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, small-
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:

. 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 years to help keep our downtown unique.
Please don’t change it.

2. L.ot 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,



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 occur.” The best way to
ensure that it doesn’t is to 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 to the current system at this point, please delay the adoption of Table 5.1 until we have
received the consultants’ report and know more about the implications of making some uses “permitted 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 Committee’s
suggestion that no changes be made until the 85% standard is met year-round and adding the committee’s
recommended special finding with regard to parking for restaurant 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



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. Qur impression from the many workshops conducted by the
consultants was that not many of their suggested 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 the 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 errors 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 to 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 Felder
President, Village Laguna



Viiiae Laguna

Wendy Jung

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 “could 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-term 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.



4. Conflicting with the city’s many land use regulations for aveiding 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



Brown, Christina CD

From: Gwen Myers <gwen2468@cox.net>
Sent: Sunday, November 17, 2019 7:32 PM
To: Planning Comrnission

Subject: Downtown Specific Pian revision

[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 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
current 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 unigue 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.

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

Laguna is well known and beloved world wide because of its Jandscape, 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
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LAGUNA BEACH

Chamber 0f Commercoe

November 18, 2019

Laguna Beach Planning Commission

Dear Commissioners:

The Laguna Beach Chamber of Commerce strongly supports efforts to create a
vibrant and economicaliy viable downtown for our residents, visitors, and
merchants. [n pursuit of this goal, the Chamber was involved in the creation
and past revisions to the Downtown Specific Plan (DSP).

For the hearing on November 20, we wish to express our position on two

topics:

1.

Creation of more flexibility in the CUP process. We strongly support the
alternative table submitted by the Ad Hoc Committee as encouraging
innovative, successful and/or potential new businesses to enter the
downtown with responsible parameters for uncertainty still allowing
flexibility in achieving success. The table in the draft MIG version too
often follows the current policy of discouraging the potential of new
businesses. We are awaiting the recommendations from the Urban
Economist firm of Stanley R, Hoffman Associates and Stoffel &
Associates which should be concluded sometime in December of 2019.

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
2, 2019 meeting. The Chamber has been a strong supporter of the
blended parking concept as stated in our letters to the Commission on
April 19, 2017 and May 8, 2017.

Thank you for your consideration.

J.J.Ballesteros
President
Laguna Beach Chamber of Commerce

357 GLENMEYRE ST., LAGUNA BEACH, CA 926851 « (949) 494-1018 - LAGUNABEACHCHAMBER.GRG



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/consultant 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:

dessert stores

SRR e ;;:U_ﬁS'e: (R  cBD-1 | cBD-2 | CBD-Visitor | CBD Office- |
(Not formula based)'?* Commercial Civic : Ar-t-s.' g
Art Galleries—original or numbered,
_ . Permitted | Permitted | Permitted CUP Permitted
limited edition art work
Automobile Parking Lots/Facilities Ccup Cup CUP cup cup
Retail
o 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
e Other retail with NO sale of CUP Permitted | Permitted Cup Permitted
alcohol for off-site consumption
e Other retail with sale of alcohol
for off-site consumption; not CuUp CUP CUP CuUp cup
allowed within 200 yards of Main :
Beach
¢ 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
o_Full Service Restaurant
o Non-full Service Restaurant Cup cup Cup cup cup
e ice-cream, confectioner, and cup Permitted | Permitted CuUP Permitted

