Plan (O} Prezone [J Redevelopment
[J General Plan Element ] Planred Unit Development  [) Use Permit {T] Coastal Permit
[] Community Plan [ Site Plan [ Land Division (Subdivision, etc) [] Other:
Development Type: oo oo TmmmTmETT oo
7] Residential: Units Acres
{] Office: Sq.ft. ; Acres Employces, [ ] Transportation: Type
[ Commercial:Sq.f1. Acres Employees I ¥ Mining: Mineral
{7 Industrial:  Sgq.ft. Acres Employees { ] Power: Type MW
7] Educational: L] Waste Treatment: Type MGD
(T Recreational; {(] Hazardous Waste: Type

[[] Water Facilities: Type MGD Other: Local Coastal Program & Zonlng Ordinance Amendmesg

Project Issues Discussed in Document:

Aesthetic/Visual [] Fiscal [ Recreation/Parks Vegetation

[ Agricultural Land Flood Plain/Flooding {71 SchoolsfUniversities [ Water Quality

1 Air Quality (] Forest Land/Fire Hazard  [] Septic Systems Water Supply/Groundwater
Archeologicai/Historical [ ] Geologic/Seismic ["] Sewer Capacity [] Wetland/Riparian
Biologicni Resources [ Mineenls ] Soil Erosion/Compaction/Grading  {_] Growsh Inducement

] Coastal Zone L] Noise [ Solid Waste ] Land Use
Drainage/Absorption Population/Housing Balance [_] Toxic/Hazardous L] Cumulative Effects

7] Bconomic/Jobs Publie Services/Facilities ] Traffic/Circulation i Other:

e b mm e e W B M WER T R M A s M R G b mm el e m h M M e b R M Gan s e RS SRS s e e P mar R R R M A e

Present Land Use/Zoning/General Plan Designation:
Downtown Specific Plan Area/Central Business District (CBD)

Project Description: (please use a separaie page if necessary) T TrmEmEss
See attached project description.

Note: The State Clearinghouse will assign idemification nunbers for all new projects. If a SCH munber already exists for a project (e.g. Notice of Preparaiion or

previous draft decument) please fill in,
Revised 2010
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Downtown Specific Plan Update
City of Laguna Beach
Negative Declaration

Project Description: The purpose of the Downtown Specific Plan {(DSP) is to provide policy direction and
implementation measures that serve to guide growth, design and development standards in Downtown Laguna Beach,
with the primary objective to preserve and enhance the unique character of the Downtown, The DSP coordinates and
is consistent with the City’s General Plan. The DSP provides a framework for policies, urban design and land use to
be considered and acted upon in a comprehensive, coordinated manner for a ran ge of topics related to the Downtown.
The DSP focuses on topics such as village character; identity as an art colony; downtown commercial uses; parking,
circulation and public transit; municipal services; hazard planning; view preservation; housing; and special planning
areas that include the Central Bluffs District and proposed Arts District.

The proposed project consists of the adoption and implementation of the DSP, Local Coastal Program and Zoning
Ordinance Amendments. The updated Specific Plan is a policy- and regulatory-level document that does not include
any development proposals; and therefore, it would not directly result in physical environmental effects.

The proposed Specific Plan contains recommendations for various pedestrian and streetscape improvements and
opportunity sites that are based on an updated urban design framework and revised urban design guidelines. These
recommendations are intended to be used as guidance for the City in implementing these types of improvements at
potential opportunity sites as well as undetermined sites throughout the plan area and would not entitle or fund any
specific projects. Therefore, although the DSP identifies recommended improvements for specific Jocations, the
recommendations for those sites are not binding on the City and thus would not result in any direct physical changes
to the environment. Any future projects that would be implemented consistent with the proposed Specific Plan would
requive finther design and engineering and would be subject to further CEQA review of project-level impaets by the
City, and Planning Commission and/or City Council review and approval of required entitlements.

This Specific Plan is the most current update, culminating from a multi-year process that included extensive public
outreach and comprehensive review of urban design and land use issues. The revisions to the goals, including the
specific policies, guidelines and standards within the document support an overall vision for the future of the
Downtown. The key updates to the DSP include:

= Allowing for changes in permitting requirements to occur on an as needed basis in order to incentivize or
limit certain land uses in the downtown,

+  Fostering 'opportunities and promoting diversity in housing type and affordability as part of mixed-use
development and conversion of existing second-story buildin gs to help fulfill the need for downtown housing
with access to services and transportation,

* Providing for greater flexibility in development standards such as increased building height and simplified
parking requirements to meet future needs and growth,

»  Establishing an urban design framework that identifies key opportunity sites and provides recommendations
on pedestrian and streetscape imnprovements, such as pedestrian crossings, improved alleyways, and public
parklets to make the area more vibrant, walkable and welcoming for residents and visitors.

* Revising urban design guidelines to provide further direction on elements such as site design, architecture
and open space to property owners, developers, designers, City staff and appointed and elected officials
involved in review of proposed development projects.

*  Rebranding ofthe former Civic Art District as the Arts District to encourage a greater focus on artand cultural
uses and to nurture a culture of creativity.

* Updating flexible criteria and development standards for proposed planned integrated developments that

incorporate public amenities and/or benefits in special planning areas such as the Arts District and Central
Blufis District,
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Reviewing Agencies Checklist

Lead Agencies may recommend State Clearinghouse distribution by marking agencies below with and "X".
If you have already sent your document to the agency please denote that with an "S",

Alr Resources Board Office of Historic Preservation

Boating & Waterways, Department of Office of Public School Construction

California Emergency Management Agency Parks & Recreation, Department of

California Highway Patrol Pesticide Regulation, Department of

Caltrans District# 12 Public Utilities Commission

Calirans Division of Aeronautics Regional WQCB #j____

Caltrans Planning Resources Agency

Central Valley Flood Protection Board Resources Recyeling and Recovery, Department of
Coachella Valley Mins. Conservancy S.F. Bay Conservation & Development Comm.

ARNRRRER

LTI L]

Coastal Commission — San Gabriel & Lower L.A. Rivers & Mins, Conservancy
Colorado River Board o San Joaquin River Conservancy

Conservation, Department of _______ Santa Monica Mtns. Conservancy

Corrections, Department of State Lands Commission

SWRCB: Clean Water Grants

SWRCB: Water Quality

SWRCB: Water Rights

Tzhoe Regional Planning Agency

Toxic Substances Control, Department of
Water Resonrces, Department of

Delta Protection Commission

Education, Department of

Energy Commission

X __ Fish & Game Region# 5

Food & Agriculture, Departiment of
Forestry and Fire Protection, Department of
General Services, Department of

Health Services, Department of Other:
X Housing & Community Development Other:
Native American Heritage Commission

G T R R b M W G el e em mm mm am Men Me  RAA MW b e o we e mem Ml e R W ww M MW W M Mk A e mad s e e e e

Local Public Review Period (to be filled in by lead agency)

Starting Date October 21, 2019 Ending Date November 20, 2019

e e ama e e M e et e M e e e mm A L M e e e W mm v e R e e W bk Bl e ey e mm mm mm me M e e e M

Lead Agency (Complete it applicable):
Consulting Firm: Applicant; City of Laguna Beach - Community Development
Address: Address: 905 Forest Avenue

City/State/Zip: City/State/Zip: Laguna Beach, CA 92651
Contact: Phone; (849) 497-0712

Phone:

M e A e mma s et e e M e PR R FER EE EE MM MM bl e e MR ver M e G e e e M ki AN i et el b mvn mvm mwm eme o sem e s

Signature of Lead Agency Representative: Yendy Jung V\’U%‘M M Date: 10/21/19
{ i

Authority cited: Section 21083, Public Resources Code. Reference: Section 21161, Public Resources Code,

Revised 2050
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INITIAL ENVIRONMENTAL STUDY
CITY OF LAGUNA BEACH, CALIFORNIA

1. Project Title: Downtown Specific Plan Update
Local Coastal Program Aimendment 2019-4482
Zoning Ordinance Amendment 2019-4483

2. Lead Agency Name and Address: City of Laguna Beach
Community Development Department
505 Forest Avenue
Laguna Beach, CA 92651

3. Contact Person and Phone Number: Wendy Jung, Senior Planner

(949) 497-0321
4. Project Location: City of Laguna Beach, Downtown Specific Plan Area
5. Project Sponsor's Name and Address: City of Laguna Beach

Community Development Department
505 Forest Avenue
Laguna Beach, CA 92651

6. General Plan Designation: Central Business District (CBD)
7. Zoning: Downtown Specific Plan Area;

CBD-1 Resident Serving

CBD-2 Downtown Commereial
CBD Visitor Commercial

CBD Office

CBD Multiple-Family Residential
CBD Public Parks

Civic Art District!

CRBID Central Bluffs

8. Description of the Project: The purpose of the Downtown Specific Plan (DSP) is to provide policy direction
and implementation measures that serve to guide growth, design and development standards in Downtown
Laguna Beach, with the primary objective to preserve and enhance the unique character of the Downtown.
The DSP coordinates and is consistent with the City’s General Plan. The DSP provides a framework for
policies, urban design and land use to be considered and acted upon in a comprehensive, coordinated manner
for a range of topics related to the Downtown, The DSP focuses on topics such as village character; identity
as an art colony; downtown commercial uses; parking, circulation and public transit; municipal services;
hazard plarming; view preservation; housing; and special planning areas that include the Central Bluffs
District and proposed Arts District.

The proposed project consists of the adoption and implementation of the DSP, Local Coastal Program and
Zoning Ordinance Amendments. The updated Specific Plan is a policy- and regulatory-level document that
does not include any development proposals; and therefore, it would not directly result in physical
environmental effects.

'Proposed to be renamed as Arts District with modification to boundary delineation.
I
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The proposed Specific Plan contains recommendations for various pedestrian and streetscape improvements
and opportunity sites that are based on an updated urban design framework and revised urban design
guidelines. These recommendations are intended to be used as guidance for the City in implementing these
types of improvements at potential opportunity sites as well as undetermined sites throughout the plan area
and wonld not entitle or fund any specific projects. Therefore, although the DSP identifies recommended
improvements for specific locations, the recommendations for those sites are not binding on the City and
thus would not result in any direct physical changes to the environment. Any future projects that would be
implemented consistent with the proposed Specific Plan would require further design and engineering and
would be subject to further CEQA. review of project-level impacts by the City, and Planning Commission
and/or City Council review and approval of required entitlements.

This Specific Plan is the most current update, culminating from a multi-year process that included extensive
public outreach and comprehensive review of urban design and land use issues. The revisions to the goals,
including the specific policies, guidelines and standards within the docwment support an overall vision for
the future of the Downtown. The key updates to the DSP include:

» Allowing for changes in permitting requirements to occur on an as needed basis in order to incentivize
or limit certain land nses in the downtown.

+ Fostering opportunities and promoting diversity in housing type and affordability as part of mixed-use
development and conversion of existing second-story buildings to help fulfill the need for downtown
housing with access to services and transportation.

s Providing for greater flexibility in development standards such as increased building height and
simplified parking requirements to meet future needs and growth.

o [Establishing an urban design framework that identifies key opportunity sites and provides
recommendations on pedestrian and streetscape improvements, such as pedestrian crossings, improved
alleyways, and public parklets to make the area more vibrant, walkable and welcoming for residents and
visitors.

e Revising urban design guidelines to provide further direction on elements such as site design,
architecture and open space to property owners, developers, designers, City staff and appointed and
elected officials involved in review of proposed development projects.

¢ Rebranding of the former Civic Art District as the Axts District to encourage a greater focus on art and
cultural uses and to nurture a culture of creativity.

e Updating flexible criteria and development standards for proposed planned integrated developments that
incorporate public amenities and/or benefits in special planning areas such as the Arts District and
Central Blufis District,

9. Surrounding Land Uses and Setting: The City of Laguna Beach is located along the Pacific Ocean,
generally between Dana Point and Laguna Niguel to the southeast, Irvine to the north, and Newport Beach
to the west. Laguna Beach's location between the ocean and the hillsides and canyons led to the current
small-town residential community development pattern, Laguna Beach has remained primarily a residential
community, Commercial areas are limited to small neighborhood serving and visitor-serving uses dispersed
throughout the City, and with a central downtown City center area.

The Downtown Specific Plan area comprises the City’s central business district, and is generally framed by
Laguna Canyon Frontage Road, the Pacific Ocean, Legion Street and Cliff Drive. The Plan also

2
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encompasses the area called the “Central Bluffs” situated on the south side of South Coast Highway between
Laguna Avenue and Sleepy Hollow Lane. In addition, the Plan includes the entrance to the village from
Laguna Canyon Road, an area that includes many of the civic and art institutions in town.

10. Other public agencies whose approval is required (e.g. permits, financing approval, or participation
agreement): The City of Laguna Beach is the approving agency. Since this project involves an amendment
to the City’s Local Coastal Program, the California Coasta] Commission is required to approve the project.

11. Have California Native American tribes traditionally and cuiturally affiliated with the project area requested
consultation pursuant to Public Resources Code §21080.3.17 If so, has consultation begun?
Letters, serving as formal notice of this project, were sent on August 29, 2019 to:

California Cultural Resource Preservation Alliance, Inc. (CCRPA)
Gabrieleno Band of Mission Indians — Kizh Nation

San Gabriel Band of Mission Indians

Juaneno Band of Mission Indians

Tongva Ancestral Territorial Tribal Nation

Soboba Band of Luiseno Indians

Gabrielino Tongva Tribe

HOoW s W

As of the date of the preparation of this Initial Study, no requests for consultation have been received from the
aforementioned tribes.

Note: Conducting consultation early in the CEQA process allows tribal govermnments, public lead agencies, and
project proponents to discuss the level of environmental review, identify and address potential adverse impacts
to tribal cultural resources, and to reduce the potential for delay and conflict in the environmental review process
(see Public Resources Code §21083.3.2). Information is also available from the Native American Heritage
Commission’s Sacred Lands File per Public Resources Code §5097.96 and the California Historical Resources
Information System administered by the California Office of Historic Preservation. Please also note that Public
Resources Code §21082.3(e) contains provisions specific to confidentiality.
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ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED:

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at
least one impact that is a "Potentially Significant Impact" as indicated by the checklist on the following

pages,

Aesthetics Air Quality Biological Resources

Cultura] Resources Geology / Soils Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Hazards & Hazardous Hydrology / Water Quality Land Use / Planning

Materials

Mineral Resources - Noise Population / Housing

Public Services Reereation Transportation / Traffic

Utilities / Service Systems Tribal Cultural Resources Agriculture and Forestry
Resources

Mandatory Findings of

Significance

DETERMINATION: On the basis of this initial evaluation:

I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a X
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there will not
be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been made by or agreed to by the
project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

[ find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required,

I find that the proposed project MAY have a "potentially significant impact" or "potentially significant
unless mitigated” impact on the environment, but at least one effect (1) has been adequately analyzed in
an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and (2) has been addressed by mitigation
measures based on the earlier analysis as described om attached sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed.

I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, because all
potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION
pursuant to applicable standards, and (b} have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or
NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed upon the
proposed project, nothing further is required,

Abe ol s lo {2119

Signature /

Date

Wendy Jung, Senior Planner
Name
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Issues and Supporﬁng Information Sources Potentially | Less than Less Than | Nolmpact
Significant Significant Significant
Sources impact With Impact
Mitigation
incorporated
1. AESTHETICS Would the project:
a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic 1 X

vista?

The proposed project does not include any development; however, the DSP update provides for greater flexibility in
development standards such as increased building height. Future development within the Downtown will be subject
to environmental review as required by federal, State and City regulations, diseretionary review and must be
consistent with the policies of the DSP. In addition, the DSP contains a dedicated topic on view preservation as the
hillsides and oceanfront that border and surround the downtown provide many prominent scenic viewvs. The stated
goal of this topic is to preserve the downtewn views of the hillsides, beach and ocean. The policies ineluded within this
topic will serve to protect and enhance view corridors in the downtown. Furthermore, urban design guidelines that
address site relationships and views are identified within the Specific Plan. Positioning buildings to frame views
rather than obstruct them, and special consideration of the impact on important views to natural features including
mountains, ocean and hillsides are imperative to site design, .

b} Substantially damage scenic resources, including, 1 X
but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings or
historic buildings within a scenic highway?

The proposed project does not include any development; however, the DSP update provides for greater flexibility in
development standards such as increased building height. Future development within the Downtown will be subject
to environmental review as required by federal, State and City regulations, discretionary review and must be
consistent with the policies of the DSP. The DSP also includes & chapter devoted to goals, issue statements, and
policies for the purpose of maintaining and enhancing the character of the Downtown. Specific issues are discussed
within this chapter and cover various topics including village character. The stated goal of this topic is to “preserve
and enhance the village character of the doewntown.” Several policies that foster preservation of existing large trees,
including heritage trees have been carried over from the Landscape and Scenic Highways Element and included in the
DSP. Additionally, historic preservation is addressed within this topic as many of the historic buildings in the
dewntown such as the landmark Hotel Laguna located on South Coast Highway, display the City’s architectural
heritage and serve as models for preserving the downtown’s character into the future. The DSP continues ta maintain
special planning and design criteria for areas such as the Central Bluffs District and proposed Arts Distriet (existing
Civic Art District). Any future physical improvements and site developments are subject to the City’s Design Review
process and shall satisfy these criteria, including but not limited to, natural hazards and coastal land feature
preservation, historic preservation/infill development, and building scale and design. The village character policies
and special planning and design criteria contained in the Specific Plan will protect, improve and adaptively manage
these resources as the community evolves,
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¢} Substantially degrade the existing visual character 1 X

or quality of the site and its surroundings?

The proposed project does not include any development; however, the DSP update provides for greater flexibility in
development standards such as increased building hieight, Future development within the Downtown will be subject
to environmental review as required by federal, State and City regulations, discretionary review and must be
consistent with the policies of the DSP. The purpose of the DSP is to provide policy direction, guidelines, development
standards, and implementafion actions that will preserve and enhance the unique character of Downtown Laguna
Beach. The essence of Laguna Beach, one of southern California’s most picturesque communities, is the
distinctiveness and diversity of its landseape setting and eclectic built environment, particularly within the Downtown.
Its topography, rock outereps, vegetation, ocean and coastline are tied to the artistie, historic and scenie image of the
City. Highway entrances and corridors showcase the broad qualities of its landscape and set the stage for the
experience of downtown and residential neighborhoods. The Downtown’s visual character is typified by the built
environment, which features a mix of retail, office, restaurant, residential, public, and open space uses set in limited-
scale, low-rise development that includes a diversity of building heights and diverse architecture ranging from
traditional to contemperary or eclectic. This unigue character combined with the pedestrian-friendly environment is
what distinguishes it from surrounding cities. The project will serve to ensure that the existing visual character of the
Downtown is retained or enhanced.

d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare, 1 X
which would adversely affect day or nighttime

views in the area?

