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, (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 (i) the high rents
that downtown fandowners 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 apened 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,
I 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 ¢ome 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 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 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 persanal 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



character or charm to the City. This recentily 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 Hofmeister



From: David Raber <david@raber.us>

Sent: Monday, December 02, 2019 3:56 PM
To: City Council

Cc: Jung, Wendy CD

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. fronically,
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. 1tis the landlords’
anticipation of more generous zoning praovisions 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.



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 g0, 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:

* Beunique — Not part of large, monolithic development

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

* Beflexible, 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

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
949.300.7424

david@raber.us



From: Kathy Tanaka <blissdesigns@cox.net>
Sent: Thursday, December 12, 2019 8:17 PM

To: City Council <CityCouncil@lagunabeachcity.net>
Subject: Oppose the new 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.]

Dear City Council,

Please vote against the new Downtown Specific Plan.

Please don’t allow what happened in Huntington Beach and Brea happen on your watch. Preserve the
quaint historic charm of Laguna. Hold businesses and developers accountable for more than enough
parking. Parking is a huge problem and with this new plan it would be worse. Residents are losing their
only parking in front of their house to tourists and workers. Promote businesses that residents really
shop and dine at. Why do our kids have to go to another city to see a movie? Protect the ocean, citizens
and the beautiful place we call home. Make sure we have enough water. Vote for what's good for the
residents. Oppose the new downtown specific plan.

Thanks for listening.

Happy Holidays!

Isamu and Kathy Tanaka

Sent from my iPhone



From: Christopher Quilter <cmauilter@icloud.com>
Sent: Sunday, December 15, 2019 12:00 PM

To: City Council <CityCouncil@lagunabeachcity.net>
Subject: In support of the DSP

Greetings from Palm Springs:

My holiday gift to the Council is not to rob you of two or three minutes of your lives that you will never
get back. Many, many people will be doing that instead, and if Next Door is any indication, the
opponents of the DSP are hellbent on pointing out the catastrophic impact this modest document wiil
have on our way of life.

I am writing on behalf of the silent majority who will not be at the Council, and also because Peter has
had to recuse himself. Here’s what we have to say: after 5 years of debate and discussion, and a 5-0
recommendation from the Planning Commission, we are confident that our elected and appointad
public servants have done their jobs.

If Norm Grossman can be quoted in the paper as saying he is 95% in agreement with the proposed DSP,
we hope your response to a request for more time to gild the lily is a polite, “Thanks, but we can live
with 85%.” Please vote 3-1 and move on,

In closing, thank you for your leadership and hard work, for your cast iron bladders, and for your refusal
to throw in the towel. | am grateful you think we're worth it.

CHRIS

Chris Quilter
374 Myrtie Street
949-715-3820
949-933-0843 (cell)



From: Bill hoffman <hoffdog@cox.net>

Sent: Monday, December 16, 2019 7:25 AM

To: City Council <CityCouncii@lagunabeachcity.net>

Subject: Coordinating Chapter 4 - Urban Design - of the Downtown Specific Plan

Dear City Council,

As a member of the citizens’ Urban Design Committee (UDC), a local tour guide, and teacher, | have
taken great interest in the revitalization of Downtown. | spent six months helping the UDC create urban
design suggestions for Chapter 4 for the Downtown Specific Plan, most of which were, unfortunately,
not included in the final draft Plan.

In my opinion, it’s time to begin some improvements for Downtown, but before adopting the Downtown
Specific Plan, | have a few suggestions about additions to Chapter 4:

1. The draft Plan’s treatment of Downtown’s most important street - Forest Ave. - is quite
basic. It only mentions repaving the street. in contrast, the recent Downtown Action Plan
suggests resurfacing the sidewalks with brick, adding some smaller canopy trees, adding a central
crosswalk and extending the curb in a few areas where there is a tree well. | suggest a more
thorough treatment of lower Forest to provide guidance for the future and coordinate the two
documents, as well as suggestions from the UDC document.