* All formula based commercial uses require a CUP

2 All 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




o l{_se ¢BD-1 | cBD-2 | CBD-Visitor | CBD Office- | _A.ﬂ;
i (N | formulabased) . | commercial civic. | ¢
Market, grocery, health food stores
(with no sale of alcohol for off-site | Permitted | Permitted | Permitted Permitted | Permitted
consumption)
Office Uses . . .
Permitted cup Cup Permitted | Permitted
e Medical
"""""""""""""""""""""" Permitted | Permitted . Permitted
o All others Permitted on
on Second | on Second Permitted |on Second
Second Floor
Floor Floor Floor
Services
» Salons/ Barbers/Nail/Skin care _
e Paper reproduction or copy Permitted | Permitted cup cup Permitted
services, photography, pet
grooming, tailoring, shoe repair
¢ Laundryand dry cleaners, with | po e | 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 cup cup CuUP
fitness centers, recreation,
community classes, hospital and
convalescent care, preschools,
religious buildings, excluding
restaurant/food uses)
Dedicated Public Facility
CUP Cup cup Cup CUP
o Parks, Walkways, Trails, Parklets
Temporary Uses
e One-time, seasanal, or short TUP TupP TUP TUP TUpP
duration uses
Artists’ Studios Permitted | Permitted | Permitted Permitted | Permitted
Music Studios (sales and classes) Permitted | Permitted | Permitted Permitted | Permitted
Commercial Home Occupations cup CUP cup cup cup
Hotels and Motels CUP CUP CUP Cup Cup
Residential Permitted | Permitted CUP Permitted Cup
Overnight Visitor Accommodations
& AUP AUP AUP AUP AUP
(STLs)
Other Uses No More Obnoxious cup cup cup cup CUP




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 California 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 mducing growth leading to increases in residential housing and population in
downtown Laguna Beach. You should instruct the staff to prepare an Fnvironmental
Impact Report requiring mitigation any of the Project’s significant environmental
1mpacts,

1. 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
totheCEQAGmdelmes See http://op 3/update es/. As part of the
amendments, key changes were made to Appendlx G the Env1romnental Checklist

used to prepare Initial Studies. See http://re :
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, ,. 281 f, pages 50-69. The City, however, used an
outdated envuomnental checkhst 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(i). 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 envxronmental factor for analys,ls Wlidﬁre Sgg http://

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 asa Very ngh Fire Hazard Severity Area. (See https://osfin fire.ca.gov/
g : ths.pdf ) A smaller part is located in a State
Respon51b111ty Area demgnated as a Very High Fire Hazard Security Zone. (See https://

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

[rlequire 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?

df, p. 68.

The City has failed to address this question in the Project’s Initial Study, even though
the Project 1s located in high wildfire risk areas expressly targeted by the updated
Environmental Checklist. This failure 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 Envirommental 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 Pac:lﬁc Coast nghway, and Laguna
Canyon Road. S_g_g http:/fwww. 12

3 I 1aps.htm. The Pro_]ect wﬂl 1nduce 51gmﬁcant populatlon
and housmg growth mn downtown Laguna Beach. See 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
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Attached as Exhibit 1 is a map of the downtown area of Laguna Beach from the online
FEMA Map Service Center. See hitps://1
SH 1or. The portion of the 1nap 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.fe ;

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
1s there any citation 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 i 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
increases 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 1t 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. See id. at p. V-6. The Project, however, removes all density requirements for
residential housing in the Project area. See 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,
Seg 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. Artist 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. Jd., 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 pomt 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); Sund endocino (1988) 202 Cal. App.3d 296
(negative declaration overtumed where county falled 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
analytical question, as modified, is whether the project will cause unplanned growth.
See http://resources.ca.gov/ceqa/docs/2018 CEQA_FINAL_TEXT 122818.pdf, p. 65.
The city never evaluated this question. And there are no planning 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 envirommental 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 environmental 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 implication that detailed environmental rev1ew 18 not required for piannmg—leve}
projects is also an error. See, e.g., Lig r _
(2005) 131 Cal.4th 1170 (city’s adoptlon of negatlve declaratlon for new bcach master
plan was overturned because the initial study failed to evaluate possible adverse

impacts from potential increases in use of beach by unleashed dogs); Citv of Redlands
v. County of San Bernardine (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. 5(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
$1215 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://
Z om/la ach-ca/home-~values/. The economics of housing in Laguna
Beach compel the conclt}smn that the Pro;ect 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 (Angust
21, 2019), there will be both a significant increase in housing and a significant
population increase.

Thank-you for your consideration of these comments.