The DSP includes an urban design guidelines section that addresses site design, architecture and open space, which
identifies design approaches and guidelines regarding windows as well as lighting for parking areas, buildings and
streets. Windew design is important in activating the pedestrinn orientation of the Downtown, but should not be
highly reflective nor ereate issues such as glare. The intent of the lghting guidelines is to encourage design that
creates a safe and welcoming downtewn environment at night. Other aspects such as shielding, placement and tone of
lighting are addressed as a means to prevent glare or intrusion on neighboring properties. Laguna Beach has adopted
ordinances to reduce arftificial lighting and glare from buildings and outdoor areas. Along with allowing starry night
sky views for community enjoyment, efficient lighting reduces electricity consumption and contributes to a more
sustainable community by reducing fossil fuel use for electricity production and greenhouse gas emissions.

2. AIR QUALITY (Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air quality management or
air pollution control district may be relied upon to make the following determinations.} Would the project:

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the 1,3 X
applicable air quality plan?

The basis for project air quality review in California is evaluating consistency with the Southern California Air
Quality Management District (SCAQMD) regulations, The proposed project relates to the SCAQMD’s Air Quality
Management Plan (AQMP) through the land use and growth assumptions used to forecast projected air poliution
emissions in the Basin. The SCAQMD’s AQMP provides a blueprint as to how the SCAQNMD expects to bring the
Basin into attainment for all National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) and California Ambient Air Quality
Standards (CAAQS). The AQMP is based on the designated land use and allowed density for a project site as
described in the various approved General Plans throughout the Basin, To the extent that a proposed project is
consistent with the growth assumptions in a General Plan for its jurisdiction, it is also considered consistent with the
SCAQMD’s AQMP. Such consistency dictates that a project would net create any significant regional air gquality
impacts because such impacts have already been anticipated within the framework of the regional air quality planning
process. The proposed project inclades the adoption of an updated DSP and does not include any development,
therefore, does not conflict with or obstruet implementation of the AQMP.
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b} Viblate any air quality standard or contribute 1,3 X
substantially to an existing or projected air quality
violation?

The proposed project does not include any development or changes in land nse; therefore, the project wi

any air quality standard, contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation, or result in a
cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant. The proposed project will not expose sensitive
recepiors te substantial pollutant concentrations because it is not anticipated to result in any net increase in ernissions.

Il not violate

¢) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase 1,3
of any criteria pollutant for which the project
region is non-attainment under an applicable
federal or state ambient air quality standard
(including releasing emissions which exceed
quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)?

See 2(b).

d) Expuse sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 1,3

X

concentrations?

The proposed project will not expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations beca
anticipated to result in any net increase in emissions.

use it is not

e} Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial 1,3
number of people?

X

The project will not create or result in any objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people.

3. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES Would the project:

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or 1,2 X
through habitat modifications, on any species
identified as a candidate, sensitive or special status
species in local or regional plans, policies,
regulations, or by the California Department of
Fish and Game or U.S, Fish and Wildlife Service?

While the proposed project does include urban design guidelines and development standards for

installation, maintenance and modification of vegetation, these actions only pertain to vegetation used on developed
lots for landscaping purposes; therefore the project is anticipated to have a less than significant impact on sensitive
habitats, species, riparian habitats, or other sensitive natural communities protected by regional plans, policies,

regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.

the design,

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian 1,2 X
habitat or other sensitive natural community
identified in local or regional plans, policies,
regulations or by the California Department of
Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

See 3(a).
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¢) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally 1 X

protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of
the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to,
marsh, vernal pool, coastal, eis.) through direct
removal, filling, hydrological interruption or other
means?

The proposed project does not include development, therefore, no substantial adverse effect on federally protected
wetlands through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption or other means will occur.

d} Interfere substantially with the movement of any
native resident or migratory fish or wildlife
species or with established native resident or
migratory wildlife corridors or impede the use of
native wildlife nursery sites?

1,2 X

The proposed project is not expected te substantially interfere with the movement of any native resident or migratory
fish or wildlife species.

e} Conflict with any local policies or ordinances 1,2 X
protecting biological resources, such as 4 tree

preservation policy or ordinance?

The DSP contains similar policies to the Landscape and Scenic Highways Element on heritage trees and landscapes.
The goal being fo continue to enhance appreciation and profection of heritage trees and landscapes. The intent of the
policies is to give priority to protection of these resources. Therefore, the DSP does not conflict with any local policies
protecting tree preservation, and seeks to enhance existing free preservations policies.

f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat 1 X
Conservation Plan, Natural Community
Conservation Plan or other local, regional or state
habitat conservation plan?

The proposed adoption of the DSP update does not impact or modify existing development regulations or City policies
that would affect plans for habitat or natural community conservation. Future development within the Downtown
will be subject to envirenmental review as required by federal, State and City regulations. Therefore, no impact will
result,

4, CULTURAL RESOURCES Would the project:

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 1 X
significance of a historical resource as defined in
Section 15064.57

The proposed project includes the adoption of an updated DSP, which maintains existing historic preservation
policies. Policies are intended to encourage preservation of all historic structures, with an emphasis on those buildings
identified on the City’s Historic Register, as well as encourage the re-use of hisforically significant buildings. The
project would not result in substantial adverse change in a historical resource or archaeological resource. The project
would not directly or indirectly destroy a unigue paleontological resource or site, or disturb any human remains.




Issues and Supporting Information
Sources

Sources

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of an archaealogical resource
pursuant to Section 15064.57

See d(a).

c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique

paleontological resource or site or unique geologic

feature?

See 4(a).

d) Disturb any human remains, including those
interred outside of formal cemeteries?

See 4(a),

5. GEOLOGY AND SOILS Would the project:

a) Expose people or structures to potential
substantial adverse effects, including the risk of
loss, injury or death involving:

1} Rupture of & known earthquake fault, as
delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo
Earthguake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State
Geologist for the area or based on other
substantial evidence of a known fault? (Refer to
Division of Mines and Geology Special
Publication 42.)

The proposed project includes the adoption of ar updated DSP, a regulatory and policy document. The project would
not expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects involving rupture of 2 known earthquake fault,
strong seismic ground shaking, seismic-related ground failure, liquefaction, landslides, or substantial soil erosion or

loss of topsoil.

if} Strong seismic ground shaking? 1 X
See 5{a){i)
iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including 1 X
liquefaction?
See 5(a}(i)
iv) Landslides? 1 X
See 5{a)(i)
b} Result in substantial soil erosion or loss of 1 X
topsoil?
See 5(a)(i)
]
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¢) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is 1 X
unstable, or that would become unstable as a
result of the project, and potentially result in on-
or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence,
liguefaction or collapse?

The project includes adoption of an updated DSP and doees not include any development; therefore, the project will
not result in an impact with regard to unstable geologic units or soils, on- or off-site landslides, lateral spreading,
subsidence, liquefaction, er collapse.

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 1 X
18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994),

creating substantial risks to life or property?

No development is proposed to be located on expansive soil; therefore, the project will not create substantial risks to
life or property.

¢) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the 1
use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater X
disposal systems where sewers are not available
for the disposal of wastewater?

The project does not include any development and an alternative onsite wastewater treatment system (AOWTS) is not
required; therefore, the project does not have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or
alternative onsite wastewater treatment systems.

6. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS Would the project:

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly 1,4 X
or indirectly, that may have a significant impact
on the environment?

California’s Sustainable Communities and Climate Protection Act (SB 375) requires the Southern California
Association of Governments (SCAG) to develop a Sustainable Communities Sfrategy to reduce per capita GHG
emissions through integrated transportation, land use, housing, and environmental planning. Pursuant to SB 375, the
Air Resources Board (ARB) set per capita GHG emission reduction targets from passenger vehicles for each of the
state’s 18 MPOs. For the SCAG region (including Laguna Beach), the targets are set at eight percent below 2005 per
capita emissions levels by 2020 and 13 percent below 2005 per capita emissions levels by 2035. The 2012-2035
RTP/SCS achieves per capita GHG emission reductions relative to 2005 of nine percent in 2020 and 16 percent in
2035. The SCAG Sustainable Communities Strategy GHG emission targets are based on regional “land use” and
“housing™ estimates that were derived utilizing anticipated growth factors and existing/projected land use densities.
The proposed project includes an update fo the DSP policies, guidelines, development standards, and implementation
actions, and is not expected toc result in a project-level or cumulatively significant impact to greenhouse gas ernissions.
Future development within the Downtown will be subject to envirenmental review as required by federal, State and
City regulations.

10
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b} Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or 1,5

regulation adopted for the purposes of reducing X

the emissions of greenhouse gases?

The City’s Climate Protection Action Plan (CPAP), which the City Council adopted on February 6, 2007, was
developed to set a roadmap for implementing key provisions of the U.8, Mayor’s Climate Protection Agreement, The
broad goal is to reduce GHG emissions 7% below 1990 levels no later than 2012, which would mean a reduction in
Laguna Beach of 10% from present levels. The recommendations of the CPAP include messures to reduce emissions
across the City, with a focus on transportation and activities that consume electricity. The proposed DSP update
would be consistent with the CPAP by encouraging increased use of alternative modes of transportation, reducing
traffic congestion, as well as providing guidelines that encourage energy conservation design of buildings, use of
sustainable building materials, solar powered lights, and increased energy efficiency. As such, implementation of the
Specific Plan updates would serve to reduce GHG emissions. Furthermore, the proposed Specific Plan would not
direetly propose or grant any enfitlements for development or change any existing General Flan land use designations
and, as a policy and regulatory decument, would not result in any direct physical changes to the environment;
therefore, it is nof expected to conflict with the City*s Climate Action Protection Plan.

7. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS Would the project:

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the 1
enviromment through the routine transport, use or X
disposal of hazardous materials?

The proposed project does not involve the transport of hazardous material or release of hazardous materials into the
environment, In addition, no development is proposed; therefore, the project will not emit hazardous emissions or
handle hazardous materials, 'substances, or waste within one-guarter mile of an existing or proposed school, The
proposed project includes the adoption of an updated DSP, which will not create a significant hazard to the public or
environment.

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the 1
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset X
and accident conditions involving the release of
lrazardous materials into the environment?

See 7(a).

¢} Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or 1
acutely hazardous materials, substances or waste X
within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed
school?

See 7(a).

d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of 1
hazardous materials sites compiled pursnant to X
Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a
result, would create a significant hazard to the
public or the environment?

See 7(a).

11
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e) Impair implementation of or physically interfere 1

with an adopted emergency response plan or
emergency evacuation plan?

X

The proposed project does not inciude any development; there

physically interfere with an adopted emergency response or emergency evacuation plan.

fore, the project will not impair implementation ox

f) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of
loss, injury or death involving wildland fires,
including where wildlands are adjacent to
urbanized areas or where residences are
intermixed with wildlands?

1

X

The proposed DSP update does not involve specific development. Future development within the Downtown will be
subject to evaluation of fire and safety hazards. Therefore, no impact will result from the DSP update.

8. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY Would the project:

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste
discharge requirements?

I

X

The proposed project includes the adoption of an updated DSP, which will not violate any water quality
es not inclnde any development,

waste discharge requirement because the preject do

standards or

b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or
interfere substantially with groundwater recharge
such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer
volume or a lowering of the local groundwater
table Jevel (e.g., the production rate of pre-existing
nearby wells would drop fo a level which would
not support existing land uses or planned uses for
which permits have been granted)?

1

X

The proposed project does not include any development. The proposed DSP will not deplete groundwater supplies or

interfere substantially with groundwater recharge.

¢) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of
the site or area, including through the alteration of
the course of a stream or river, in a manner which
would result in substantial erosion or siltation on-

or off-site?

X

The proposed DSP update does not include physical development; therefore, it is not expected that the project would
result in substantial erosion or siltation. The DSP update includes similar policies to the Landscape and Scenic
Highways Element and urban design guidelines to minimize impervious surfaces and maximize drainage infiltration
in parking and landscaped areas, new streetscapes and new development, and to identify opportunities to increase
drainage infiltration including conversion of existing impervious surfaces to pervions surfaces. All future
development will be subject to compliance with City pelicies related to hydrology and water quality.

12
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d) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of
the site or area, including through the alteration of
the course of a stream or river, or substantially
increase the rate or amount of surface runoffin a
manner, which would result in flooding on or off-
site?

See 8(¢)

e} Create or contribute runoff water which would
exceed the capacity of existing or planned
stormwater drainage systems or provide
substantial additional sources of polluted runoff?

See 8(¢).

f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?

See 8(c).

g) Place housing within 100-year flood hazard area
as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or
Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM} or ather flood

hazard delineation map?

The proposed project includes the adoption of an updated DSP, a policy and regulatory document. The project does
not include any development, All future development will be subject to compliance with City policies related to
hydrolegy and water guality and the City’s ordinance regarding floodplain management.

h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area 1 X
structures, which would impede or redirect flood
flows?

See 8(g).

i) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of 1 X

loss, injury or death involving flooding, including
flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or
dam?

The project does not include any development; therefore, it will n

flooding,

ot expose people or structures to signifieant risk of

j) Inundation by seiche, tsunami or mudflow?

1

X

The project does not include any development; therefore, it will not expose people or structures fo significant risk of
loss, injury, or death invalving flooding or inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow.

13
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9. LAND USE AND PLANNING Would the project:
a) Physically divide an established community? 1 X

The proposed project includes adoption of an updated DSP, and will not physically divide a community.
1,2 X

b} Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy
or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over
the project {(including, but not limited to a general
plan, specific plan, local coastal program or
zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of
avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?

The proposed DSP update is consistent with the City’s General Plan and Local Coastal Program (L.CP). The goals,

design guidelines and implementation programs in the DSP are designed to support and enhance the goals and policies

of the General Plan and the LCP, The Iand use designation of the DSP as Central Business District (CBD) will not
change and Is consistent with the General Plan. The proposed project would not conflict with any applicable land use
plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmentfal effect; therefore, no
impact will resulf from the DSP update,

¢) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation 1 X
plan or natural community conservation plan?

The plan area is not subject te any habitat conservation plans or natural community conservation plans. There would

be no impact,

10. MINERAL RESOURCES Would the project:

a) Result in the loss of availability of a known

mineral resource that would be of value to the
region and the residents of the state?

There are no known mineral resources that have been mapped in Laguna Beach. No California Department of

Conservation Mineral Resource zones exist in the City. Project implementation would not result in the significant loss

or availability of a2 known or locally important mineral resource, and ne impacts to mineral resources are expected

from the project,

b} Result in the loss of availability of a locally- 2 X
important mineral respurce recovery site
delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or
other land use plan?

See 10(n).
11. NOISE Would the project result in:

a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise 1,2 X
levels in excess of standards established in the
local general plan or noise ordinance, or

applicable standards of other agencies?

The proposed DSP update will not generate any noise, groundborne vibration or groundborne noise, The proposed
preject does not include development; therefore, exposure of people residing or working in the preject area te
excessive noise levels would not be an impact, nor would people be exposed to ambient noise levels, Fuifure
development will be subject to compliance with City policies and building regulations. Therefore, no impact will

- | result.
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b} Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise
levels?

1,2

See 11{a).

c) A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise
levels in the project vicinity above levels existing
without the project?

1,2

See 11(a).

d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above
levels existing without the project?

1,2

See 11(a).

12. POPULATION AND HOUSING Would the project:

a} Induce substantial population growth in an area,
either directly (for example, by proposing new
homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example,
through extension of roads or other
infrastructure)?

1,2

The proposed project includes the adoption of an updated DSP, and does not include any site-specific proposals, or
grant any entitlements for development. Future improvements implementing the proposed Specific Plan may include
the development of new housing that would directly increase the population in the DSP area, but it is not anticipated
that it would induce a substantial population growth in the area, With the majority of the DSP area built out with the
majority of parcels dedicated to non-residential uses, new housing opportunities would therefore result from either
redevelopment, the potential for second-story additions or conversion of existing second-story commercial uses to
residential units. Similar to the City’s Housing Element, which contains programs and policies to address the City’s
future housing needs by encouraging housing that provides diversity in type and cost, the updated DSP includes
comparable housing policies with the ultimate goal to preserve and enhance housing 'opportunities in the downtown

area. This impact would be less than significant.

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing,
necessitating the construction of replacement
housing elsewhere?

X

The proposed DSP update will not dispiace substantial numbers of existing housing or people in the Downtown;

therefore, ne impact will resuit.

¢} Displace substaatial numbers of people, 1 X
necessitating the construction of replacement
housing elsewhere?
See 12(b).
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13, PUBLIC SERVICES

a) Would the project result in substantial adverse
physical impacts associated with the provision of
new or physically altered governmental facilities,
need for new or physically altered governmental
facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmental impacts, in order to
maintain acceptable service ratios, response times
or other performance objectives for any of the
public services:

i) Fire protection? 1,2 X

The proposed DSP update does not include any physical development, or grant any entitiements for development.
Therefore, the proposed preject would have no direct impact on public services. In the future, build out of the DSP
area with both private development and public improvements could increase the amount of persons and buildings in
the project area, thereby increasing the demand for fire and police protection and other public services. However,
such increase in activity in the Downtown would be consistent with the growth envisioned in the City’s General Plan.
In additien, given the adequacy of the City’s existing public service facilities and the limited expansion potential of the
DSP area, the proposed project would not result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the need for
new or physically altered governmental facilities. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.

ii) Police protection? 1,2 X

See 13{a)(i).

iif} Schools? 1,2 X

See 13(a)({).

iv) Parks? 1,2 X

See 13(a)(i).

v} Other public facilities? 1,2 X

See 13{a)(i).

14, RECREATION

a) Would the project increase the use of existing 1 X

neighborhood and regional parks or other
recreational facilities such that substantial
physical deterioration of the facility would occur
or be accelerated?

The proposed project involves the adoption of an updated DSP, and would not increase the nse of recreational
facilities. The project does not require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities, or otherwise affect

existing recreational facilities.
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b) Does the project include recreational facilities or 1 X

require the construction or expansion of
recreational facilities which might have an adverse
physical effect on the environment?