A. Amend the DSP to include the placement of bollards at both ends of lower Forest to
facilitate desired closures.

B. Include the four design options from the UDC for lower Forest to guide future needs.

i. Keep the street dimensions, parking and circulation as it is, but add
retractable bollards at both ends

ii. Expand pedestrian sitting areas at the four corners of lower Forest (loss
of four parking spaces)

iii. Eliminate parking on the west side of the street and extend the sidewalks
on the west side for restaurant and pedestrian seating.

iv. Close to through traffic and create a pedestrian street with appropriate
sitting areas, kiosks, historical markers and new paving.

2. Both the draft DSP and Downtown Action Plan need more discussion of better evening lighting using
additional streetlights or accent lighting.

We are very close to some much-needed revitalization of our Downtown. There are so many residents
who will love to see these improvements.

Thank you so much for your service to the City.
Sincerely,

Bill Hoffman, CTO (Chief Touring Officer)
Hoffy Tours, LLC

bill@hoffytours.com

949-246-4548




From: Catherine Jurca <cathjurca@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, December 16, 2019 7:47 AM

To: Whalen, Bob; Dicterow, Steve; Iseman, Toni; Kempf, Sue

Cc: Chel, Lisette CC; Jung, Wendy CD

Subject: Comments re: Agenda Item 15, Downtown Specific Plan and Negative Declaration
Attachments: Jurcaletter-12-17-2019-Item15.pdf

[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 Mayor Whalen and Members of the City Council:

Please review the attached comments on the very important issue of the Downtown Specific Plan that comes before you
tomorrow.

Many thanks for your time and consideration,
Best wishes,

Catherine



Catherine Jurca
31423 Coast Highway, #28
Laguna Beach, CA 92651

Laguna Beach City Council
City of Laguna Beach

505 Forest Avenue

Laguna Beach, CA 92651

December 8, 2019

RE: Agenda Item 15, Negative Declaration and Amendments to the Downtown
Specific Plan

Dear Mayor Whalen and Members of the City Council:

Thank you very much for the opportunity to comment on the Initial Study and
proposed Negative Declaration (Neg Dec) for the amendments to the Downtown
Specific Plan (DSP). I regret that the comment period for the Neg Dec slipped by me,
but members of the public may comment and identify problems with the environmental
review until “the close of the public hearing on the project before the issuance of the
notice of determination” (Public Resources Code 21177). Since that date is still more
than a month off, I write with grateful expectation of your serious consideration of my
remarks. I also ask that this letter please be included in the administrative record.

I urge you not to adopt the Neg Dec for this project. A Neg Dec can satisfy the
requirements of CEQA only if a proposed project could not have a significant effect on
the environment. But impacts to cultural resources have not been adequately
considered. The Neg Dec claims the project would have “no impact” on cultural
resources, but this is not accurate. The proposed project could indeed have a
“potentially significant impact” on a number of historic resources within the DSP area
due to changes in how the DSP identifies historic resources and proposes to preserve
them. Furthermore, the substantial impacts on cultural resources promise to be
cumulatively considerable, which is also a consideration under CEQA.

If a project could have a potentially significant impact on the environment, the lead
agency must determine whether those impacts can be mitigated to a less than
significant level. If so, a Mitigated Negative Declaration (MIND) may be prepared,
which includes clear, specific, and enforceable mitigation measures. If mitigation is not
feasible then an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) must be prepared, and it must
consider alternatives to the project. I believe this letter provides substantial evidence to
support a fair argument that the proposed project could have a significant impact on the
environment and that further environmental review is required.

The Project Would Result in Substantial Adverse Impacts in the Significance of
Historic Resources

The current DSP, adopted in 2008 (hereafter “2008 DSP”), enumerates “65 structures in
the Central Business District identified on the City’s Historic Resources List [the



12/17/19 Agenda item 15

“Inventory”] which are eligible for placement on the City’s Historic Register” (V-30). It
moreover clarifies the central importance of these properties for preserving the
character of downtown: “The historic buildings in the downtown display the City’s
architectural heritage and serve as models for preserving the downtown'’s character into
the future. In addition, much of the village character and many of the urban design
recommendations for the downtown are interrelated with the preservation of historic
structures and the types of architectural styles represented by them” (III-4). In the draft
revised DSP of 2019 (hereafter “Draft DSP”), these two sentences are repeated exactly
(with the trivial addition of the words “that are” between “styles” and “represented,” p.
43). The Draft DSP further states as its “primary objective to preserve and enhance the
unique character of the downtown” (p. 9). However, the number of historic resources in
the Draft DSP is inexplicably reduced from 65 to 27. No rationale is given. No
evaluations or other evidence are presented to explain why 38 of these previously
identified historic resources have ceased to be historic, or why the 27 remaining historic
resources continue to “display the City’s architectural heritage and serve as models for
preserving the downtown'’s character” but the other 38 somehow do not.