Very truly yours,

Laguna Residents First

vy A e, 1/ 2017

‘David Raber

by M dated: //// 9/ go/ 9

“Geor ge Weiss

Laguna Beach Council on Good Government

by: @waﬁ)dﬂed “ \GL/ZO[C?

K[urt R. Wiese
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Pur f Surve

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 to 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 building use by floor.

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 sheets.

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 Muitiple-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. If 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 Muiti-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 difficult in some
instances to determine whether a building had multiple stories 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 Ceniral 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 District, 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
difficult o quantify. Therefore, they were not inciuded in the results section below,
which is quantitative. They should, however, be considered qualitatively as significant
growth inducing impacits for housing.

Despite these qualifications, it was possible in the majority of cases 1o 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 resulis are presented in Tables 1.

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

cBD Ofﬁcé 26* {note 1)
Aris 32 2 0 34 54* {note 2)
CBD Visitor 23 23 0 46 0* (note 3)
CBD 1 25 7 1 33 25" (note 4)
CBD 2 40 21 2 63 40* (note 5)
Cent. Bluifs 13 5 2 20 ‘f3* {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.

Notesto Table 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 stoty to be added fo the 26 single-story buildings in the CBD
Office District, which would be required by the DSP to be used for ejther 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
Pfan. However, the DSP removes the limitation in the cumrent Downtown Specific Plan that the only
residential use in the Arts District is Artist Live/Work, There are approximately 27 single-story buildings 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
residertial 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 buiidings in this District.

4. In the CBD-1 Resident Serving District, the current height limit is 12 feet and one story. The Project
would aflow 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. Howevey, it is more likely that
new second story additions 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 Resident Serving District, the current height limit is 12 feet and one story. The Project
would allow addition 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 story 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 for buildings that are part of a Planned Integrated Development. 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 disallowed use in the
Central Bluffs District

1 story—1; 2 story— 13; 3 story—5, units—96.
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November 20, 2019

Ms. Wendy Jung

Senior Planner

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

Subject:

Downtown Specific Plan Update (Local Coastal Program
Amendment 19-4482 and Zoning Ordinance Amendment 19-
4483) Negative Declaration and Initiai 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 {0 residents, businesses, and visitors o 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 to the
important Laguna Hills Transporiation Center via Laguna Canyon Road.
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
routes live in the City. There are also many fransfers 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 operation. 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.O. Box 14184 / Orange / California 82863-1584 /(714) 560-0OCTA (6282)



Ms. Wendy Jung
November 20, 2019
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 should 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,

b

Dan Phu
Manager, Environmental Programs

c Kurt Brotcke, OCTA
Gary Hewitt, OCTA



: 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 52123

{858) 467-4201

www.wildlife.ca.gov

November 20, 2019

Wendy Jung, Senior Planner
City of Laguna Beach

505 Forest Avenue

Laguna Beach, CA, 82651

Subject: Comments on the Negative Declaration for the Downtown Specific Plan Update
{LCP 19-4482 and ZOA 19-4483), Laguna Beach, CA (SCH# 2619109065)

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 decument 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 biclogical resources.

CDFW is California's Trustee 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 populations of those species. (/d., § 1802.) Similarly, for purposes of CEQA, CDFW
is charged by law to provide, as available, biological expertise during public agency
environmental review efforts, focusing specifically on projects and related activities that have the
potential {o adversely affect fish and wildlife resources.

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

Commeants

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 species that may be invasive to native habitats,
Exotic plant species not to be used include those specigs on the California Invasive
Plant Council's (Cal-IPC) Invasive Plant Inventory. A copy of the complete list can be

Conserving California’s Wildlife Since 1870




Wendy Jung, Senior Planner
City of Laguna Beach
November 20, 2019
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fi.

obtained from the Cal-IPC website at hitp://iwww.cal-ipc.org. In 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 (Iridomyrmex humil) and fire ants (Sofenopsis 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 precludes 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
long) tunnels galleries 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 muitiple 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 ornamentai 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, sycamare, ficus, oak, willow,
coftonwood, wisteria, and others;

Education of City workers and landscapers regarding 1SHBs and their spread and
how to deal with infected trees 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, b)
equipment disinfection, ¢} pruning infected limbs in infested areas where project
activities may occur, d) avoidance and minimization of transport of potential host tree
materials; e) chipping potential 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 I1SHBs:
http://eskaleniab.ucr.edu/pshb, html.