See 14(a).
15. TRANSPORTATION/ TRAFFIC Would the project:
a) Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or 1,6,7 X

policy establishing measures of effectiveness for
the performance of the circulation system, taking
into account all modes of transportation incleding
mass transit and non-motorized travei and relevant
components of the circulation system, including
but not limited to intersections, streets, highways
and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and
mass fransit?

The proposed project includes adoption of an updated DSP, and does nof include any development. Future
development proposals will be reviewed for compliance with the City’s transportation and traffic standards and
policies, The proposed DSF includes a topic discussion to address parking, circnlation and public transit that includes
goals, issue statements and several policies. The new and improved goal seeks to “Develop flexible parking
requirements and programs te promote community-desired land use, events, and activities.” Additionally, it states
“Continue to utilize parking management techniques, including public transit, to improve circulation and reduce
congestion throughout the Downtown,” The discussion of this topic addresses three issue areas: 1) Parking Supply,
Occupancy Levels, User Groups and Standards; 2) Parking Management Techniques; and 3) Design, Location and
Signage. The pelicies are consistent with the City’s Parking Management Plan for the DSP area and Laguna Canyon
Road, which includes a toolbox of strategies to efficiently manage existing public parking, and outlines 2 multi-year
strategy for improving the City’s parking management and cireulation. There are various parking strategies to
manage and accommodate parking demand, such as the successful operation of the City's free trolley system,
including service to and from existing and potential future peripheral parking lots. Additionally, threugh continual
implementation of parking technology, such as the smart parking guidance system, City is able to collect real-time
parking occupancy data te inform adjustments te rates for public parking meters and lots threughout the Downtown,
Through the use of these strategies, overall parking demand will continue to deerease, resulting in more available
parking capacity. The City conducted a Parking Actual Demand Study for the DSF area to obtain current data and
analysis relnted to actual parking demand specific te Downtown Laguna Beach. The findings from the parking study
indicated that both the required parking for the DSP area per the City’s current minimum parking requirements and
the existing built supply of parking spaces for the DSP area relative to actual bujlt square footage are in excess of the
actual parking demand, Therefore, by reducing and simplifying the parking requirement to a ratio relative to the
actual demand for Downtown Laguna Beach, it will provide for flexibility in land use and facilitate the epportunity for
shared parking among land uses of different types, sizes, and peak and non-peak operating hours in the Downtown.
Furthermore, continual data collection efforts will assist with monitoring utilization of parking on a recurring basis
and will inform and validate changes to parking requirements to maintain an overall occupancy of 85 percent or less
over time. The project will not conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance, or policy establishing measures of
effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system.
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b) Conilict with an applicable congestion 1,6,7 X

management program, including, but not limited
1o level of service standards and travel demand
measures, or other standards established by the
county congestion management agency for
designated roads or highways?

See 15(a).

c) Resuit in a change in air traffic patterns, including 1 X
either an increase in traffic levels or a change in
location that results in substantial safety risks?

The DSP area is not within the influence area of any airports. Therefore, the proposed DSP would not result in an
increase or change in air traffic levels. As such there would be no impact,

d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design 1 X
feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm
equipment)?

The proposed project does not include any develapment; therefore, the project will not substantially increase hazards
due to a design feature or incompatible uses.

e} Result in inadequate emergency access? 1 X

The proposed project does not include any development; therefore, the project will not impact emergency access.

f) Conflif:t with a_dopted _po!i_cies, plans, or programs 1 x
regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian
facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance
or safety of such facilities?

The proposed DSP update includes policies to encourage continual implementation and advancement of the City’s
public transit system, impreve circulation and minimize congestion in the Downfown. The proposed project will not
conflict with adopted policies, plans or programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities,

16. UTELITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS Would the project:

a) Exceed wastewater treatment regnirements of the 1 X
applicable Regional Water Quality Control :
Board?

The adeption of an updated DSP would not affect wastewater (reatment requirements of the Regional Water Quality
Control Board or result in construction of a new water or wastewater facility or expansion of existing facilities. The
project does not require any additional water supply or wastewater capacity.

b) Require or result in the construction of new water 1 X
or wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of
existing facilities, the construction of which could
cause significant environmental effects?

See 16(a).
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Issues and Supporting Information
Sources

Sources

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less than
Significant
With

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

Mitigation
Incorporated

¢) Require or result in the construction of new storm 1 X
water drainage facilities or expansion of existing
facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmental effects?

See 16(a).

d) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve 1 X
the project from existing entitlements and
resources, or are new or expanded entitlements
needed?

See 16{a).

v

e) Result in a determination by the wastewater 1
treatment provider, which serves or may serve the
project that it has adequate capacity to serve the
project's projected demand in addition to the
provider's existing commitments?

See 16(a).

f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted 1 X
capacity to accommodate the project's solid waste
disposal needs?

The proposed DSP update will not generate solid waste, as no physical development is involved. Therefore, no impact
will result,

g) Comply with federal, state and local statutes and 1 X
regulations related to solid waste?

The proposed project does not include any development and would not impact landfill capacity. The project complies
with federal, state, and loeal statutes and regulations related to solid waste.

17. TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES

a) Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource, defined in Public
Resources Code section 21074 as either a site, feature, place, cultural landscape that is geographically defined in terms of the
size and scope of the landscape, sacred place, or cbject with cultural value to a California Native American tribe, and that is:

Pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21080.3.1, prior to the release of a negative declaration, mitigated negative
declaration, or environmental impact report for a project, a lead agency (the City) shall begin consultation with a
California Native American tribe that is traditionally and culturally affiliated with the geographic area of the
proposed project if: (1) the California Native American tribe requested fo the lead ageney, in writing, to be informed
by the lead ageney through formal netification of proposed projects in the geographic area that is traditionally and
culturally affiliated with the tribe, and (2) the California Native American tribe responds, in writing, within 30 days of
receipt of the formal notification, and requests the consultation. In this regard, the Community Development
Department keeps on record a list of Native American Tribe contacts that have indicated that they are traditionally
and culturally affiliated with the Laguna Beach geographic area and have requested that the City contact them with
the release of environmental documents, )

City staff have contacted by letter the CCRPA, the San Gabriel Band of Mission Indians, the Gabrieleno Band of
Mission Indians — Kizh Nation, the Juaneno Band of Mission Indians, the Soboba Band of Luisefio Indians, the
Tongva Ancestral Territorial Tribal Nation, and the Gabrielino Tongva Tribe and requested that they respond with
any project concerns or consultation. As of the date of the preparation of this Initial Study, none of the
aforementioned tribes requested to provide such consultation to the City in regard to the subject project,
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Issues and Supporting information Sources | Potentially ) lessthan | LessThan | Nolmpact
ignificant Significant Significant
Sources Impact With impact
Mitigation
Incorporated

i) Listed or eligible for listing in the California 1

Register of Historical Resources, or in a local X

register of historical resources as defined in Public

Resources Code sevtion 5020.1(k).

As indicated above in 17(a), staff contacted by letter local tribe organizations that are traditionally and culturally
affiliated with the Laguna Beach geographic area and have requested that the City contact them with the release of
environmental documents. As of the date of the preparation of this Initial Study, no tribes requested consultation or
provided information that indicates that the project may impact significant tribal cultural resources. The project
would not result in substantial adverse change to any resource listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of
Historical Resources or in a local register of historical resources. However, if during futare development, such Native
American resources are discovered or uncovered, the project development will cease operation until an independent
Native American Consultant reviews any resources and can consult the City with regard to future development
constraints for protecting such resources.

i) A resource determined by the lead agency, in its 1 X
discretion and supported by substantial evidence,
to be significant pursnant to criteria set forth in
subdivision (¢) of Public Resources Code Section
5024.1. In applying the criteria set forth in
subdivision (¢) of Public Resource Code Section
5024.1, the lead agenoy shall consider the
significance of the resource to a California Native
American tribe,

As indicated above, staff contacted by letter local tribe organizations that are traditionally and culfurally affiliated
with the Laguna Beach geographic area and have requested that the City contact them with the release of
environmental documents. As of the date of the preparation of this Initial Study, no tribes requested consultation or
provided information that indicates that the preject may impact significant tribal cultural resources, The project
would not resuit in substantial adverse change to any resource determined fo be significant pursuant to 5624.1(c) of
the Public Resources Code. However, if during future development, such Native American resources are discovered
or uncovered, the project development will cease operation until an independent Native American Consultant reviews
any resources and can consult the City with regard to future development constraints for protecting such resources.

13. AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES Would the project:

a} Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or 8 X
Farmland of Statewide or Local Importance
(fmportant Farmland), as shown on the maps
prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and
Monisoring Program of the California Resources
Agency, or other agricultural resources, to non-
agricultural use?

The project site is not designated as Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide or Local
importance as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Moxnitoring Program of the
California Resources Agency, and has no other potential agricultural resource. As such, ne impact is anticipated.

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, 8 X
or a Williamson Act contract?
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Issues and Supporting Information Sources | FPotenfially | Lessthan | LessThan ; Nolmpact
Significant Significant Significant
Sources Impact With Impact
Mitigation
Incorporated

The project site has a General Plan land use designation of Central Business District (CBD), which does not allow
agricultural uses, The proposal incindes a renaming of the Civic Art District to the Arts District and minor boundary
delineation with the adjacent CBD Office District. Therefore, the project would not conflict with existing zoning for
agricultural use, or a Williamson Act Contract, and ne impact is anticipated,

¢) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause 8 X
rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public
Resources Code section 12220(p)), or timberland
(as defined by Public Resources Code section
4526}, or timberland zoned Timberland
Production (as defined by Government Code
section 51104(g))?

The project site does not contain forest lands or timberland. The City of Laguna Beach does not have any existing
Timberland Production Zones. Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict with existing zoning for, or cause
rezoning of, forest land, timberland or timberland production zones, and no impact is anticipated.

d) Result in the Joss of forest land, conversion of 3 X
forest land to non-forest use, or involve other
changes in the existing environment, which, due
to their location or nature, could result in
conversion of forest land to non-forest use?

The project site does ot contain any forest lands as defined in Public Resources Code section 12220(g). In additien,
the project site is not located in the vicinity of offsite forest resources, Thus, the proposed project would not resulf in
the loss or conversion of forest land to non-forest use, and no impact is anticipated.

e} Involve other changes in the existing environment, 3 X
which, due to their location or nature, could result
in conversion of Important Farmland or other
agricultural resources, to nonagricultural use?

The project site is not designated as Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmiand of Statewide or Local
Importance as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the
California Resources Agency. Therefore, no Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, Farmiand of Statewide or Local
Importance, or active agricultural operations will be converted to a nen-agricultural use, and no impact is anticipated.

¢
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19, MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

a) Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife
species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community,
reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered piant or animal or eliminate important examples of the major periods of
California history or prehistory?

No. Given the previous discussion and analysis in this Initial Study, the proposed DSP update does not have the potential to degrade
the guality of the environment, substantially reduce the habitat of fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop
below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate plant or animal community, reduce the number or restrict the range of rare or
endangered plants ‘or animals, or eliminate important examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory. The
proposed project consists of the adoption and implementation of the DSP, Loeal Coastal Program and Zoning Ordinance
Amendments. The updated Specific Plan is a policy- and regulatory-level document that does not include any development
preposals; and therefore, it would not directly result in physical exvironmental effects. Future development within the
Doewntown will be subject to environmentaj review as required by federal, State and City regulations.

b} Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively considerable? ("Cumulatively considerable” means that
the incremental effects of a project are considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of the past projects, the effects of other
current projects, and the effects of probable future projects.}

No. Given the previous discussion and analysis in this Initial Study, the impacts of Specific Plan implementation are individually
limited and not considered cumulatively considerable. Although incremental changes in certain areas can be expected as a result of
future improvements envisioned in the proposed DSP update, all environmental impacts that conld occur would be considered less
than significant, The proposed project consists of the adoptien and implementation of the DSP, Local Coastal Program and
Zoning Ordinance Amendments. The updated Specific Plan is a policy- and regulatory-level document that does not include
any development proposals; and therefore, it would not directly result in physical environmental effects. Future development
within the Downtown will be subject to environmental review as required by federal, State and City regulations.

¢) Does the project have environmental effects which will cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly?

No. The proposed project will not cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly. The
proposed project consists of the adoption and implementation of the DSP, Local Coastal Program and Zoning Ordinance
Amendments, The updated Specific Plan is a policy- and regulatory-level document that does net include any development
proposals; and therefore, it would not directly result in physical- environmental effects. Future development within the
Downtown will be subject to environmental review as required by federal, State and City regulations.

20. SOURCE REFERENCES

1 Draft Downtown Specific Plan Update Document,

2 City of Laguna Beach General Plan — Land Use Element, Housing Element, Open Space/Conservation Element, Transportation,
Circulation and Growth Management Element, Safety Element, Historic Resources Element, Noise Element, Landscape and Scenic
Highways Element.

Southern California Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) regulations and Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP)

Senate Bill 375 and Assembly Bill 32,

City of Laguna Beach Climate Protection Action Plan.

Downtown Specific Plan and Laguna Canyen Road Parking Management Plan.

Downtown Specific Plan Area Parking Actual Demand Study.

== S I = N N O/ Y - N

California important Farmiand Finder, https://maps.conservation.ca.gow/DLRP/CIFF/ (January 16, 2018).
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Village Laguna

Planning Commission
City of Laguna Beach
Laguna Beach, CA 92651

November 20, 2019

Dear Planning Commissioners,

The draft of the Downtown Specific Plan that you're reviewing tonight is virtually the same as the one you saw
on October 2. Since we failed to get your attention to the serious issues we raised at that meeting, we have no
choice but to repeat them.

The Downtown Specific Plan was designed to protect our business district’s mix of architectural styles, smali-
scale buildings, pedestrian orientation, rich variety of shops and services, and sense of community. This update
of it remains committed to preserving those features in most of its policies, but the Planning Commission’s
overall vision for the downtown is in conflict with this objective in a number of ways. This conflict is apparent
in the following policy changes:

1. The height limit,

The proposal to allow new second stories almost everywhere in the downtown violates the objective of keeping
the downtown small-scale and pedestrian-friendly. Staff argues that the safeguards built into the plan will
prevent the wholesale intensification of uses associated with second stories, but this argument only serves to
highlight the conflict.

There’s no evidence that residents are interested in seeing more housing downtown, that there is any need for it
(given the existing 400-some residential units), or that more housing would revitalize downtown business.
What the Housing Element of the General Plan appears to be most concerned about is overpayment for housing,
and adding second stories downtown without restricting them to affordable housing might make things worse,
given that short-term rentals are so profitable and are allowed in nearly all the downtown zones.

The existing height limit is fair, and it’s been working for thirty pears to kelp keep our downtown unique.
Please don’t change it.

2. Lot consolidation.

Allowing lot consolidations of more than 5,000 square feet on Broadway and in the Arts and Office districts
conflicts with the central objective of keeping the downtown small-scale (in particular p. 45, policies 19 and
20). General Development Standard A on p. 159 is clear about the intent—it says that parcels that exceed 5,000
square feet “shall not be merged together except for City-ownership projects.” The current version (Topic 8§,
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policy 6, p. 80), which advocates “considering” doing this and specifies that it be restricted to “affordable”
housing appears to recognize the danger of this idea.

Staff says that “it isn’t the intention that entire-block redevelopment would oceur.” The best way to
ensure that it doesn’t is 1o leave the important general standard (p. 159) intact and eliminate the new one
that conflicts with it (p. 80).

3. The nonconforming building height standard.

The municipal code permits nonconforming structures throughout the city to be reconstructed in kind when
they’re destroyed by fire or some natural disaster. The proposed new general standard {General Standards E1,
p- 162} would appear to allow the owner of a downtown building to tear it down and replace it with a building
of the same size, regardless of its historic defining features. There's a conflict here with the policies
encouraging preservation of all historic structures and requiring that the replacement of demolished or
altered structures reflect historic character and style.”

Please modify this standard to make it clear that historic structures can only be repaired or restored, not
replaced or reconstructed,

4. Flexibility in the permit process.

Monitoring the mix of businesses annually and changing permitting requirements as necessary (p. 142) is a
good idea, but staff is probably right in thinking that we need to hear from the retail consultants before making
detailed changes in the conditional use permit process.

Instead of committing fo the current system at this point, please delay the adoption of Table 5.1 until we have
received the consulfants’ report and know more about the implications of making some uses “permitied by
right.”

5. Parking.

The section on parking has never been closely reviewed and raises a number of questions. The draft plan (p. 63)
shows that parking occupancy often exceeds the 85% standard in the summer. (Some of us would say that it
often appears to exceed the standard even on weekdays during the winter.) Under the circumstances, adopting
blended parking with a requirement that is far lower than the demand generated by many businesses can be
expected to have a noticeable impact. The parking demand report makes two important assumptions—that any
residential projects will be supplying their own parking as required and that any parking associated with new
projects will be generally available to the public. The Downtown Specific Plan should include these provisions.

Please give this topic the detailed discussion it needs and consider adopting the Ad Hoc Conmmniftee’s
suggestion that no changes be made until the 85% standard is met year-round and adding the commitiee’s
recommended special finding with regard fo parking for restavrant uses.

6. Historic preservation.
Omitting all mention of the Historic Resources Inventory is a premature modification that assumes that the City

will be successful in dismantling the existing historic preservation ordinance next year, The plan should be
consistent with the ordinance we have rather than with some anticipated one, and the deletion of the list of
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historic buildings will rob us of valuable information about those buildings and is inconsistent with Village
Character Topic 1, policies 14, 15, 16, and 17 (p. 45) encouraging the preservation of all historic structures.

Please put the list of 65 historic buildings back and ensure that any references to historic preservation reflect
the existing ordinance.

7. Urban design guidelines.

Confronted with the consultant-prepared design guidelines for the downtown and the resident-prepared
alternative, staff has chosen to reproduce the first. Our impression from the many workshops conducted by the
consultants was that not many of their syggested changes in this regard were enthusiastically received, At least
we would like to see a comparison of the two sets of guidelines and inclusion of the resident group’s
suggestions where appropriate. Now that there is also a detailed treatment of the downtown in the Landscape
and Scenic Highways Resource Document and an action plan for the downtown streetscape is under way, this
whole chapter seems to need reconsideration.