All 65 properties were identified in the City’s Historic Resources Inventory of 1981. The
27 properties that remain in the Draft DSP include twenty properties that are listed in
the City’s Historic Register; four that have been found eligible for the National Register
of Historic Places; and three that are listed in the City’s Historic Register and are eligible
for the National Register. The City appears to be improperly differentiating between, on
the one hand, properties that it considers very historic indeed (eligible for the National
Register} or whose owners acknowledge historic significance by having voluntarily
listed them on a register, and, on the other hand, properties that are merely historic. In
other words, the Draft DSP now discounts properties that have been identified as
“eligible for placement on the City’s Historic Register” in the Historic Resources
Inventory but whose owners have not, for whatever reason, applied to list them on the
local Register.

The differentiation among these implicit categories of historic properties is unjustified.
California recognizes locally eligible properties as historic resources for purposes of
CEQA, whether or not they have been formally listed on a historic Register. And the
historic significance of a property is not determined by the property owner’s eagerness
to embrace that significance, just as an owner cannot make wetlands evaporate by
declining to acknowledge their existence on his or her property.

Properties listed in the Historic Resources Inventory are identified as historic resources
within Laguna Beach and acknowledged as such in the City’s General Plan and its
Municipal Code, through which the City has committed itself to “preserv[ing] and
enhanc|ing] buildings and structures of historic significance” (p. xx). The Historic
Resources Element (revised 2006) of the General Plan explicitly casts itself as “the
foundation for the protection and preservation of historic structures identified in the
Historic Resources Inventory” (p. 1, emphasis added), while the Historic Preservation
Ordinance claims as its first objective to “Safeguard the heritage of the city by providing
for the protection of historic resources representing significant elements of its history”
(25.45.002(A)). In other words, the City is eliminating without justification over half the
properties its own General Plan has deemed to be historic from its preservation
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12/17/19 Agenda item 15

considerations in the draft DSP. And thus the DSP is not consistent with the General
Plan.

Ms. Ann Christoph, in a letter and PowerPoint presentation to the Planning
Commission dated Nov. 20, 2019, identified just some of the historic buildings that
would no longer count as historic and be put in jeopardy in the DSP area if the Draft
DSP is adopted. The City must provide detailed evaluations of these and the rest of the
missing properties to justify their elimination from the Draft DSP’s list of historic
resources. The Draft DSP ominously includes a new assertion, that “many older
buildings in Laguna have had their historic value and character compromised by
modernization of the storefront” (p. 32). But staff do not identify these buildings or
discuss the nature of the changes. Alterations do not intrinsically disqualify a historic
resource; staff need to provide substantial evidence that would justify removing specific
properties from the list of buildings defined as historic resources in Laguna Beach.
Otherwise the public is unable to evaluate the full scale of the potential impacts to
historic resources from the Draft DSP.

The Draft DSP Changes Policies and Protections for Historic Resources

The Neg Dec concludes that the project will result in “No Impact” to Cultural Resources
because it “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 to encourage the re-use of
historically significant buildings.” The claim is demonstrably false. Historic
preservation policies are changed from the 2008 DSP to the present draft, in addition to
changes in what counts as a historic resource.

2008 DSP Policies (differences are called out with underlines)
15. Provide incentives for re-use of historically significant buildings.

16. Establish and implement guidelines for remodeling or renovating historically
significant buildings.

17. Encourage the preservation of all historic structures, with special emphasis on those
buildings identified on the City’s Historic Resources Inventory and Historic Register.

18. Monitor historically significant buildings including those on the Inventory or the
Register of E-, K- and C-rated structures, and review requests for demolition, including
partial demolition, in conjunction with making efforts to achieve alternatives other than
demolition. Require replacement of demolished or altered structures to reflect historic
character and style.