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@wildlife.ca.gov.

/S\incerely,/ W

d

£ H

;

{ ",

%:\ ) { i‘“
Gail K. Sevrens
Environmental Program Manager
South Coast Region

L

ec: Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse, Sacramento



Jung, Wendy CD

From: Jjonhnthomas@cox.net

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

Cc: Thomas, John

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

Flag Status: Flagged

[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: The staff report for the “Final Draft Downtown Specific Plan Update” states November 20 is the last
date for public comment regarding the Negative Declaration.

Regarding the proposed reduction in required parking in the DSP area to 3/1000: If | understand the
implications correctly, 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. ft.
without any additional parking being required. It is hard to understand how that would not have environmental
impacts. Accordingly, | question whether a Negative Declaration is the appropriate environmental document
for this change.



TO: Laguna Beach Planning Commission November 20, 2019

SUBIECT: 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 below.

Section 4(a) Cultural Resources. In 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 include:

1. The current DSP list 65 historic structure {pages ll-7 and [11-8). 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 revised DSP “, . . maintains existing historic preservation policies” is
in error.

3. At the very least, a more detailed explanation is required.

Section 15(a) Transpartation/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 potentiai 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 Management {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;



d. Select pilot neighborhoods to participation in an on-street parking scheme in which
residents parking free, shoppers and employees pay to park, and revenues are returned
for neighborhood improvements;

e. Expand pilot program as appropriate.

This topic 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 nat 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 question. The two recommendations:

a. Page 33— “The blended rate includes both public and private parking and does not
account for any residential [and 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-bedrgom unit, two spaces for every unit with two or more
bedrooms” {page 164). This is different from the City’s requirement for two spaces for
most 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



Erown, Christina CD

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Tyler Russell McCusker <tyler@kx935.com>
Wednesday, November 20, 2019 2:27 PM
Planning Commission

Support for Downtown Specific Plan

[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.]

Hello Planning Commission,

Below are my opinions, shared by many members of "Young Minds for Laguna's Future," in support of the
Downtown 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, shops, 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 requirements 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.”

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

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

e | 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 people 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 are mandated by the state to create more than 350 new housing options, and downtown is the perfect place
to do that.

Tyler Russell McCusker



General Manager | Founder
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Date: November 20, 2019
To: Laguna Beach Planning Commission and Planning Staff
Re: 11/20/19 Planning Commission Meeting - Agenda ltem #1, Review of Downtown Specific Plan

Planning Commissioners and Planning Staff -

During your review of this update of the Downtown Specific Plan (DSP), it is requested that, prior 1o
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 lot 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 permitied subject 10 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 10 enhance
public viewshed and access and to minimize huilding 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; “.... rwenty-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 is
fevel with the sidewalk the top of a bluff would need to be cut down. This is an issue thal must be
resolved due to current prohibitions on altering a coastal bluff.

e




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 highlighted text below
provide an exception that would conditionally allow uses other than “housing, or business and
professional offices” on upper floors of Planned Integrated Developments in the Central Bluffs 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
Tuble 5-2. Furthermore, subject to a Conditional Use Permit, properties located in the areas as
specified in Table 5-2 may be permitted a maximum building height of 24 feet (two-story) or 36
Jeet (three-story) as noted, provided the second andfor third floors are used for housing, or
business and professional offices exclusive of medical or denmtal 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 Arts District
are subject to 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

Studio 195
hitps://fwww.studio-195.com/
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November 20, 2019

Wendy Jung File: IGR/CEQA.
City of Laguna Beach SCH#: 201909-45
505 Forest Avenue: 12-ORA-2019- 01254
Laguna Beach, CA 92651 SR 133, PM 0.641
SR'1, PM.9.384