Please postpone adoption of this chapter until ihe various sets of suggestions can be evaluated and combined,
8. Inconsistencies and errors in the text,

The document still needs detailed editing to eliminate inconsistencies and etrors of fact. For example, in some
portions of the text the Village Entrance Project is in the future, while in others it’s in process, We’ve made a
list of ordinary editorial changes that could serve as a point of departure,

Please allow time for a thorough review of the text and the graphics fo make sure that the document is as
clear and accurate as possible before it becomes a policy guide.

Given that the update is described as “fostering opportunities . . . to help fulfill the need for downtown housing”
and “providing for greater flexibility in development standards such as increased building height and simplified
parking requirements to meet future needs and growth,” it's difficult to see how the initial environmental study
can conclude that it “could not have a significant effect on the environment.” We've listed our reasons for
objecting to the Negative Declaration in a separate letter, where we recommend that the impacts be avoided by
eliminating policies that contribute to development and intensification of use in the downtown

Sincerely,

Johanna Feider
President, Village Laguna
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Village Laguna

Wendy fung

City of Laguna Beach
505 Forest Avenue
Laguna Beach, CA 92651

November 14, 2019

Re: Negative Declaration for Downtown Specific Plan revision

Dear Wendy,

Given that the current revision of the Downtown Specific Plan is described as “fostering opportunities . .
. to help fulfill the need for downtown housing with access to services and transportation™ and
“providing for greater flexibility in development standards such as increased building height and
simplified parking requirements to meet future needs and growth,” it is difficult to see how the Initial
environmental study can conclude that it “conld not have a significant effect on the environment.”

In our opinion, there are potential adverse effects in the following areas:

1. “Substantially degrading the existing visual character of the site and its surroundings” (1a).

By subjecting most of the downtown (compare figures 4.6 and 4.7) to the possibility of second stories
for market-rate housing and, in fact, the even more profitable short-terin lodging and by entertaining the
possibility of lot consolidation on Broadway and in the Office and Arts Districts, it has the potential to
disrupt the downtown’s “development pattern of small buildings on small lots” (Village Character,
policy 20} and variation in building heights (Urban Design 1.2, #1), its views of the mountains and the
ocean (Urban Design 1.2, #2), and its pedestrian orientation (Urban Design 1.3, #8). It cannot be
considered to “ensure that the existing visual character of the Downtown is retained or enhanced.”

2. “Causing a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historic resource” (4a).

Contrary to the Negative Declaration, it does not “maintain existing historic preservation policies” but
instead anticipates the conversion of our historic preservation ordinance to a voluntary system by
omitting any mention of the Historic Resources Inventory, with its wealth of information on dozens of
downtown buildings, and by allowing their demolition and reconstruction without reference to their
historic features (Land Use, General Development Standards, #E 1).

3. Increasing greenhouse gas emissions (6a).

The explicit intention to facilitate development and growth cannot be separated from the climate-change
consequences of demolition, construction, increased population density, and traffic congestion.
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4. Conflicting with the city’s many land use regulations for avoiding or mitigating environmental
effects (9b).

Rather than trying to accommodate these issues in another environmental impact statement, we
recommend that these impacts be avoided by eliminating the changes that encourage development
(including the relaxation of the parking requirements) that would open the way for intensification of use
of the downtown.

Sincerely,

Johanna Felder
President, Village Laguna
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Brown, Christina CD

i oo ]
From: Gwen Myers <gwen2468@cox.net> .
Sent: Sunday, November 17, 2019 7:32 PM
To: Planning Commission
Subject: Downtown Specific Plan revision

[NOTICE: This message originated outside of City of Laguna Beach -- DO NOT CLICK on finks or open attachments unless
you are sure the content is safe.]

Dear Planning Commissioners,

When considering your recommendation for revisions to the Downtown Specific plan, please consider the following:

Please preserve the unique character of our downtown, That means do not allow an increase in the height limit above
curtent limits. Also do not allow the combination of commercial lots into larger chunks creating larger businesses with
less diversity. There is value to our mosaic of small store fronts, each unique and individual.

Please do not decrease the number of parking spaces required. There are not enough already! Keep parking from
overflowing into residential neighborhoods.

You can ease the requirements of Conditional Use Permits so that businesses have more flexibility in response to
customer demand.

Pleasa consider some form of vacancy tax or penalty for landlords who allow their commercial property to sit
unoccupied.

Laguna is well known and beloved world wide because of its landscape, and eclectic mix of retail, entertainment and
interesting architecture. We need to enhance and cherish our special qualities. Businesses can and do thrive here when
they find a way to fit in and add to our community. Please don't allow a small group of developers to demand changes
that will destroy our special town.

Thank you for your consideration,
Sonny and Gwen Myers

1333 Terrace Way
Laguna Beach

48



Chamber of Commerco

Executive Commmittee

JJ. Ballesteres November 18, 2019

President

Ballesteros Group . "
Coldwsll Baner Residentia Laguna Beach Planning Commission
Brokerage

Dear Commissioners:

Julie Lavghion

Prasident-Elact,

Julie Laughton Design Build The Laguna Beach Chamber of Commerce strongly supports efforts to create a
David Rubel vibrant and economically viable downtown for our residents, visitors, and

Vice President merchants. In pursuit of this goal, the Chamber was involved in the creation

Fredde H. Rubel Jewelers and past revisions to the Downtown Specific Plan (DSP).

Nomt Grossman

Secrotary

Fomner Plarnung . . e
Commussioner For the hearing on November 20, we wish to express our position an two

City of Laguna Beach t(}pics:

Carmelit Green

Treasurer 1. Creation of more flexibility in the CUP process. We strongly support the

Teay Lee Designs alternative table submitted by the Ad Hoc Commiittee as encouraging

innovative, successful and/or potential new businesses to enter the

downtown with responsible parameters for uncertainty still allowing

g;?r’:‘cl’fg"““ﬂ‘” flexibility in achieving success. The table in the draft MIG version too

4G Ventutes often follows the current poiicy of discouraging the potential of new
businesses. We are awaiting the recommendations from the Urban

Board of Directon

g?“’“ Knepper Economist firm of Stanley R. Hoffman Associates and Stoffel &
et Associates which should be concluded sometime in December of 2019.
Mike Meisherger
e e 2. Support for the adoption of blended parking at the rate of 3 spaces per
1,000 square feet as recommended by the Commission at the October
Dong Vogel 2, 2019 meeting. The Chamber has been a strong supporter of the
e, blended parking concept as stated in our letters to the Commission on

Laguna Playhouse .
April 19, 2017 and May 8, 2017.

Reinftard Neubert

Director , .
Hatel Joaquin Thank you for your consideration.
Scott Sanches
Xrector
Firebrand Madia J.J.Ballesteros
Tver Russell President
rlgr LLNE S
Dicoctor Laguna Beach Chamber of Commerce
EX 935

Pavla Hornbuekle-Amold
Byracufive Director

357 GLENNEYRE ST,, LAGUNA BEACH, CA 82651 - (949) 494-1018 - LAGUNABEACHCHAMBER.ORG
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In each of the districts, use permitting requirements are defined. As market trends and needs change from
time to time, it may be beneficial to incentivize or to limit certain uses in the Downtown, As such, land
use permitting requirements (“Permitted”, ©“ AUP”, “TUP”, or “CUP™) may be changed by City Council
Resolution on an as needed basis per staff/consuitant recommendation. Review and changes, if any, to
permitting requirements for different land uses must be approved at a noticed public hearing by the City
Council and must occur at least annually. As applicable, land uses that have been changed through
resolution must continue to adhere to the “Special Findings Required for Certain Uses” section above due
to their potential impact on the character of the downtown.

The approval levels, permitted, TUP, or CUP, for uses in each district are summarized below:

viociijinUse = | ¢Bp-1 | cmp-2 | CBD-Visitor | CBD Office- | . :-.
. *(.Ngjt_:fgrmqlrab_a’_sed)123 Commercial Civic

Art Galleries—original or numbered, _
o . Permitted | Permitted | Permitted CUP Permitted
limited edition art work

Automobile Parking Lots/Facilities cup cup cup cup cup
Retail

= Retail supply stores, including but
not limited to yardage, hardware,
auto parts, plumbing, appliances, | permitted | Permitted | Permitted cup Permitted
paint and glass, garden supplies,
art supplies, office supplies, etc.,
with no open storage of materials
or equipment

¢ Other retail with NO sale of cup Permitted | Permitted CuUp Permitted
glcohol for off-site consumption

» Other retail with sale of alcohol

for off-site consumption; not cup CUp CUP cup cup
allowed within 200 yards of Main :
Beach
e Food, retail (pre-packaged and/or ’
take-out) for off-site consumption cup Permitted | Permitted cup Permitted

only (no on-site seating)
Food Services

cup cup cup cup Cup
*_FullService Restaurant =
s Non-full Service Restaurant Cup Cup cup CuP cup
® ice-cream, confectioner, and cup Permitted | Permitted cup Permitted

dessert stores

LAl formula based commercial uses reguire a CUP
2 Al uses not listed require a CUP
3 Uses potentially detrimental to the character of the downtown as defined by City Council resolution will require a

cup

50



CBD-1 CBD-2 HCBP-ViSitOI‘ CBD :Office'-
o . Gommercial | Civic
Market, grocery, health food storeé |
{with no sale of alcohol for off-site | Permitted | Permitted | Permitted Permitted | Permitted
consumption}
Office Uses . . .
Permitted cup CUp Permitted | Permitted
*» Medical
""""""""""""""""""""""" Permitted | Permitted Permitted
e All others Permitted on .
on Second | on Second Permitted {on Second
Second Floor
Floor Floor Floor
Services
» Salons/ Barbers/Naii/Skin care
e Paper reproduction or copy Permitted | Permitted cup cup Permitted
services, photography, pet
grooming, tailoring, shoe repair
* Llaundryand dry cleaners, with | o yiieq | cup cup CuP cup
on-site cleaning facilities
Institutional/Assembly
(Includes uses where large
numbers of people congregate
such as schools, libraries,
theatres, community centers,
. . CUP cup cue CUP cup
fitness centers, recreation,
community classes, hospital and
convalescent care, preschools,
religious buildings, excluding
restaurant/food uses)
Dedicated Public Faeility
cup Cup CuUp cup CUP
» Parks, Walkways, Trails, Parklets
Temporary Uses
* One-time, seasonal, or short TUP TUP TUP TUP TUP
duration uses
Artists’ Studios Permitted { Permitted | Permitted Permitted | Permitted
Music Studios {sales and classes) Permitted | Permitted | Permitted Permitted | Permitted
Commercial Home Occupations CuUp CUpP cup Cupr CUP
Hotels and Motels CUP cup CuUp Ccup CUP
Residential Parmitted | Permitied cup Permitted cup
rnight Visitor Accommodations
Overnight Visi AUP AUP AUP AUP AUP
{5TLs)
Other Uses No Mare Obnoxious CUpP CUp CUP cup CUP
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City of Laguna Beach
Planning Commission
505 Forest Avenue
Laguna Beach, CA 92651

November 19, 2019

RE: Comments on Initial Study and Negative Declaration for Amendments to the
Downtown Specific Plan

Dear Chairperson Sadler and Members of the Planning Commission,

These written comments address the Initial Study and proposed Negative Declaration
prepared by staff pursuant to the Califormia Environmental Quality Act for amendments
to the Downtown Specific Plan (DSP or Project). The DSP amendments and the
Negative Declaration are scheduled for your consideration at the Planning Commission
meeting on November 20, 2019,

The Initial Study for the DSP is flawed and cannot support the Negative Declaration.
Therefore, you should decline to approve the Negative Declaration. In addition, the
DSP, unless its effects are mitigated, will have significant impacts on the environment
by inducing growth leading to increases in residential housing and population in
downtown Laguna Beach. You should instruct the staff to prepare an Environmental
Impact Report requiring mitigation any of the Project’s significant environmental
impacts.

L. Since the Initial Study is flawed on its face, the Project’s Negative
Declaration cannot be approved.

A. The Project’s Initial Study is flawed because it used an outdated
Environmental Checklist

On December 28, 2018, the California Natural Resource agency approved amendments
to the CEQA Guidelines. See http; 3 12/upda . As part of the
amendments, key changes were made to Appendlx G the Enwronmental Checklist

used to prepare Initial Studies. See hitp:/resources.ca.gov/ceqa/docs/

T1of9
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2018 CEQA _FINAL TEXT 122818.pdf, pages 50-69. The City, however, used an

outdated environmental checklist to prepare the Initial Study for the Project.

(1) The updated Environmental Checklist added an analytical question addressing
whether changes resulting from a project increase the risk of wildfire occurrence.
The Project’s Initial Study does not address this question, and thus the Negative
Declaration cannot be approved

Akey change to the Environmental Checklist was the result of SB 1241 (Kehoe 2012),
which directed the state Office of Planning and Research add questions to the Checklist
related to projects located on lands classified as State Responsibility Areas pursuant to
Government Code 4102 and as Very High Fire Hazard Severity Areas pursuant to
Government Code 51177(1). See Public Resources Code section 21083.01, Pursuant to
SB 1241, the updated Environmental Checklist that became effective on December 28,
2018 included a new environmental factor for analysis, Wildfire. See hitp://

resources.ca.gov/ceqa/does/2018 CEQA_FINAL TEXT 122818.pdf, p. 68.

The DSP applies to land areas that are expressly targeted by the Wildfire topic in the
updated Environmental Checklist. The Wildfire topic applies to projects located in or
near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity
zones. A large part of the area covered by the DSP has been designated by the State

Fire Marshall as a Very ngh Fire Hazard Severity Area. (See https://osfin. fire.ca. gov/
s.pdf ) A smaller part is located in a State

RBSPOI]Slblllty Area des1gnated as a Very High Fire Hazard Security Zone. (See hitps://

osfin fire.ca gov/imedia/6737/thszs_map30.pdf)

One of the questions for analysis under the Wildfire topic is, does the project

[r]equire the installation or maintenance of associated infrastructure (such as
roads, fuel breaks, emergency water sources, power lines or other utilities) that
may exacerbate fire risk or that may result in temporary or ongoing impacts to
the environment?

if, p. 68.

The City has failed to address this question in the Project’s Initial Study, even though
the Project is located in high wildfire risk areas expressly targeted by the updated
Environmental Checklist. This faiture is a fatal flaw in the analysis, and thus the
Negative Declaration for the DSP cannot be approved.
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(2) The project description does not demonstrate that the Project will not have a
significant impact on the environment due to wildfire.

As discussed below, the proposed DSP will induce population and housing growth in
downtown Laguna Beach. The growth in population and housing may require the
installation of infrastructure increasing wildfire risk, especially electrical power
infrastructure. At the very least, there must be an analysis of this impact in the Project’s
Initial Study. In no case, however, is it possible to approve the Negative Declaration in
the complete absence of any analysis of population and housing and its connection to
the construction of electrical infrastructure that may increase wildfire risk.

B. The Project’s Initial Study is flawed because there is no evidence supporting
key conclusions in the Environmental Checklist.

Key environmental topic areas in the Environmental Checklist for the Project’s Initial
Study are unsupported by any evidence or citation to evidence. The Initial Study’s
failure to include any evidence-based analysis on these environmental topics is a
serious flaw in the analysis. These topic areas where the Initial Study fails to conduct
any evidence-based analysis include:

* Hazards and Hazardous Materials—See Project Initial Study, p. 12:

There are only three routes out of Laguna Beach in a wildfire or other emergency:
north on the Pacific Coast Highway, south on the Pacxﬁc Coast I—Ilghway, and Laguna
Canyon Road. See

eighborhood_maps.htm. The Project will induce significant population
and housmg growth in downtown Laguna Beach. Sgg discussion below. The Project’s
Initial Study fails to conduct any analysis whatsoever of the effect of increased
population in the DSP area on emergency evacuation. The Negative Declaration cannot
be approved with this serious flaw in the analysis.

* Hydrology and Water Quality—See Project Initial Study, p. 13




Attached as Exhibit I-is a map of the downtown area of Laguna Beach from the online

FEMA Map Service Center. See hitps.//msc fema.gov/portal/
search#searchresultsanchor. The portion of the map marked with the terms
“FLOODWAY™ and “Zone AE” overlaps much of the DSP area. The term “Zone AE”

refers to an area with a 1 percent annual risk of flooding, also known as “the 100-year

Flood Plain.” See, https://www.fema.gov/zone-ae-and-al-30.

A stated goal of the Project is to induce housing construction in the DSP area, which is
largely in the 100-year Flood Plain. See discussion below. The Initial Study’s failure to
even acknowledge these basic facts, or to conduct a fact-based analysis, is a serious
flaw in the analysis preventing approval of the Negative Declaration.

* Population and Housing—Initial Study, page 15.

The City’s stated purpose for housing changes in the DSP area is to promote housing.
Under the heading “Encouraging New Housing Opportunities,” a Planning Department
Staff Report states that one of the Project’s purpose is to eliminate residential density
standards in the downtown area because they “potentially discourage housing
opportunities.” See Draft Downtown Specific Plan Update, p. 5 (August 21, 2019).
Similarly, the Project increases building height for residential housing to provide
flexibility to support infill development, mixed-use development, and more housing
throughout the downtown to meet the city’s future needs and growth. Id., pp. 5-6.

Indeed, even the Initial Study’s discussion concedes that implementing the DSP “may”
lead to increases in housing. See City’s response to Project Initial Study Question 12
(a), atp. 15. The city also concedes that a purpose of the DSP is to “enhance housing
opportunities in the downtown area.” Id, Without any factual support, however, the city
baldly asserts that “it is not anticipated that the it [the Project] would induce a
substantial population growth in the area” and that “[t]his impact would be less than
significant.” There is, however, no factual support whatsoever for these assertions. Nor
is there any cifation to factual support.

The DSP will in fact induce substantial increases in housing and population in
downtown Laguna Beach. Increases in housing and population will result from three

Project changes. First, the Project increases maximum building height for new
construction in most areas covered by the DSP. The current Downtown Specific Plan
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limits building height for new construction to 12 feet or 1 story, with a few limited
exceptions. See Existing Downtown Specific Plan, p. V-27, para. E. The Project,
however, will allow large areas of the DSP to increase building height to 24 feet or two
stories. See Proposed DSP, p. 161 para. E, table 5-2. And in a smaller area, the DSP
allows an increase building heights to 36 feet or three stories. See id. These height .
ncreases are allowed by the Project provided that the additional stories and height are
used for business or professional offices, exclusive of medical or dental offices, or for
residential housing. Id. Discussion below explains that it is much more likely that
second and third stories will be used for residential housing.