19. Consider interior preservation, as well as exterior preservation, when granting
historic preservation incentives.

20. Refer proposed alterations to structures on the Historic Resources Inventory for
review by the Heritage Committee.
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12/17/19 Agenda item 15

2019 Draft DSP Policies

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

15. Establish and implement guidelines for remodeling or renovating historically
significant buildings.

16. Encourage the preservation of all historic structures, with special emphasis on those
buildings identified on the City’s Historic Register.

17. Monitor historically significant buildings and review requests for demolition,
including partial demolition, in conjunction with making efforts to achieve alternatives
other than demolition. Require replacement of demolished or altered structures to
reflect historic character and style.

18. Consider interior preservation, as well as exterior preservation, when granting
historic preservation incentives.

As you can see, the Draft DSP retains several worthy policy goals regarding historic
buildings from the 2008 DSP, including providing incentives and encouraging
alternatives to demolition of historic buildings. However, policies are also amended and
deleted. All mention of the Historic Resources Inventory, the document by which
Laguna has defined its historic resources for almost forty years, has been eliminated,
not only from the Policies section but from the Draft DSP entirely. Given changes
elsewhere in the Draft DSP and discussed above, it is clear the properties on the
Inventory that are not eligible for the National Register or listed on the Laguna Register
are no longer to be considered “historic structures” or resources. Projects involving
them will not be monitored, their preservation not encouraged. In addition, the role of
the Heritage Committee, an appointed body of experts in architecture, history,
preservation, and related fields, would cease to review proposed alterations to any
historic buildings in the DSP. The stated policy goals are to encourage preservation,
restoration, and re-use, to create alternatives to demolition, but the body best able to
make recommendations for how to achieve these ends is now jettisoned from the
process, again without explanation.

There is another crucial, proposed policy difference between the 2008 and Draft DSP
that is not included in the section relating to historic preservation and not called out in
the Neg Dec. In the draft DSP staff recommend “allowing nonconforming structures to
be repaired, restored, replaced, or reconstructed up to the original building height” (p.
113). This means that all buildings that are taller than what is currently allowed are
grandfathered in, and that any building, including historic resources, could be
demolished and “replaced” or “reconstructed” while taking advantage of previous
development standards. This proposed change, recommended by staff, creates a
disincentive for preserving historic buildings and represents a significant and destructive
policy change to the historic fabric of the downtown. An Ad Hoc Committee on the
Downtown Specific Plan, a diverse group of residents and business owners with
various interests in the downtown, effectively pointed this out in a memo to Planning
Staff and the Planning Commission dated August 19, 2019, but staff did not take up
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their suggestion to exempt nonconforming historic resources from replacement or
reconstruction at the original height and clarify that they could only be repaired or
restored.

Staff must acknowledge the changes in policy in their environmental clearance
documents and reckon with their impact on historic resources.

The Project’s Initial Study and Neg Dec Misdescribe the Project and Fail to Consider
Potential Substantial Adverse Impacts

The Initial Study project description refers to the updated DSP as “a policy-and-
regulatory-level document that does not include any development proposals; and
therefore, it would not directly result in physical environmental effects.” It further
states that “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.” This language is
repeated verbatim in the Neg Dec. The assertion that planning documents do not on
their own create physical changes to the environment is key to staff’s conclusion that
the revised DSP could not have a significant effect on the environment and, implicitly,
that staff are absolved even of the responsibility to prepare a detailed environmental
review.

Staff’s assumption that planning documents do not require detailed environmental
review is not accurate. CEQA mandates consideration not only of direct physical
impacts but also of “reasonably foreseeable indirect physical changes in the
environment,” such as that created by adoption of the Draft DSP (CEQA Guidelines
15064 (2) (d)). In addition to policy guidance, the Draft DSP creates detailed, finely-
grained development standards for the downtown area, and it provides for significant
changes to current policies by way of promoting development there. By reducing the
number of identified historic resources from 65 to 27, and by changing the policies
governing historic resources, the revised DSP occasions precisely the “reasonably
foreseeable indirect physical changes in the environment”—in this case, foreseeable
substantial adverse impacts to historic resources located within the downtown—which
cannot be addressed in a Neg Dec.