Dear Ms. Jung,

Thank you for including the Cdlifornio Department of Transportation (Cdltraris) in
the review of the Negatfive Declaration for the proposed Downtewn Specific
Flan Update project in the City of Laguna Beach. The mission of Caltrans is o
provide a sdfe, sustainable, integrated and efficient transportation system to
gnhante Californic’s econaimy and ivaility,

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

Active Transportation

1. Caltrans-understands the proposed project does not include any
development. However, please consider including o discussion on existing
and plannied bicycle faciliiies. Both SR 1 and SR 133 are major bicycle
corridors ¢nd should be considefed when analyzing tramsportation
impacts of future projects.

2. Bikes and e-bikes fwhich are. becoeming incredsingly popuicr} are g
healthy and sustainable form of transportation. Improvmg safeiy comfort,
dnd connectivity can increase biking among all ages and abilities while
helping reduce Vehiclé Miles Traveled {VMT].

3. Bicycleinfrastructure helps creaie a mullimodal environmient for the
project area, thus encouraging Complete Streets. Developing Complete
Sireets promo’fes the use of Active Transportation, which increases safety

“Piovide a sofe; sustainabla, Infegrated and effac:enf transpartation system
1 enhance Califorhla’s economy and livabili”




City of Laguna Beach
November 20, 2019
Page 2

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

Freight

4. Please consider overnight parking and wel-it parking iots fo
accommodate fruckers rather than empty lois or side sireets. 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 confiicts with traffic and bicycles, please consider
directing deliveries to loading docks away from curbside. Please also
consider redesigning outdated loading docks to accommodate new
freight truck design. Utility alley space could be utilized 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 facilities and reduce points of conflict
between drivers, cyclists, and pedestrians.

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

Encroachment Permiis:

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 Calirans's requiremenis for work done within
State ROW, additional documentation would be required before
approval of the encroachment permit, Please coordinate with Caltrans o
meet requirements for any work within or near State ROW. For specific
details for Encroachment Permits procedure, please refer to the Calirans’s
Encroachment Permits Manual at:
hitp://www.dotl.ca.gov/hg/iraffops/developserv/permiis/

“Provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient transportation system
to enhance California’s economy and livability™




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 developments that could
potentially impact State transportation facilities. If you have any questions or
need to contact us, please do not hesitate to contact Joseph Jamoralin at (657)
328-6276 or Joseph.Jamoralin@dot.ca.gov

Sincerely,

SCOTT SHELLEY
Branch/Chief, Regional-IGR-Transit Planning

District 12

“Provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient transportation system
to enhance California’s economy and livability”
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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 land grants: “two principal land grants in the area {Rancho
San Joaquin and Rancho Niguel, later Irvine and Moulton Ranches).”

4. Chap. 2, p. 16, § 2, replace sentence beginning “Even during those early years” and the next one with
“Beginning around 1909, 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 Viliage 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 OfficefCivic district {green) instead
of the Arts district (red) and correct the label of the district in the key.

11. Chap. 5, p. 157, §1, restore reference to 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 “Require . . .

We hope that these suggestions will becorae 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, Vitlage Laguna
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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 past versions of the Downtown
Specific Plan, I discovered an opening paragraph that I 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 ecean and foothills, which provide Laguna Beach with so much of its
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 development patterns, diversity of design and pedestrian
scale has engendered a shared, civic ideal described locally as preserving the
“village atmosphere.”

(1 oP_’L)



Sulpmitied at il/w{l‘i 5 Mﬁ@h?j

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 makes 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 thatreflect 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

(2 of2)
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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 not 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.



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, noris 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.}

Therefore, | 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



From: katew.clark@verizon.net

To: Juna. Wendy CD
Subject: FW: Suggested Additions to the DSP
Date: Friday, November 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
(949) 376-9882
kclarkl@alumni.uci.edu

From: kclarkl@alumni.uci.edu

To: wjung@Ilagunabeachcity.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 taller 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 insertion 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 lots, thereby reducing the appearance of scale and
massing.

I 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) 376-9882
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