Second, the Project increases housing and population in the downtown area by
removing all limitations on housing density. Currently, most housing in the Project area
—when it is allowed— is limited to one housing unit for every 2000 square feet of lot
area. See, eg. Existing Downtown Specific Plan, p. V-2 (CBD-1, Resident Serving
District), p. V-4 (CBD-2, Downtown Commercial District), p. V-8 (CBD Office
District). For historically significant homes, the density limitation is 1 unit per 1000
square feet of lot area, id., as it is for residential uses in the CBD Visitor Commercial
District. Seg id. at p. V-6. The Project, however, removes all density requirements for
residential housing in the Project area. S¢e Draft Downtown Specific Plan Update, p. 5
(August 21, 2019).

Third, the Project relaxes limitations on housing as an allowed use. Under the current
Downtown Specific Plan, housing is not an allowed use in the Central Bluffs District.
See Existing Downtown Specific Plan, pp. V-19, V-20. Under the Proposed DSP,
however, subject to a conditional use permit, housing is an allowed use. See Proposed
DSP, p. 144, table 5-1. In the Civic Arts District—renamed the Arts District in the
Proposed DSP—the only residential use allowed by the Current DSP is Artist Live/
Work. See Existing Downtown Specific Plan, p. V-13. Arfist Live/Work is subject to
stringent requirements, including providing evidence of a body of work for the prior
three years, formal training in the arts, art presentations or shows, and letters of
recommendation from three recognized artists or arts professionals. Id,, Laguna Beach
Municipal Code sec. 25.16.030.

The effect of these three Project changes —allowing increased building heights that in
some cases will triple allowed building height, eliminating all density requirements for
residential housing, and allowing residential housing as a use in areas where either it is
disallowed by the current Downtown Specific Plan or it is highly discordance —will
induce growth housing and population in the downtown area. (See discussion below of
a fact-based analysis of the housing and population increases caused by the Project.)
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The City instead argues in the Project Initial Study that the new housing would be
limited because the majority of parcels in the DSP area are dedicated to non-residential
uses, and therefore new housing would result from redevelopment, second story
additions, and conversion of existing second-story commercial uses to residential. Id,
These redevelopment changes, however, are precisely what the city is intending to
promote with the DSP changes to building height standards. See Draft Downtown,
Specific Plan Update, p. 5-6 (“Modifications to building height standards provide the
opportunity and flexibility to support infill development, mixed use development, and
more housing throughout the downtown to meet the City’s future needs and growth.”)

The City obviously intends and believes that the DSP building height and density
changes will be effective in promoting population and housing growth, But the City
then asserts—without any factual basis—that the changes will not be so effective that
the growth will be significant or substantial. There are, however, no facts supporting
the city’s position that it has hit a sweet spot between inducing growth, but not so much
growth that the impact is significant or substantial. In fact, the growth in population
and housing resulting from the Project will be substantial and will lead to significant
impacts. See discussion below.

The point here is that the city lacks any evidentiary support for its finding in the
Project’s Initial Study that housing and population growth will be less than significant.
And without evidence to support its findings, the Initial Study is defective and the
Negative Declaration cannot be approved. See 14 Cal. Code Regs. Sec 15063(d)(3)
(initial study shall contain identification of environmental effects provided that entries
on checklist or other form are briefly explained to indicate that there is some evidence
to support the entries); Sundstrom v. County of Mendocino (1988) 202 Cal. App.3d 296
(negative declaration overturned where county failed to investigate potential impacts
and provide factual support for its conclusions—record of actions must demonstrate
and not simply assume that significant impacts will not occur).

In any case, the City used the wrong standard to evaluate housing and population
growth caused by the Project. The December 28, 2018 CEQA Guideline amendments
changed the analytical question in Appendix G on population and housing growth. The
analyuca.l questlon as modified, is whethcr the project wﬂl canse unp!anned growth.

. , , 4 pdf, p. 65.
The clty never evaluated ﬂns quesuon And there are 10 plannmg documents in the
record of this proceeding evaluating housing or population growth in the DSP area.
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C. The project description in the Project’s Initial Study erroneously describes the
project so as to avoid environmental analysis. Accordingly, the Initial Study is
flawed, and the Negative Declaration cannot be approved.

The project description for the initial study describes the updated DSP as “a policy-
and-regulatory-level document.” The project description also states that the DSP’s
purpose is to provide policy direction and implementation measures that serve to guide,
among other things, development standards in the downtown area. The project
description suggests that detailed envirommental review is not required for the DSP
because—as a policy-level document——it does not cause direct changes to the
environment. This is both factually and legally mistaken.

The DSP is not simply a policy-level document. In addition to policy guidance, it
contains the development standards for the downtown area. See City of Laguna Beach
Municipal Code sec. 25.40.010. In fact, the DSP is incorporated by reference into the
city’s Zoning Ordinance. Id. at 25.40.030. The development standards contained in the
land use section of the DSP are the most granular standards applying to the downtown
area.

The unphcatlon that detailed envuonmentai rev1e,w 18 not requued for planmng-level

projects is also an error. See, e.g., I 2
(2005) 131 Cal.4th 1170 {city’s adoptlon of negatwe declaratmn for new beach master
plan was overturned because the initial study failed to evaluate possible adverse
impacts from potential increases in use of beach by unleashed dogs); City of Redlands
v. County of San Bermnardino (2002) 96 Cal. App.4th 398 (county’s adoption of negative
declaration overturned in part because amendments to county general plan changed
land use policies by eliminating requirements that would have had the effect of limiting

potential impacts of development).

The project description in the DSP Initial Study attempts to avoid detailed
environmental review by misdescribing the project and then suggesting, mistakenly,
that it does not require detailed review. Accordingly, the Initial Study is flawed, and the
Negative Declaration cannot be approved.

2. Since the Project will have significant impacts on housing and
population growth, the City must prepare an Environmental Impact
Report.

A study of the downtown area shows that there are approximately unique 255 stories in
the primary Project area (which does not include the Multiple-Family District—see
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Building Story Survey, exhibit 2). In total, out of the 255 existing stories in the
primary downtown area, the Project would make it possible to add an additional 176
stories that would be eligible for housing. This is a 72 percent increase in the stories in
the downtown area. Although the DSP provides that additional second and third stories
must used either for business and professional offices, exclusive of dental or medical
offices, or for residential housing, see Proposed DSP, p. 162, it is likely that they will
be used for residential housing. It is likely that additional stories will be used for
housing because the Project encourages housing as a use. See Draft Downtown
Specific Plan Update, p. S(August 21, 2019)(discussion under heading “Encouraging
New Housing Opportunities.”) In the Central Bluffs District, residential housing is an
allowed use pursuant to a conditional use permit. See Id., table 5-1, p.144, Offices,
however, are disallowed. Id. This means that in the Central Bluffs, residential housing
uses are the only way to meet the requirement regarding second stories. And in both the
CBD 1 Resident Serving District and CBD 2 Downtown Commercial District, housing
is a use by right. Id. Professional and business offices, on the other hand require a
conditional use permit. Id. One of the City’s stated purposes for the Project was to
increase housing opportunities. The amendments will have that effect, and to a very
significant degree.

Also, there is high demand in Laguna Beach for residential housing. The current cost
of residential housing in Laguna Beach has been estimated by the website Zillow at
B1215 per square foot, which is almost three times higher than the average cost per
square foot in the Los Angeles-Long Beach-Anaheim Metro area of $440. See https://
www.zillow.com/laguna-beach-ca/home-values/. The economics of housing in Laguna
Beach compel the conclusion that the Project will lead to a significant increase in
housing in the DSP area. Further, since the Project eliminates density requirements for
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housing in the DSP area, see Draft Downtown Specific Plan Update, pp. 4,5 (August
21, 2019), there will be both a significant increase in housing and a significant
population increase.

Thank-you for your consideration of these commenis,

Very truly yours,

Laguna Residents First

’ by: QJ/LA Hﬁ/\ﬁiated: uﬂq/ 201?
“David Raber :

-

by: . ts7z7  dated: /7/ / Z/ 2o/
’(}eorge Weiss

Laguna Beach Council on Good Government

by: mpww{ﬂdated: ”! \1!20{?

Kurt R. Wiese
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Purpose of Surv.

On November 18, 2019, a building survey was conducted in the downtown area of
Laguna Beach covered by the proposed Downtown Specific Plan, The purpose of the
survey was to determine which buildings in the downtown area could have exira floors
added to accommodate additional housing in the downtown area, and thereby
determine the extent to which housing growth could occur in the downtown area as a
result of amendments fo the City of Laguna Beach Downtown Specific Plan (DSP).

Methodology

The first step in the study was to identify the different Land Use Districts subject to the
Downtown Specific Plan. The different Land Use Districts were identified because each
Land Use District has unique height and use limitations with regard to adding
additional floors containing new housing.

Next, survey sheets were prepared for each Land Use District. The survey sheets
contained a column for building address, for the number of floors of the building or
buildings at an address, and for the current bullding use by fioor.

Next, on November 18, 2019, three surveyors walked through each Land Use District in
the downtown area and recorded the data described above on survey sheats,

The data was then tabulated by Land Use District and is presented below in Table 1 in
the results section of this Survey,

Data for each of the Land Use Districts in the DSP area is included in Table 1, except
for data from the Multiple-Family Land Use District. Nor is that data included in the
Discussion and Conclusions section of this survey. There are several reasons for not
including data from the Multiple-Family District. First, the Multiple-Family District sits
on a biuff above the other Land Use Districts in the DSP area. The siting of the Multiple
Family District on a bluff is relevant to this study because due to this geographical
remove, environmental impacts relevant to this project, such as flooding risk, are not
relevant. Also, the development rules for the Multiple-Family District are the same in
the current Downtown Specific Plan and in the Proposed DSP. Also, most of the
buildings in this District are large—some very large—multi-family structures. It is highly
unlikely that there will be any significant additions to structures in this District. Thus,
analysis of the Multiple-Family District is not relevant to an analysis of the growth-
inducing effects of the DSP. Also, the quality of the data gathered from this Land Use
District is may be less reliable than that gathered from the other Districts. Many of the
buildings had locked gates and some had signs forbidding entry to non-residents. For
completeness, a summary of the data from the Multi-Family District is included in a
footnote at the end of this survey.
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Qualifications

Due to the nature of the arrangement of buildings in the downtown area, the data
developed in this survey is imprecise. In many cases, buildings in the downtown area
are clustered under a single address. An effort was made in these cases to count the
clustered buildings, but precision cannot be guaranteed. In certain of these cases,
where determining the exact number of buildings at an address was difficult, a single
address was recorded for survey purposes. In certain cases, it was difficult to
determine the exact number of stories of certain buildings. It was difficutt in some
instances to determine whether a building had multiple storles or an extended false
front. In some instances, in particular in the Central Bluffs area, buildings are behind
locked gates and were not visible from public areas.

In at least two significant instances, in the Central Bluffs District and the Arts District,
the survey understates, perhaps significantly, the effect of the Project on enabling
construction of new two-story housing. In the Central Bluffs Disirict, There are large
empty areas—parking lots and at least one empty lot—that could be incorporated into
a Planned Integrated Development with new two-story or 24 foot buildings with new
residential housing. Pursuant to the Project, new construction of second stories in the
Central Bluffs would be required to be housing since offices are not an allowed use.
Indeed, both floors of the new construction could be housing. Similarly, in the Arts
District, there are large blackiopped areas on the south side of Pacific Coast Highway
that could be developed pursuant to a Planned integrated Development into 36-story
buildings with the upper floors required to be business or professional offices or
housing. These Project impacts on housing in the Arts and Central Bluffs District are
difficuilt to quantify. Therefore, they were not included in the results section below,
which is quantitative. They should, however, be considered qualitatively as significant
growth inducing impacts for housing.

Despite these qualifications, it was possible in the majority of cases to determine the
number of buildings at an address and the number of stories. The data developed here,

although not precise, is sufficiently reliable to indicate the potential effect of the Project
on housing and office construction in the downtown area.
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Resulis

The survey results are presented in Tables 1.

TABLE 1-CURRENT NUMBER OF STORIES PER BUILDING
AND POTENTIAL ADDITIONAL STORIES PER BUILDING ENABLED BY
- THE PROJECT

CBD Office 26 29 4 59 26" {note 1)
Arts 32 2 0 34 54" (note 2)
de Visitor 23 23 o 48 0* (note 3)
CBD 1 25 7 1 33 25" (note 4)
CBD 2 40 21 2 83 40* {note 5)
Cent. Bluffs 13 5 2 20 13" {note 6)
TOTAL 255 184

Discussion and Conclusion

Data from this survey indicates that currently there are approximately 255 unique
stories in the DSP area. The Project would enable an additional 184 stories to be
added as second or third floors. This is a 72 per cent increase in the number of floors
existing in the DSP area. For the reasons discussed above, it should be expected that
the majority of these new stories would be purposed for residential use.

NotestoTable 1

1. In the CBD Office District, the DSP proposes to increase the height limit to 24 feet or two stories.
Thus, the DSP would enable a second story to be added to the 28 single-story buildings in the CBD
Office District, which would be required by the DSP to be used for either business or professional offices
or for housing.

2. In the Arts District, the DSP proposes a 36 foot height limit as part of a Planned Integrated
Development, which is the height limit subject to similar limitations in the current Downtown Specific

Plan. However, the DSP removes the limitation in the current Downtown Specific Plan that the only
residential use in the Arts District is Artist Live/Work. There are approximately 27 single-story buifdings on
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the south side of the Laguna Canyon Road that could be incorporated into PiDs of up to 36 feet,
provided that the new second story and third stories are used for business and professional offices or for
residential housing.

3. For the CBD Visitor-Commercial District, the height limits largely mirror those in the existing Downtown
Specific Plan. Thus, it is not assumed that any additional stories will be added to buildings in this District,

4. In the CBD-1 Resident Serving District, the current height limit is 12 feet and one story. The Project
would allow addition of a second story on the 25 one-story buildings in the CBD-Resident Serving
District for use as business or professional offices or as residential housing. Howeaver, it is more likely that
new second stoty addilions would be for housing since the under the Project, housing is a use of right,
and offices require a CUR

5. In the CBD-1 Hesident Serving District, the current height limit is 12 feet and one story. The Project
would affow adgition of a second story on the 40 one-story buildings in the CBD-Resident Serving
District for use as business or professional offices or as residential housing. However, it is more likely that
new second stoty additions would be for housing since the under the Project, housing is a use of right,
and offices require a CUR

6. In the Central Bluffs District, the current hight limit is 12 feet and one story. Under the DSP height limit
is 24 feet or two stories far buildings that are part of a Planned Integrated Developrment. Thus, the 13
one-story buildings in the Central Bluffs District could be incorporated into a Planned Integrated

Development and have a second story added for housing only, since offices are a disaflowed use in the
Central Bluffs District

1 story-—1; 2 story—13; 3 story—85, units—98,
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November 20, 2019

Ms. Wendy Jung
Senior Planner
City of Laguna Beach

505 Forest Avenue

t

Laguna Beach, CA 92651

Subject:

Downtown Specific Plan Update (L.ocal Coasial Program
Amendment 19-4482 and Zoning Ordinance Amendment 19-
4483) Negative Declaration and Initial Study

Dear Ms. Jung:

Thank you for providing the Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA) with
the Negative Declaration and Initial Study (Study) for the Downtown Specific Plan
Update (Project). The following comments are provided for your consideration:

The Study describes the Laguna Beach Trolley and the importance of this
service to residents, businesses, and visitors to the City of Laguna Beach
(City). In addition to the City-operated trolley, the Study should note that
OCTA operates Orange County Bus Routes 1 & 89 through the City.
Route 1 provides service every day between San Clemente and Long
Beach via Pacific Coast Highway. Route 89 connects Laguna Beach 1o the
important Laguna Hills Transportation Center via Laguna Canyon Roead.
In addition to the 602,000 annual passenger boardings on the City's
trolley, Routes 1 & 89 have approximately 178,000 annual boardings in the
City. An OCTA onboard survey shows that 30-40 percent of users of these
roufes live in the City. There are also many transfers between the two
routes as well as the City trolley system. If the City does not achieve and
maintain 10 Boardings per Revenue Vehicle Hour by June 30, 2020, then
OCTA's Project V funding for the service will be cancelled no later than
August 15, 2020 and with no further action.

The Study indicates that the Laguna Beach Transit Center (Center) may
be redeveloped if the transit routes serving the Center are moved to on-
street aperation. As you may be aware, OCTA has a lease to use the
Center for our bus service until 2030. OCTA intends to continue to use this
location until a suitable replacement location is identified and agreed to by

Orange Counly Transportation Authority
550 South Main Sireet / P.0. Bosx 14184 / Orange / California 92863-1584 / (714) 850-OCTA (6282}
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Ms. Wendy Jung
November 20, 2018
Page 2

both the City and OCTA. The new location should allow for convenient
transfers and have adequate restroom facilities for our coach operators
during all operating hours. The location should include sufficient space for
three buses and shouid be as close to Pacific Coast Highway as possible
to allow minimal deviation of Route 1.

Throughout the development of this project, we encourage communication with
OCTA on any matters discussed herein, If you have any questions or comments,
please contact me at (714) 560-5907 or at dphu@octa.net.

Sincerely,

e 2

Dan Phu
Manager, Environmental Programs

c Kurt Brotcke, OCTA
Gary Hewitt, OCTA
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State of California —~ Natural Resources Agency GAVIN NEWSOM, Governor

DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE CHARLTON H. BONHAM, Director
South Coast Region

3883 Ruffin Road

San Diego, CA 62123

(858) 467-4201

www.wildlife.ca.gov

November 20, 2019

Wendy Jung, Senior Planner
City of Laguna Beach

505 Forest Avenue

Laguna Beach, CA, 92651

Subject: Comments on the Negative Declaration for the Downtown Specific Plan Update
(LCP 19-4482 and ZOA 19-4483), Laguna Beach, CA (SCH# 2019109065)

Dear Ms. Jung:

The California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) has reviewed the above-referenced
Negative Declaration and the updated Downtown Specific Plan (DSP) for the City of Laguna
Beach (City). The DSP is a regulatory and policy document that serves to guide growth, design,
and development standards in downtown Laguna Beach and to preserve and enhance the
character of the Downtown, The DSP does not include proposals for development. Future
development projects would require individual environmental review under federal, State, and
City guidelines. Therefore, the draft Negative Declaration finds that the update to the DSP
would not result in any direct effects to the environment or biological resources.