In Lighthouse Field Beach Rescue v. City of Santa Cruz (2005) 131 Cal.4th 1170, the court
overturned the City’s adoption of a negative declaration for a new beach master plan

~ because the initial study failed to evaluate possible adverse impacts to the environment
by unleashed dogs, and because it failed to address policy changes regarding leashes.
Santa Cruz’s plan no more directly delivered dogs to its beaches than adoption of
Laguna’s Draft DSP would directly demolish particular historic buildings to make way
for new construction. The point is that the changes in the Draft DSP are designed to
dramatically reduce the number of buildings that Laguna considers historic in the
downtown and to render further CEQA review for impacts to cultural resources for
projects involving them unnecessary. It creates new policies and processes for
reviewing historic buildings that weaken oversight of them (the elimination of Heritage
Committee review) even for those buildings still considered historic.

Adverse Impacts to Historic Properties Are Not Merely Speculative
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The potential adverse impacts are “reasonably foreseeable” and not merely speculative.
Laguna Beach has been engaged in a long process to revise its Historic Preservation
Ordinance. After about seven years the City Council voted in December 2018 to start
over again, with a new vision and new Ordinance that would make the preservation of
historic resources voluntary and to revise the General Plan and other city documents to
make that possible. Gone is language about “safeguard[ing] the heritage of the city by
providing for the protection of historic resources”; the draft Ordinance instead proposes
“safeguard[ing] the heritage of the city by encouraging and providing for the voluntary
protection of historic resources” (Historic Preservation Ordinance draft, March 5, 2019, p.
1, my emphases). Only properties formally designated on the National, California, or
local registers would be considered historic resources. At the March 5, 2019 City
Council meeting, Council even voted 5-0 to strike the following language from the
proposed definition of a historic resource: “[Plroperties or structures that are identified
in the Historic Resources Element of the City’s General Plan as being eligible for the
State Register or the National Register have the potential to be historic resources. An
historical assessment will be necessary for such properties or structures prior to
alterations, remodels, or demolitions” (Staff Report, City Council, March 5, 2019, p-&
City Council Minutes, p. 17). That is, Council voted to treat National and California
Register-eligible properties—properties that rise to the highest standards of historic and
architectural significance—no differently than the local Jack in the Box, despite
substantial evidence that they are historic. The review and possible adoption of the
Ordinance is in process.

Laguna Beach has not handled preservation well in the past. We have not had a
qualified historic preservation planner on staff, which has caused the City to apply
unnecessarily rigid standards when owners have sought to make changes to their
properties and to provide often misleading and contradictory information to property
owners. Some property owners have been forced to pay more than necessary for repairs
or changes because Laguna did not apply the California Historic Buildings Code. The
process has been cumbersome for many property owners. As a result, many owners of
historic buildings have somewhat incoherently demanded that Laguna get rid of its
“illegal” inventory, end the public “taking” of properties by identifying them as
historic, and, above all, recognize their right to do whatever they want with their
properties. They express concern, based on no hard evidence, that historic status hurts
their property values, because it prevents future buyers from altering or demolishing
them at will. These sentiments have been expressed at a series of public hearings
(Planning Commission March 22, April 19, June 7, 2017, City Council September 29,
2018, December 16, 2018, March 5, 2019).

It is self-evident that the Council’s goal of removing properties from consideration as
historic is designed to facilitate their demolition and alteration without the
encumbrance of historic resource evaluations, CEQA review, or regulations designed to
ensure that changes conform to preservation standards. The elimination of 38 historic
resources from the Draft DSP, and the changes to policies designed to preserve historic
resources, are linked to the broader dismantling of protections for historic resources in
the City of Laguna Beach. The potential substantial impacts are more than “reasonably
foreseeable”—they are guaranteed. And given the number of historic resources
involved—the DSP drops 38 (the revised General Plan and Historic Preservation
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Ordinance would eliminate something closer to 500)—the impacts also promise to be
cumulatively considerable. In fact, if, as the Draft DSP claims, “many older buildings in
Laguna have had their historic value and character compromised by modernization of
the storefront” (p. 32), possibly in the many years before the City that CEQA applied to
historic resources, this is reason to be all the more careful of avoiding additional
impacts to historic resources in the downtown.