CDFW is California’s Trustes Agency for fish and wildlife resources and holds those resources
in trust by statute for all the people of the State. (Fish & G. Code, §§ 711.7, subd. (a) & 1802;
Pub. Resources Code, § 21070; California Environmental Quality Act [CEQA] Guidelines §
153886, subd. (a).} CDFW, in its trustee capacity, has jurisdiction over the conservation,
protection, and management of fish, wildlife, native plants, and habitat necessary for biologically
sustainable poputations of those species. (/d., § 1802.) Similarly, for purposes of CEQA, CDFW
is charged by law to provide, as available, biclogical expertise during public agency
environmental review efforts, focusing specifically on projects and related activities that have the
potential to adversely affect fish and wildlife resources.

CDFW offers the foliowing comments and recommendations to assist the City in developing
DE&P guidelines for future landscaping and development in the Downtown to avoid significant, or
potentially significant, direct and indirect impacts on fish and wildlife (biological) resources.,

Comments

1. The DSP Area consists primarily of urban development, but limited portions of the
planning area are adjacent to natural areas and native habitat, such as those areas
designated as public park/open space, as well as the Village Entrance north of City Hall.
The Village Entrance primarily consists of parking spaces. However, a project is
currently in construction to develop this area for pedestrian use with protected pathways
and new landscaping.

We recommend that the DSP include a policy stating that landscaping near open space
areas does not include exotic plant spectes that may be invasive to native habitats.

Exotic plant species not to be used include those species on the California Invasive
Plant Council's (Cal-IPC) Invasive Plant inventory. A copy of the complete list can be

Conserving California’s Wildlife Stnce 1870
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iil.

obtained from the Cal-IPC website at hittp:/mww.cat-ipc.org. th addition, landscaping
adjacent to open space areas should not use plants that require intensive irrigation,
fertilizers, or pesticides. In addition, planting materials should be free of insectivorous
pests, particularly Argentine ants (fridomyrmex humif) and fire ants (Solenopsis invicta),
and any planting stock should first be inspected by a qualified pest inspector to ensure it
is free of pest species that could invade natural areas. Infested stock should not be
allowed on the project site and should be quarantined, treated, or disposed of according
to best management principles by qualified experts in a manner that preciudes invasions
into natural habitats.

The Polyphagous and Kuroshio shot hole borers (ISHBs) are invasive ambrosia beetles
that introduce fungi and other pathogens into host trees. The adult female (1.8-2.5 mm
tong) tunnels galleties into the cambium of a wide variety of host trees, where it lays its
eggs and propagates the Fusarium fungi species for the express purpose of feeding its
young. These fungi cause Fusarium dieback disease, which interrupts the transport of
water and nutrients in at least 58 reproductive host tree species (both ornamental and
native), with impacts to other host tree species as well. With documented occurrences
throughout Orange County, including multiple recorded occurrences of polyphagous shot
hole borers in Aliso and Woods Canyon Park, and one within the City, the spread of
invasive shot hole borers (ISHBs) could have significant impacts in local ecosystems. In
addition, invasive shot hole borers could infect a number or native and ornamental tree
species within the City. If unchecked, an infestation could result in a significant cost to
the City on the form of removing and replacing dead and infested ornamental plantings.
Therefore, with regard to ISHBs, we recommend the DSP include Best Management
Practices (BMPs) to prevent further spread of these beetles, such as:

Inspection of nursery materials prior to use in landscaping, to ensure that infested
plants are not installed;

Routine inspection of established landscaping trees for signs of ISHB infestation.
Vulnerable host trees include species of maple, sycamore, ficus, oak, willow,
cottonwood, wisteria, and others;

Education of City workers and landscapers regarding 1SHBs and their spread and
how to deal with infected traes by a) reporting sign of ISHB infestation, including
sugary exudate ("weeping"} on trunks or branches and ISHB entry/exit-holes (about
the size of the tip of a ballpoint pen), to the Department and UCR’s Eskalen Lab, )]
equipment disinfection, c) pruning infected limbs in infested areas where project
activities may occur, d) avoidance and minimization of transport of potential host tree
materials; e) chipping potentlal host materials to less than 1 inch and solarization,
prior to delivering to a landfill, f) chipping potential host materials to less than 1 inch,
and solarization, prior to composting on-site, g} burning of potential host tree
materials;

Please refer to UCR's Eskalen lab website for more information regarding 1SHBs:
http:/feskaleniab.ucr.edu/pshb, htmi.
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Wendy Jung, Senior Planner
City of Laguna Beach
November 20, 2019
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CDFW appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Negative Declaration for the DSP to
assist the City in identifying guidelines and policies to reduce potential project and landscaping
impacts on biological resources adjacent to the Downtown area.

Questions regarding this letter or further coordination should be directed to Meredith Osborne,
Environmental Scientist at (858) 636-3163 or Meredith.Osborne@wildiife.ca.gov.

jﬁyncerelyt ) (**
O
..;-‘_“_‘ c . ~\ L;"'!; S
Gail K. Sevrens
Environmental Program Manager

South Coast Region

ec: Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse, Sacramento
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Jung, Wendy CD

From: Jjohnthomas@cox.net

Sent: Wednesday, November 20, 2019 2:10 PM
To: Jung, Wendy CD

Cc: Thomas, John

Subject: CEQA comment regarding the DSP Update
Fellow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

[NOTICE: This message originated outside of City of Laguna Beach -- DO NOT CLICK on links or
epen attachments unless you are sure the content is safe.]

Wendy: The staff report for the "Final Draft Downtown Specific Plan Update” states November 20 is the 1ast
date for public comment regarding the Negative Declaration.

Regarding the proposed reduction in required parking in the DSP area {o 3/1000: If | understand the
implications correcily, if the DSP update is approved with that change, the amount of parking currently in
existence would allow the expansion of the square footage of downtown buildings perhaps 170,000 sq. fi.
without any additional parking being required. [t is hard to understand how that would not have environmental
impacts. Accordingly, | guestion whether a Negative Declaration is the appropriate environmental document
for this change.
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TO: Laguna Beach Planning Commission November 20, 2019

SUBJECT: Proposed DSP Update Negative Declaration

| believe that the negative declaration for the Downtown Specific Plan is incomplete, specifically

Sections 4{a) and 15(a). The reasons are given hefow.

Section 4{a) Cultural Resources. [n part, the staff justification reads, “The proposed project includes the
adoption of an updated DSP, which maintains existing historic preservation policies. Policies are
intended to encourage preservation of all historic structures, with an emphasis on those identified on

the City’s Historic Register, as well as encourage the re-use of historically significant buildings.”
The reasons this may be deficient inciude:

1. The current DSP list 65 historic structure {pages lH-7 and 11I-8). The proposed revised DSP lists 27
{page 47). No rationale is given for this reduction.

2. Although the City Council has expressed support for a revised Historic Preservation Ordinance
that would eliminate the Historic Inventory, this has not been adopted as a new ordinance. As
such, the statement that the ravised DSP “. . . maintains existing historic preservation policies” is
in error.

3. Atthe very least, a more detailed explanation is required,

Section 15(a) Transportation/Traffic. One key feature of the proposed revised DSP is the immediate

adoption of a blended parking rate of 3 spaces per 1000 square feet for “certain non-residential uses”,

including retail and restaurants.
The reasons this may be deficient included:

1. There is no discussion of potential spillover into residential neighborhoods, an inevitable
outcome of reduction of required parking is areas currently deficient in parking. This need is
discussed in the Parking Managernent (PMP) report that serves as the basis for City's policies in
the DSP area. On pages 48-49 of that report five recommendations are made:

a. Conduct parking occupancy studies in peak periods to determine the prevalence of
shoppers and employers parking in residential neighborhoods;
b. Create a process for community dialogues about permit programs and pricing options;

c. Expand current resident only parking programs as appropriate;
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d. Select pilot neighborhoods to participation in an on-street parking scheme in which
residents parking free, shappers and employees pay to park, and revenues are returned
for neighborhood improvements;

e. Expand pilot program as appropriate.

This toplc should be included in the revised DSP text,

2. The Initial Study needs to address potentials for the negative consequences of immediate
adoption of a blended rate. Although blended parking is an accepted parking management
technique, immediate adoption does not seem warranted by the fact that after five years of
implementation of recommended actions, “. . . the Downtown Specific Plan (DSP) area
congestion remains at similar levels as in 2013” (staff report on Proposed Citywide Parking Rate
Structure, page 2, November 19, 2019).

3. Two of the recommendations in the Parking Demand Study are not incorporated in the revised
DSP or mentioned in the initial Study, Without these recommendations, the validity of the
required number of three space per 1000 square feet is in guestion. The two recommendations:

a. Page 33 —“The blended rate includes both public and private parking and does not
account for any residential land uses throughout the DSP area. It is assumed that
residential uses provide their own parking and are not part of the public/private parking
system.,”

Note that in the proposed DSP, “Residential uses shall provide a minimum of one space
for every studio or one-bedroom unit, two spaces for every unit with two or more
bedrocms” (page 164). This is different from the City’s requirement for two spaces for
mast residential units (25.52.012).

b. Page 34 - “Requiring as a condition of approval that all newly constructed private
parking in any non-residential development in the DSP area or adaptive reuse project be
made available to the public.”

The key phrase is that all of the parking be available to the public. This is in conflict with
the section entitled “Parking Spaces Available to the General Public” on page 164 of the

proposed DSP,

Norm Grossman
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Brown, Christina CD

From: Tyler Russell McCusker <tyler@kx835.com>
Senf: Wednesday, November 20, 2019 2:27 PM
To: Plzanning Commission

Subject: Support for Downtown Specific Plan

INOTICE: This message originated outside of City of Laguna Beach -- DO NOT CLICK on links or
open attachments unless you are sure the content is safe.]

Hello Planning Commission,

Below are my opinions, shared by many members of "Young Minds for Laguna's I'uture,” in support of the
Dovwntown Specific Plan. I will also be speaking at tonight's meeting:

I am in support of the Downtown Specific Plan and encourage the Planning Commission to recommend that City Council
adopt this final draft because;

e After 30 years of discussion, amendments, and workshops, it's time that progress is finally seen

e [want to see more businesses of all types downtown. A downtown with dozens of vacant storefronts
obviously does not contribute to the health of our community. Reducing the parking requirements will allow
new start-ups, creative spaces, shaps, and restaurants to not be discouraged by Laguna’s planning counter and
to keep pursuing their idea HERE, rather than taking it to Costa Mesa or Santa Ana. We must be able to compete
for start-ups, and we cannot do that with our existing restrictions.

e | recognize that the way people get around has changed. Uber, Lyft, and, of course our trolley system,
means that parking requirements can confidently be reduced.

e | recognize that, when visiting downtown and parking my car, | often spend time at more than one business,
which is why a more blended approach to parking makes sense.

e Unlike some of the opponents of the Downtown Specific Plan, my work, my kids, and my lack of retirement
do not allow me to travel to Europe for months at a time, where parking reguirements do not exist and city
squares are filled with energy. So, | want to be able to get that right here at home at “California’s Riviera.”

¢ ]want more dining, especially fast casual, options in town. | do not want to have to drive to Alisc Viejo in
order to get an affordable, quick bite, especially late at night, that isn’t Jack in the Box or Adonis.

o | am saddened and concerned by the closures of Hotel Laguna, Laguna Drug, Tommy Bahama, Central,
White House, Tortilla Republic, Johnny Rockets, and, coming soon, Bls. The outlook is grim, and we must do
something to stop it.

¢ }am concerned that tourism and attendance to our art festivals last time was down for the first time in
many, many years. | am confident that a spirited downtown would improve that.

e [want downtown’s vibrancy and sense of community to be increased by pecple living there in new, second-
story housing. [ want to encourage more students, artists, musicians, and even single seniors to be able to afford
to live in Laguna, and to be able to do it without a car, thus reducing our carbon footprint and our traffic, In fact,
we arge mandated by the state to create more than 350 new housing options, and downtown is the perfect place
to do that.

Tyler Russell McCusker
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General Manager | Founder
KX 93.5, Laguna's Only FM
949-715-4859
@Tyler_Russell

@KX935

=

Listen LIVE 24/7 via kx935.com/listen, or our Android & iPhore Apps!
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Date: November 20, 2019
To: Laguna Beach Flanning Commission and Planning Staff
Re: 11/20/19 Planning Commission Meeting - Agenda Item #1, Review of Downtown Specific Plan

Planning Comumissioners and Planning Staff -

During your review of this update of the Downtown Specific Plan (DSP), it is requested that, prior to
forwarding the document on to the City Council, the Commission reconsider and/or clarify the following
two development standards.

The first standard is the building height allowance for Planned Integrated Developments in the CBD
Central Bluffs District (see italic text below). As written, this standard could be misinterpreted and may
have unintended consequences. Use of the phrase “existing grade” could mean existing (natural) grade
on a less developed/undeveloped ot and existing (finished) grade on a prior developed building lot. As
some existing lots on the coastal bluffs have had their grade cut down to the sidewalk level while others
have grades as much as 10-12 feet above the street curb, application of the standard on two adjacent
sites, one undeveloped and one developed, could have two very different resulting height limits. The
specific text in question is highlighted below:

CBD Central Bluffs District
Flexible Property Development Standards for Planned Integrated Developments, pg 157 (excerpt)

b) Additional building height exceprion. Additional building height may be permitted subject 1o approval
of a Conditional Use Permit; however, in no instance shall the maximum building height exceed twenty-
Jour feet above the curb elevation or from existing grade. Height variations shall be used 1o enhance
public viewshed and access and to minimize building mass and bulk.

It is recommended that, if the intent is to limit the height of buildings to no more than 24 feet above the
sidewalk curb the Commission consider revising the language to state just that, “.... twenty-four feet
above the street curb elevation”.

Also, if one intent of the above height standard is to have buildings with a floor that is level with the
sidewalk at PCH (as with most buildings in the DSP area), the resulting grade of the floor level of those
buildings may have to be below a top of a coastal bluff. The sketch below somewhat exaggerates this
condition but a good portion of the central bluffs between Legion Street and the Hotel Laguna has its
ground level grade well above the adjacent sidewalk. To build a storefront or entry to a building that ts
fevel with the sidewalk the top of a bluff would need to be cut down. This is an issue that must be
resolved due to current prohibitions on altering a coastal biuff,
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Another standard that is requested to be clarified is the General Development Standards conditional
allowance for two and three-story buildings (see italic text below). Does the hi ghlighted text below
provide an exceptton that would conditionally allow uses other than “housing, or business and
professional offices” on upper floors of Planned [ntegrated Developments in the Central Biuffs and Arts
Districts? If so, would visitor serving uses be allowed?

Chapter 5 - General Development Standards
E. Building Height Standards, page 162 (excerpi)

3. Two-Story and Three-Story Buildings. No new building, additions to existing buildings or
structures in the Downtown Specific Plan area shall have a height greater than as specified in
Table 5-2. Furthermore, subject to a Conditional Use Permit, properties located in the areas as
specified in Table 5-2 may be permnitted a maximum building height of 24 feet (two-story) or 36
JSeet (three-story) as noted, provided the second andlor third floors are used for housing, or
business and professional offices exclusive of medical or dental offices. (See also “Special
Finding, Two-Story and Three-Story Buildings.”}. Other exceptions to allow additional
building height for civic-related uses in the CBD Office District, desirable public benefit uses in
the Arts District and Planned Integrated Developments in the Central Bluffs and Aris District
are subject 1o the granting of a Conditional Use Permit and applicable findings, standards and
incentives as specified for each district.

Thank you for your review and comment on the above.
Sincerely,
John Tilton

Studio195
hitps:/fwww.studio-195.com/
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1
SYATE OF CAUFORNIA-CAUEDRNIA STATE TRANSPORTANON AGENGY GAVIN NEWSDM,, Govemor

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPCGRTATION

DISTRICT 12

1750 EASTFOURTH STREET, SUITE 100. 45
SANT}\ ANA. CA 92705 Making Comservchon
PHONE {657 } 328-6267 a Cdlifornio Woy.of (ife,
FAX {657) 328-4510° .
Y 711

www.dot.ca.gov

November 20, 2019

Wendy Juhg Filer IGR/CEQA.

City of Leguna Beach ' SCH#: 201909-55

505 Forest Avenue- 12-ORA-2619-01954

Laguna Beach, CA 924651 SR 133, PM 0.441
R1, PM.9.384

Dear Ms. Jung,

Thank you for including the Cdlifornio Department of Transportation {Calfraris) i
fhe review of the'Negative Declaration for the proposed Downtown Specific
Plan Updldte project in the City of'Laguna Beach. The mission of Cattrans is to
pravide q sdfe, sustainable, integrated ahd éfficient franspertation system ta
énhante California’s ecoheiny drid fivabilify,

The proposed project proposes an update of the Dowritéwn Specific Plan to
provide policy direction and implemeniation measures in Dowmown Laguna
Beach. Regional aecess 1o the plan area js provided by.SR 133 and SR | (PCH].
Calfrans is & commenting agency for this project and upon review, we have: the.
followihg comments:

Active Transportafion p

1. Cattrans:understands the proposed project does hot include any
development. However, please consider including a dzscusmon on existing
ang planned bicycle facilities. Both SR T and SR 133 are major bicycle
corridors and should be goénsideted when ahalyzing trahsportation
impacts of future projects,

2. Bikes and e-bikes fwhich are. becom;ng incredsingly populcr} cre g
healthy aihd sustainakle form of transportation, improving sofeiy, comfort,
drid corihectivity can increase biking among all eges and abilities while
helping reduce Vehicle Miles Traveled [VMT).

3. Bicycle :nfrcrs’rruc*}ure helps create a mullimoda| environriient for the
project areq, thus encouraging Complete Streets. Developing Complate
Streets promotes the use of Active Transportafion, which increases safety

“Pravide a sofe; sustainable, integrated and e!f;crenﬁranspoﬂofzon Syster
1oy enkance Califorhic!s économy anid Ivabifiy”
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City of Laguna Beach
November 20, 2019
Page 2

for all roadway users, decreases congestion, increases regional
connectivity, and improves air quality.

Freight

4. Please consider overnight parking and wellHit parking lots to
accommodate truckers rather than empty lots or side streets. Ensure
adequate truck parking is onsite for frucks or that there are nearby areas
for trucks to stage and park while they are waiting for pick-ups/drop offs.

5. In order to reduce conflicts with fraffic and bicycles, please consider
directing deliveties to loading docks away from curbside. Please dlso
consider redesigning oufdated loading docks to accommodate new
freight fruck design. Utility alley space could be utitized if available, to
take trucks off street curbs.

Transportation Planning

6. Please consider implementing access management reduction strategies
within the Laguna Beach Specific Plan. These strategies would consolidate
access along conventional state faciiities and reduce points of conflict
between drivers, cyclists, and pedestrians.

This couid potentially increase safety, through increased visibility for all
modes of fransportation, and increase throughput to the traveling public
and fransit efficiency. Consolidation of access points could lead to
severdl options such as an increase in on street parking, and/or street
furnishing for pedestrians and local businesses.

Encrcachment Permits:

7. Any project work proposed in the vicinity of the State Right-of-Way [ROW)
would require an encroachment permit and all environmental concerns
must be adequately addressed. If the environmental documentation for
the project does not meet Caltrans's requirements for work done within
State ROW, addifional documentation would be required before
approval of the encroachment permit. Please coordinate with Caltrans to
meet requirements for any work within or near $tate ROW. For specific
detdils for Encroachment Permifs procedure, please refer to the Calirans’s
Encroachment Permits Manual at:
hitp:/fwww.dot.ca.gov/hd/iraffops/developsery/permits/

“Provide a sqfe, sustainable, integrated and efficient transportation systent
to enhance California’s econony and livability ™
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City of Laguna Beach
November 20, 2019
Page 3

Please continue to keep us informed of future developments within the
Downtown Specific Plan Area as well as any future developmentis that could
potentially impact State fransportation facilifies. If you have any questions or
need fo contact us, please do not hesitate fo contact Joseph Jamoralin at {657)

328-6276 or Joseph. Jamoraiin@dot.ca.goyv

District 12

“Provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient transporiation system
to erhance California 's gconomy and livabiling"
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Submilled at wholi4 pe Meetin

Planning Commission
City of Laguna Beach
505 Forest Ave,

Laguna Beach, CA 92651

November 20, 2019

Re: Downtown Specific Plan update

Dear Planning Commissioners,

In addition to the substantive issues we have raised about the draft Downtown Specific Plan update, we
want to call attention to the need for the following corrections of errors and inconsistencies:

1. Resolve inconsistency of capitalization of “Downtown” {when used alone} throughout.
2. Change "CBD Office” to “CBD Office/Civic” throughout,

3. Chap. 2, p. 16, §1, insert names of Spanish fand grants: “two principal land grants in the area (Rancho
San Joaquin and Rancho Niguel, fater Irvine and Moulton Ranches).”

4. Chap. 2, p. 16, § 2, replace sentence beginning “Even during those early years” and the next one with
“Beginning arcund 1900, the first artists came to Laguna, and since then Laguna has grown as an art
center.”

5. Chap. 2, p. 24, last §, consider updating the description of the Village Entrance, beginning with “The
Village Entrance site” as follows: “is an important link between the summer art festivals and the
downtown. It is in the final stages of a renovation that will create a new first impression for everyone
entering the City and provide enhanced pedestrian safety, improved traffic flow, and new public open
space. Key elements of the project are protected pathways, California-friendly landscaping, outdoor
gathering spaces, public art, and new parking areas.”

6. Chap. 3, p. 78, last sentence, after “loss of these existing residences” replace the existing phrase with
what seems to have been intended, “and efforts should be made to preserve them.”

7. Chap. 3, p. 79, consider removing “Harbor Cove” from the table and adding a sentence explaining
that it existed but is now no longer Section 8 housing,

8. Chap. 3, p. 84, delete Policy 3, since the Village Entrance project is nearly complete,

9. Chap. 4, pp. 114 and 115, Figures 4.6 and 4.7, make the 3-story areas the same color in both (at
present the darkest red represents 4+ stories in Figure 4.6 and 3 stories in Figure 4.,7).

10. Chap.5, p. 143, Figure 5.1, place the City Hall parcels in the CBD Office/Civic district (green) instead
of the Arts district (red) and correct the fabel of the district in the key.

11. Chap. 5, p. 157, §1, restore reference ta map of pedestrian easement and reinsert the map.

}
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12. Chap. 6, p. 173, Measure 5, “Request an annual report from the Police Department... ", resolve
inconsistency with Topic 3, p. 59. Policy 17, p. 59 “Reguire...

We hope that these suggestions will become part of a final detailed examination of the document to
make sure that what it says Is internally consistent and correct.

Sincerely,

Johanna Felder
President, Village Laguna
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Becky Jones 11-20-19 Submifled at “/2-0/!‘7 ?am,h[,ﬁ

PC Testimony, Downtown Specific Plan~—~November 20, 2019

Roof Decks: The 36-foot height limit should be an absolute, with no major
extensions beyond the maximum height allowed in the district, even for
temporary purposes if these temporary events occur regularly.

To ensure that a roof deck doesn’t become an additional story, we need to add
special findings for the creation of roof decks. I suggest the following:

1. Require a CUP to be granted for roof deck uses and activities

2. Require that any furniture, equipment, or shade devices such as umbrellas
and awnings affiliated with roof decks should fit within the building envelope
and not exceed the highest allowed elevation as measured from existing
grade.

3. Designate the specific districts in which roof decks can be created.

Village Atmosphere

We do a good job of identifying the quantifiable characteristics of village
atmosphere, but much of the discussion is spread through the narrative, and at no
point do we actually define the term. In reviewing pastversions of the Downtown
Specific Plan, [ discovered an opening paragraph that [ think provides an excellent
introduction to the concept of village atmosphere that answers a number of the
questions that have arisen. [ recommend that this paragraph be used to open Topic
1 and be immediately followed by the existing opening paragraph which provides an
excellent identification of the factors that determine the village atmosphere:

The ocean and foothills, which provide Laguna Beach with so much ofits
natural beauty, have contributed to keeping the city relatively isolated from
the explosive development that has occurred in the surrounding areas of
Orange County. The efforts of citizens to restrict high-rise development along
the coastline and to create a greenbelt that surrounds the city have provided
further buffering. Consequently, the downtown area and many of the
neighborhoods of Laguna Beach have retained their historic identity thus
enhancing the community’s sense of character and community, providing
residents with a firm grounding in that identity. Preservation of local
landmarks, historic develepment patterns, diversity of design and pedestrian
scale has engendered a shared, civic ideal described locally as preserving the
“village atmosphere.”

(1:62)
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Village Character

Village character begins with Laguna’s physical setting, the sense of separation that comes
from being backed by steep canyons and bordered by the Pacific shore line with only two
roads providing access. Having buildings of a scale that males possible the view of the
canyon hillsides and ocean creates a sense of open space not found in other cities.

Essential to this sense of place is the preponderance of small-scale buildings on small lots,
buildings that reflect a diverse mixture of age, size, height, and architectural style
appropriate to the history and organic, rather than manufactured nature of Laguna’s
development.

Contributing to this effect are our street trees, small landscaped areas, and our artistic
history as reflected in our public arts programs.

Discrete signage and the preponderance of independently owned businesses offering a
wide range of goods and services rather than a collection of omnipresent chain stores
contribute to our special identity, potentially making shopping in Laguna the experiential
occasion that millennials prefer.

Itis also important that Laguna is a functioning downtown with real people actually living
here as seen in our institutional structures such as the post office, Presbyterian Church, and
City Hall.

And finally, providing a pedestrian—friendly environment is a critical element of village
character and includes the trolleys, public open spaces, opportunities to sit down and the
human scale of our buildings, especially the presence of one-story buildings. “Human
scale,” as used here and in the draft document, refers to the height of our buildings as being
in proportion to the width of our streets, and not so tall or uniform in height that they
overwhelm the walker or block views of notable structures and natural surroundings.

Village character and human scale are what make Laguna Laguna. Rather than abandoning
these terms, let's better define them and identify their defining characteristics.

Becky Jones 10/02/19
Agenda Item #6: Downtown Specific Plan

(20f2)
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submilled af 11/22/14
PL nieeh
Ann Christoph Vﬁ

31713 Coast Hwy.,
Laguna Beach, CA 92651

November 20, 2019

City of Laguna Beach
505 Forest Ave,
Laguna Beach, CA 92651

Re: Downtown Specific Plan Negative Declaration

There are many reasons that the City’s evaluation of the Downtown Specific Plan environ-
mental evaluation should not result in a Negative Declaration, and why it is incorrect to “find
that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment.” However,
in this letter | will specifically address historical resource issues.

Aesthetics 1.b) States that policies In the DSP “preserve and enhance village character” and
that “historic preservation is addressed...as many of the historic buildings in the downtown
such as the landmark Hotel Laguna...display the City’s architectural heritage and serve as
models for preserving the downtown’s character into the future,” However, the plan reduces
the number of buildings listed as historic resources.

Examples of structures that have been omitted from the plan list include the headquarters of
the Laguna Beach Historic Society, the cottage at 278 Ocean Ave., bungalows at 398 Ocean
Ave,, Live Wire Cleaners at 439 Forest Ave., Ocean at Main 222 Ocean Ave., the Water District
Building at 306 Third St., the Isch Building at 323-329 Coast Highway, the White House, 340 S,
Coast Hwy, Hobie, 292-294 Forest, Las Brisas and the Laguna Art Museum.

The existing Downtown Specific Plan lists 69 Historic Structures in the Downtown. This new
Downtown Specific plan lists 27. Leaving 42 structures formerly considered historic resources
off the list and unprotected by the historic preservation policies could result in their demolition
or major modification. This will affect the village character and architectural heritage.

The impact of reducing the resource list is ot addressed and is significant.

This would substantially degrade the existing visual character. Aesthetics 1.c)

4. Cultural Resources This same omission of structures from the historic resources list affects
the Cultural Resources evaluation. The evaluation states “Policies are intended to encourage

preservation of all historic structures,” yet, if the list of such structures is diminished through
this document that policy cannot be effectively implemented,
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4, Land Use and Planning The plan is not in conformance with the Historic Resources Element
of the General Plan and LCP as it relates to Historic Resources and Preservation, nor is it in
conformance with the Historic Preservation Ordinance which refers to structures on the
adopted Historic Resources Inventory {many of which have been omitted from this DSP.)

Therefare, | urge the Planning Commission not adopt this plan until the historic resources are
truly protected and until all of the components raised by others that will affect the
environmental quality of the Downtown and the City have been completely addressed. Only
when this Is accomplished will it be possible to find that negative declaration is appropriate.

Sincerely.

Ann Christoph
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From; katew.clark@verizon.net

To! Jung, Wendv CO
Subject: FW: Suggested Additions to the DSP
Date: Friday, Novernber 22, 2019 11:12:37 AM

[NOTICE: This message originated outside of City of Laguna Beach -- DO NOT CLICK on links
or open attachments unless you are sure the content is safe.]

Wendy,

| just discovered that this email | sent Wednesday afternoon prior to the Planning Commission
did not make it out of my email box. While | testified that evening to its general contents,
perhaps this more detailed account will make it easier to determine just what | was
attempting to say in the reduced time-frame we were allotted.

Kate Clark,

Professor of English, Emerita
(349} 376-9882

kelarkl @alumni.uci.edu

From: kclark]l @alumni.uci.edu

To: wjung@lagunabeacheity.net

Sent: Wednesday, November 18, 2019 5:12 PM
Subject: Suggested Additions to the DSP

Dear Members of the Planning Commission and City Staff:

I would like to suggest what may appear to be minor additions to the current draft of the Downtown Specific Plan. | am referring to the
Special Findings elements appearing in other drafts that appear to have been dropped from those now appearing on page 167. While they
may appear to be minor, if added they would provide continuity and historical intent now missing. Such clarification seems essential for
future policy-makers.

As regards Special Finding, Two-Story and Three Story Buildings, in addition to the first you have before you, we’d add the following;

2. The project minimizes massing adjacent to the roads by stepping tailer portions of buildings away from the road.
3, The project emphasizes the pedestrian orientation and character of the Central Business District.

In addition, we would like to see added a Special Finding now clearly missing—a “G,” if not an inseriion after “E.” The draft now lacks a
special finding for any consolidation proposal.

G. Special Finding: Consolidation of lots over 5000 square feet.
1. The project should require a CUP.
2. The project includes a desirable public benefit uses.
3. The project minimizes massing adjacent to the roads by stepping taller portions of buildings away from the road.
4, The project emphasizes the pedestrian orientation and character historically established in the central business district and does
not adversely affect the public views of the beach ocean and hillsides.
5. The project should retain an impression of individual structures on individual fots, thereby reducing the appearance of scale and

massing.

a

[ ask you to consider these additions as providing clarity and direction for years to come.

Kate Clark,

Katherine W. Clark
Professor of English, Emerita
(949) 3769882
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December 1, 2019

City of Laguna Beach

Attention: City Council {Wendy Jung ~ Planner)
505 Forest Avenue

Laguna Beach, California 92651

Re: Downtown Specific Plan

City Council,

My name is Blake Hofmeister. | was lucky enough to grow up in Laguna Beach and graduate from LBHS in
2010. It is my opinion that by approving certain portions of the downtown specific plan, you will destroy
the timeless character and charm that define the City, and in the process un-do decades of dedicated
stewardship that has maintained and improved the City’s character over time. Portions of the plan that
are specifically objectionable are related to density, increases to the allowed height, residential uses on
the 2™ floor of new construction, allowing for large land assemblages, and reductions to parking
requirements. These changes threaten the City's quaint downtown that is predominantly single story,
having dodged high-density new developments that have plagued other beach cities such as Huntington
Beach and more recently, Dana Point. My view that the specific plan is partially insufficient is based on
the following principles: {i} the City is focused on the wrong problem, (i) this plan will create unmitigable
impacts, (iii) the upzoning hurts residents (and provides no benefits to society), (iv) we are handing over
the keys of our City to developers, and (v} a City that has nationwide (and worldwide) renown need not
be re-thought.

The City is Focused on the Wrong Problem

Recent opinions argue that the downtown is dead and not working, and we need more density. | disagree
entirely — the issue does not lie in density, but in (i) the changing retail landscape and (ii) the high rents
that downtown landowners seek.

There is not doubt that the retail landscape is changing quickly; both the proliferation of online retail and
. the increasing difficuities of running and maintaining a profitable retail business are evident nationwide.
Decreasing foot traffic and increasing minimum wage are crushing retailers’ margins, an endemic retail
problem (i.e. a problem not specific to the City of Laguna Beach). Property owners nationwide are trying
to understand what this means for rents and values and coming to the unfortunate reality that rents and
values may to adjust downward, in some cases by 20%+. As an example, the downtown theater is for sale
for $12.5 million. The fact that no operator has opened a new theater business is not because Laguna
Beach is not a desirable place to open a theater business but because the price/rents that the owner is
seeking are far too high.

Perhaps Laguna Beach is not the only City with struggling retail, and we are in the phase where property
owner’s expectations need adjusting: retail rents need to come down such that operators can run a
profitable business. At the same time, Cities need to be innovative, and improve local retailers’ businesses.
| personally respect Laguna Beach’s view that we need to find a way to tackle this retail problem but
certain portions of the approach are very misguided and focused on the wrong solution with many
negative consequences; the City needs should focus on ways to draw its existing residents to the
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downtown, perhaps with a retail plan that is thoughtful with daily traffic generators that will improve foot
traffic. Portions of this are acknowledged in the plan, but they are coupled with problematic increases in
density and the allowance of residential uses in new developments.

The Specific Plan will Create Unmitigable Impacts

Increased density downtown will create unmitigable environmental impacts that the City has neglected
to study such as historic preservation, traffic, and greenhouse gas emissions. By neglecting to conduct an
environmental impact report, the City is both dodging what is required under CEQA {the law) and not
properly representing its residents. To add insult to this negligence, the City has issued a negative
declaration, stating that the upzoning will not create any material impacts. Does the City really think that
adding two and three-story buildings downtown will not increase traffic? How does one come to that
conclusion without thoughtful technical analysis?

The upzoning hurts residents {(and provides no benefits society)

The aforementioned unmitigable negative impacts will negatively impact residents by increasing traffic
and congestion. Additionally, the charm and character that have attracted existing residents will slowly
fade as dense monolithic projects are added to the downtown, and Laguna Beach loses its small-town
charm.

Laguna Beach will iikely never be a self-contained City and residents will most likely always be reliant on
vehicles whether it be to take their kids to school or to access major office employment centers in South
County. By adding increased residential density, you are adding congestion to a City that offers no major
regional public transportation (i.e. the likes of a rail line) that is a widely used by the public. The local
trolley service provides local service, but there is no efficient regional transportation network that is
widely used and offers transit times similar to or better than those achieved in a personal vehicle. Areas
that can justify upzoning and reduced parking requirements {i.e. Seattle and portions of Los Angeles) have
substantial regional rail infrastructure that can efficiently handle the greater density without creating
substantial traffic impacts.

Additionally, the added residential density downtown will not benefit society because any new housing
that’s created will be high-cost. One is foolish to think that a jurisdiction such as Laguna Beach is going to
increase the stock of affordable housing. The land is too expensive and given the cost to build today, any
developer would need to target residents looking for a “luxury” experience in order to justify the cost. If
the City seeks to tackle affordable housing, the solution should be focused on lower impact fees and
potential subsidies, rather than density bonuses and an allowance for land assemblages.

We are handing over the keys of our City to developers

Given the recently passed State Bill (SB330), the City of Laguna Beach will have extremely limited
discretion over the design of new projects that offer housing. The bill’s intention is to increase the stock
of affordable housing in California, a noble mission, but the legislation is bluntly impacts the entire state
and not only areas that can feasibly increase their affordable housing stock. It also is lacking in that it does
not allow for any protections to preserve the character of existing communities.

By completing the upzoning, a developer would be able to build without any major input from the public
or City, in essence handing over the keys for them to build cheaply-built, dense projects that do not add
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character or charm to the City. This recently passed state bill makes this upzoning timing very problematic,
and in essence provides a fast-track for projects without the public input process that has maintained the
character and charm of this community.

Re-thinking a City with nationwide renown

The City is renown nationally (and perhaps internationally) as one of the best beach towns. If you accept
that premise, why would one embark to change the small-scale nature of the community? Why don’t we
focus on enhancing the community’s charm, rather than creating policies to encourage substantial re-
development? And why do we need a “specific plan” to accomplish this objective as opposed to a business
improvement district?

I respectfully implore you to reject objectionable portions of the specific plan related to density, increases
to the allowed height, residential uses on the 2™ floor of new construction, allowing for large land
assemblages, and reductions to parking requirements

Sincerely,

Blake tHofmeister

91



Subject: Downtown Specific Plan Draft

From: David Raber [mailto:david @raber.us]

Sent: Monday, December 02, 2019 3:56 PM

To: City Council <CityCouncil@lagunabeachcity.net>
Cc: Jung, Wendy CD <wjung@lagunabeachcity.net>
Subject: Downtown Specific Plan Draft

Dear City Council, )

The current draft of the DSP is in need of a fundamental reorientation. The current draft looks for improvements in
downtown by increasing density while at the same time sacrificing the world-wide brand recognition that the current
Laguna Beach enjoys.

Laguna’s Value

Laguna’s value is, of course, the ocean, the beach, as well as the human scale of our downtown. Even the town’s 1950’s
cottages sell for over $2M; not because of the night-life or potential for more night-life, but rather because of the overall
charm of this town. The resident-serving action here would be for you to protect the value of what we have. The
residents deserve your undivided attention to this mission.

Viability of Downtown

Arguments are being made that something has to be done to make downtown more viable economically. Having a
vacant Hotel, the movie theater, and Tommy Bahama'’s are used as evidence that something must be done. lronicaily,
the new DSP draft does nothing to address the viability of any of these examples! They are vacant for completely
different reasons than anything in the current or proposed DSP, They already have grandfathered parking, height, and
density. Something else is wrong, and it is not even covered in the DSP,

Real Estate Economics

Vacant buildings downtown are more the result of the normal economic forces at work. If any of us try to selt a home
and can't find a buyer, then we lower the price. If there is a rental vacancy for an extended period of time the wise
move on the part of the landlord is to adapt to the new situation and lower the rent. If we truly believe in the open,
free-market then we realize that there is a market price for each and every square foot of downtown space. Let the
market begin the healing process today by matching the expectations of landlords and tenants in the Laguna that
already demonstrates its value to residents, visitors, and the traditional Laguna merchants and hospitality venues.

Who benefits from increased density?

It is true that increasing density may be beneficial to the current landowners by providing more footage upon which to
collect rent, but that would not justify sacrificing the value of the current downtown configuration. It is the landlords’
anticipation of more generous zoning provisions that drives anticipation of higher property values which then results in
higher rents. Turning back the escalation of expectations has the effect of lowering rents to the market-equilibrium
point that our traditional merchants need to survive in this environment. Conversely, allowing the anticipation of more
density will bid up property values and bid up rent at the detriment of the traditional Laguna merchants and hospitality
venues and will actually make it more difficult for them to succeed. The new DSP draft would sow the seeds of
continued turnover in a redevelopment-fueled downtown.
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Baseline offered by SB330

The State’s mandate on increasing density in SB330 still allows cities to continue to enforce zone and code restrictions in
most contexts that were in place prior to 1/1/2018. Although we talk about the new DSP as being malleable in the
future if we find that we have gone too far down the redevelopment path, that is not the case. Once we enact a more
developer-friendly DSP that will become the new baseline.

Summary
Laguna will certainly continue to evolve and change with the times. Businesses will come and go, buildings will come

and go, and rents will fluctuate as dictated by the economic conditions, As that happens we believe that commercial
development projects should follow these principles:

* Be unique — Not part of large, monolithic development

* Beresponsible — Each project mitigates its impact on neighbors and residents. This includes traffic, parking,
scale, compatibility, and aesthetics

* Befiexible, so individual business owners make their own decisions on how to use their space to meet the
market’s needs

* Beinnovative in finding ways to preserve the well-known value of Laguna’s look and feel

| would urge you to direct Staff to completely review and overhaul the draft DSP and come back to you with all of the
changes necessary to implement this philosophy.

David Raber

Co-Founder, Laguna Residents First
949.300.7424

david@raber.us
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Madled 1215717

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING

LAGUNA BEACH CITY COUNCIL

THE LAGUNA BEACH CITY COUNCIL will hold a Public Meedng in the City Council Chambers,
located in City Hall at 505 Forest Avenue, to consider:

Local Coastal Program Amendment 19-4482 and Zoning Ordinance Amendment
19-4483 to update the Downtown Specific Plan (DSP) and to amend the Laguna
Beach Municipal Code Chapter 25.40 for consistency with the proposed DSP.
The City Council will receive an introduction to and conduct an initial review of
the “Final Draft DSP Update Document.”

SAID PUBLIC MEETING to be held: Tuesday, December 17, 2019 at 5:00 p.m.

For additional information, contact Wendy Jung, Senior Planner, at (949) 497-0321 or email to
wjung@lagunabeachcity.net. The Final Draft DSP Update Document is available on the City’s
website at: www.lagunabeachcity.net/ cityhalt/cd/planning/ mirplanginitv/ downtown_specific_plan_
amendment/defaulthtm. Planning Commmissioners may also be contacted to discuss issues and
questions about the proposed project. City Councilmembers may also be contacted to discuss issues and
questions about the proposed application. A listing of the City Councilmembers and their contact
information is available at City Hall and on the City’s website (agunabeachcity.net). Please note City Hall
hours: Monday - Thursday: 7:30 a.m. - 5:30 p.m,; every other Friday: 7:30 a.m. - 4:30 p.m,; closed
alternating Fridays (ie. closed December 6, 2019). Comiments may be made in person at the Public
Meeting, ot in writing. If, in the future, you wish to challenge the subject in court, you may be limited to
raising only those issues you (ot someone else) raised at the Public Meeting described in this notice, or in
written cortespondence delivered to the City Council at, or pror to the Public Meeting.

A Local Coastal Program Amendment is requited because all amendments to the City’s certified Local
Coastal Plan Implementation Program, which includes Title 25 require Coastal Commission approval. A
draft Negative Declaration was prepared for this project pursuant to the provisions of the California
Environmental Quality Act. The public review comment period concerning this envitonmental
document was from October 21, 2019 to November 20, 2019.

Pursuant to the Americans with Disabilities Act, persons with 2 disability who require a disability-related
modification or accommodation in order to participate in a meeting, including auxiliaty aids or services, may
request such modification or accommodation from the City Clerk’s Office at (949) 497-0705 (telephone) or (949)

497-0771 (facsimile). Notification 48 hours prior to the meeting will enable the City to make reasonable
arrangements to assure accéssibility to the meeting.

Lisette Chel-Walker, CMC
City Clerk

DSP Area Property Owners and Occupants
California Coastal Commission
Surrounding Public Agencies

Interested Petsons List

Publish 1/8" Page on 12/6/19
505 FOREST AVE. . LAGUNA BEACH, CA 92651 . TEL (949) 497-3311 . FAX (949) 497-0771

&0 RECYCLED PAPER
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DISTRIBUTING THIS AGENDA BILL.




% 6 RECEIVED
December 1, 2019 \

019
City of Laguna Beach DECO2 2
Attention: City Council (Wendy Jung — Planner) Gity Clerk's Office
505 Forest Avenue " City of Laguna Beach, CA

Laguna Beach, California 92651

Re: Downtown Specific Plan

City Council,

My name is Blake Hofmeister. | was lucky enough to grow up in Laguna Beach and graduate from LBHS in
2010. It is my opinion that by approving certain portions of the downtown specific plan, you will destroy
the timeless character and charm that define the City, and in the process un-do decades of dedicated
stewardship that has maintained and improved the City’s character over time. Portions of the plan that
are specifically objectionable are related to density, increases to the allowed height, residential uses on
the 2" floor of new construction, allowing for large land assemblages, and reductions to parking
requirements. These changes threaten the City’s quaint downtown that is predominantly single story,
having dodged high-density new developments that have plagued other beach cities such as Huntington
Beach and more recently, Dana Point. My view that the specific plan is partially insufficient is based on
the following principles: (i) the City is focused on the wrong problem, (ii) this plan will create unmitigable
impacts, (iii) the upzoning hurts residents (and provides no benefits to society), (iv) we are handing over
the keys of our City to developers, and (v) a City that has nationwide (and worldwide) renown need not
be re-thought.

The City is Focused on the Wrong Problem

Recent opinions argue that the downtown is dead and not working, and we need more density. | disagree
entirely — the issue does not lie in density, but in (i) the changing retail landscape and (ii) the high rents
that downtown landowners seek.

There is not doubt that the retail landscape is changing quickly; both the proliferation of online retail and
the increasing difficulties of running and maintaining a profitable retail business are evident nationwide.
Decreasing foot traffic and increasing minimum wage are crushing retailers’ margins, an endemic retail
problem (i.e. a problem not specific to the City of Laguna Beach). Property owners nationwide are trying
to understand what this means for rents and values and coming to the unfortunate reality that rents and
values may to adjust downward, in some cases by 20%+. As an example, the downtown theater is for sale
for $12.5 million. The fact that no operator has opened a new theater business is not because Laguna
Beach is not a desirable place to open a theater business but because the price/rents that the owner is
seeking are far too high.

Perhaps Laguna Beach is not the only City with struggling retail, and we are in the phase where property
owner’s expectations need adjusting: retail rents need to come down such that operators can run a
profitable business. At the same time, Cities need to be innovative, and improve local retailers’ businesses.
| personally respect Laguna Beach’s view that we need to find a way to tackle this retail problem but
certain portions of the approach are very misguided and focused on the wrong solution with many
negative consequences; the City needs should focus on ways to draw its existing residents to the



downtown, perhaps with a retail plan that is thoughtful with daily traffic generators that will improve foot
traffic. Portions of this are acknowledged in the plan, but they are coupled with problematic increases in
density and the allowance of residential uses in new developments.

The Specific Plan will Create Unmitigable Impacts

Increased density downtown will create unmitigable environmental impacts that the City has neglected

to study such as historic preservation, traffic, and greenhouse gas emissions. By neglecting to conduct an
environmental impact report, the City is both dodging what is required under CEQA (the law) and not
properly representing its residents. To add insult to this negligence, the City has issued a negative
declaration, stating that the upzoning will not create any material impacts. Does the City really think that
adding two and three-story buildings downtown will not increase traffic? How does one come to that
conclusion without thoughtful technical analysis?

The upzoning hurts residents (and provides no benefits society}

The aforementioned unmitigable negative impacts will negatively impact residents by increasing traffic
and congestion. Additionally, the charm and character that have attracted existing residents will slowly
fade as dense monolithic projects are added to the downtown, and Laguna Beach loses its small-town
charm.

Laguna Beach wil likely never be a self-contained City and residents will most likely always be reliant on
vehicles whether it be to take their kids to school or to access major office employment centers in South
County. By adding increased residential density, you are adding congestion to a City that offers no major
regional public transportation (i.e. the likes of a rail line) that is a widely used hy the public. The local
trolley service provides local service, but there is no efficient regional transportation network that is
widely used and offers transit times similar to or better than those achieved in a personal vehicle. Areas
that can justify upzoning and reduced parking requirements (i.e. Seattle and portions of Los Angeles) have
substantial regional rail infrastructure that can efficiently handle the greater density without creating
substantial traffic impacts.

Additionally, the added residential density downtown will not benefit society because any new housing
that’s created will be high-cost. One is foolish to think that a jurisdiction such as Laguna Beach is going to
increase the stock of affordable housing. The land is too expensive and given the cost to build today, any
developer would need to target residents looking for a “luxury” experience in order to justify the cost. If
the City seeks to tackle affordable housing, the selution should be focused on lower impact fees and
potential subsidies, rather than density bonuses and an allowance for land assemblages.

We are handing over the keys of our City to developers

Given the recently passed State Bill (SB330), the City of Laguna Beach will have extremely limited
discretion over the design of new projects that offer housing. The bill's intention is to increase the stock
of affordable housing in California, a noble mission, but the legislation is bluntly impacts the entire state
and not only areas that can feasibly increase their affordable housing stock. It also is lacking in that it does
not allow for any protections to preserve the character of existing communities.

By completing the upzoning, a developer would be able to huild without any major input from the public
or City, in essence handing over the keys for them to build cheaply-built, dense projects that do not add



character or charm to the City. This recently passed state bill makes this upzoning timing very problematic,
and in essence provides a fast-track for projects without the public input process that has maintained the
character and charm of this community.

Re-thinking a City with nationwide renown

The City is renown nationally {and perhaps internationally) as one of the best beach towns. If you accept
that premise, why would one embark to change the small-scale nature of the community? Why don’t we
focus on enhancing the community’s charm, rather than creating policies to encourage substantial re-
development? And why do we need a “specific plan” to accomplish this objective as opposed to a business
improvement district?

| respectfully implore you to reject objectionable portions of the specific plan related to density, increases
to the allowed height, residential uses on the 2™ floor of new construction, allowing for large land
assemblages, and reductions to parking requirements

Sincerely,

Blake Hofmeister
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To: City Council <CityCouncil@lagunabeachcity.net>
Cc: Jung, Wendy CD <wjung@lagunabeachcity.net>
Subject: Downtown Specific Plan Draft

[NOTICE: This message originated outside of City of Laguna Beach -- DO NOT CLICK on links or
open attachments unless you are sure the content is safe.]

Dear City Council,

The current draft of the DSP is in need of a fundamental reorientation. The current draft looks for improvements in
downtown by increasing density while at the same time sacrificing the world-wide brand recognition that the current
Laguna Beach enjoys.

Laguna’s Value

Laguna’s value is, of course, the ocean, the beach, as well as the human scale of our downtown. Even the town’s 1950's
cottages sell for over $2M; not because of the night-life or potential for more night-life, but rather because of the overall
charm of this town. The resident-serving action here would be for you to protect the value of what we have. The
residents deserve your undivided attention to this mission.

Viability of Downtown

Arguments are being made that something has to be done to make downtown more viable economically. Having a
vacant Hotel, the movie theater, and Tommy Bahama’s are used as evidence that something must be done. Ironically,
the new DSP draft does nothing to address the viability of any of these examples! They are vacant for completely
different reasons than anything in the current or proposed DSP. They already have grandfathered parking, height, and
density. Something else is wrong, and it is not even covered in the DSP.

Real Estate Economics

Vacant buildings downtown are more the result of the normal economic forces at work. If any of us try to sell a home
and can’t find a buyer, then we lower the price. If there is a rental vacancy for an extended period of time the wise
move on the part of the landlord is to adapt to the new situation and lower the rent. If we truly believe in the open,
free-market then we realize that there is a market price for each and every square foot of downtown space. Let the
market begin the healing process today by matching the expectations of landlords and tenants in the Laguna that
already demonstrates its value to residents, visitors, and the traditional Laguna merchants and hospitality venues.

Who benefits from increased density?

It is true that increasing density may be beneficial to the current landowners by providing more footage upon which to
collect rent, but that would not justify sacrificing the value of the current downtown configuration. It is the landlords’
anticipation of more generous zoning provisions that drives anticipation of higher property values which then results in
higher rents. Turning back the escalation of expectations has the effect of lowering rents to the market-equilibrium
point that our traditional merchants need to survive in this environment. Conversely, allowing the anticipation of more
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density will bid up property values and bid up rent at the detriment of the traditional Laguna merchants and hospitality
venues and will actually make it more difficult for them to succeed. The new DSP draft would sow the seeds of
continued turnover in a redevelopment-fueled downtown.

Baseline offered by SB330

The State’s mandate on increasing density in SB330 still allows cities to continue to enforce zone and code restrictions in
most contexts that were in place prior to 1/1/2018. Although we talk about the new DSP as being maileable in the
future if we find that we have gone too far down the redevelopment path, that is not the case. Once we enact a more
developer-friendly DSP that will become the new baseline.

Summary
Laguna will certainly continue to evolve and change with the times. Businesses will come and go, buildings will come
and go, and rents will fluctuate as dictated by the economic conditions. As that happens we believe that commercial

development projects should follow these principles:
* Be unique - Not part of large, monolithic development

* Be responsible — Each project mitigates its impact on neighbors and residents. This includes traffic, parking,
scale, compatibility, and aesthetics

* Be flexible, so individual business owners make their own decisions on how to use their space to meet the

market’s needs
¢ Be innovative in finding ways to preserve the well-known value of Laguna’s look and feel

I would urge you to direct Staff to completely review and overhaul the draft DSP and come back to you with all of the
changes necessary to implement this philosophy.

David Raber

Co-Founder, Laguna Residents First
849.300.7424

david@raber.us
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December 11, 2019

Honorable Mayor & City Council
City of Laguna Beach

505 Forest Avenue

Laguna Beach, CA 92651

Subject: Downtown Specific Plan - December 17 City Council Hearing
Dear Mayor Whalen and Honorable City Council members:

On behalf of the Laguna Beach Seniors, | write to convey support for the proposed up-
date to the Downtown Specific Plan. Our support stems from the fact that this essential
document provides the sorely needed blueprint to sustain and vitalize one of our City’s
precious resources.

Although the DSP addresses some critically important public improvements and lays out
a blueprint for the future, we are particularly supportive of the proposed policies and re-
vised development standards that allow for the development of potential senior housing
that encompasses a walkable neighborhood design. These policies are discussed in
Chapter 3 and Chapter 6 of the proposed DSP update. Further, the incentives dis-
cussed at the Planning Commission to build smaller units to achieve the maximum num-
ber of affordable homes is a tried and true effective tool to achieve affordability without
burdensome regulatory requirements. Incentive based tools are the most efficient and
effective method to achieve the maximum number of affordable units.

As the City Council is well aware, senior housing, both affordable and market rate, has
been a priority issue for Laguna Beach Seniors and is a priority goal of our legislative
platform. More importantly, recent State policies with regard to meeting affordable
housing requirements in California have outlined that most cities will be required to in-
crease their number of proposed affordable housing units as part of their housing ele-
ment. This is a rare opportunity to meet those requirements through the updated Down-
town Specific Plan.
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To date, we have waiched a significant number of downtown businesses evaporate and
the trend has continued for some time now. Time after time we have seen and heard
businesses complain that the current specific plan regulatory restrictions are huge barri-
ers to their start-up and continued success. We applaud the Planning Commission,
planning staff and consultants who have painstakingly worked on this for years now by
collecting input through workshops and public outreach and assembling stakeholders o
weigh in on the components of the plan. It is now time to act. We cannot afford to de-
lay this essential roadmap for the future or we will watch the demise of a beautiful re-
source if we continue to resist anything new or different fo an area that has seen its day.

The City of Laguna Beach needs this updated plan to sustain our downtown for the fu-
ture of ALL residents. The Laguna Beach Seniors organization supports these changes
and with the words of President John F. Kennedy in mind, “Change is the law of life,
and those who look only to the past and present are certain to miss the future” .
Sing:e[;ely, ‘
Krigtine Thalman
/F’resident