Alternatives to Eliminating Historic Resources and Protections from the DSP

Of course, there are many members of the public, including me, advocating on the other
side, for the preservation of Laguna’s unique historic character, downtown and
elsewhere. We urged that Council adopt (with some further changes), the revised
Historic Preservation Ordinance that would have provided owners more clarity about
the process and created specific local guidelines for the handling of the majority of
Laguna'’s historic buildings, the “C”-rated buildings, which would exempt them from
CEQA review (under Cultural Resources). C-rated historic buildings are among the
structures dropped from the Draft DSP. The revised ordinance would have provided
many owners more flexibility while ensuring that the character of the property and the
community is still a factor in development decisions. An updated citywide Survey
would provide clarity to owners about which properties are presumed historic and
which are not. Hiring a Historic Preservation Planner who is qualified under the
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards would provide appropriate guidance and review—
with over 300 properties on the Laguna Register this position is a necessity, because
even designated properties are altered and added to, and must be handled in a sensitive
way. A qualified expert would also better be able to apply the Secretary of the Interior’s
Standards, which are designed to be used with some flexibility. Owners of historic
buildings can use the California Historic Building Code for repairs and alterations;
indeed, it is designed for that purpose. Members of the public have requested all of
these improvements to the Historic Preservation Ordinance as a way to avoid the
nuclear option of eliminating droves of historic properties from the City’s list and
turning historic resources into things owners can wish away, unlike any other aspect of
the environment.

Conclusion

The Initial Study and the Neg Dec do not adequately consider the impacts on cultural
resources that the Draft DSP would entail. Even though it is a planning document, the
Draft DSP nonetheless paves the way for radical transformation of the City’s historic
fabric and the “unique character” of the downtown it ostensibly strives to preserve. It
does so not least by eliminating 38 properties, without explanation or
acknowledgement, from the list of historic resources located within the DSP area, in
conflict with the current General Plan that counts them among the City’s historic
resources. Consistency with the General Plan is a requirement of the DSP.

Given the City’s eagerness to shift to a voluntary preservation program, in response to
some local property owners who have clamored in the last few years for the right to
alter or demolish their historic properties at will (often, it appears, in justifiable
frustration at the City’s incomplete understanding of the application of preservation
standards and an opaque process), the potential substantial impacts to cultural

7o0f8



12/17/19 Agenda item 15

resources in the DSP area are “reasonably foreseeable” and, one might argue, imminent.
They must therefore be evaluated in a different environmental clearance document,
most likely an EIR. It is to be hoped that rather than go this route, the City Council
would consider the alternatives listed above to return to the hard work of drafting a
final DSP and then a Historic Preservation Ordinance that really will preserve the
“unique” qualities that still remain in the downtown of Laguna, “against almost
overwhelming odds,” as the 2008 DSP presciently put it (1-1).

Thank you very much for your consideration and service to the community.
Sincerely,
Catherine Jurca

Cc Lisette Chel-Walker, City Clerk
Wendy Jung, Senior Planner
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From: Suzanne Mclnerny <suzymcinerny@me.com>
Sent: Monday, December 16, 2019 9:48 AM

To: City Councit <CityCouncil@iagunaheachcity.net>
Subjeci: Please keep Laguna LAGUNA

[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.]

We don’t need more tourists. We need to have our artists back!!
Travel to Europe and look how they keep a town like village not Huntington Beach!!

Thank you.

Sent from my iPhone



From: byron nelson <bnelsonocda@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, December 16, 2019 2:24 PM

To: City Council <CityCouncil@lagunabeacheity.net>
Cc: Info <lagunaresidentsfirst@gmail.com>

Subject: Downtown Specific Plan

We adamantly oppose the current plan as proposed. It would destroy the City we love
and cherish. If a new plan is necessary, and some improvements are in order, meet the
list of objectives set forth originally in the retention of the MIG. Please review and
emphasize these points, as to do otherwise is a great disservice to the local citizenry.
As members of that group, we want our interests to be served and , really, the heck with
the tourists and other invasive species. We are a self-sustaining city with a population
that exceeds what the basic services and infra-structure can provide as it is. We need to
accommodate/promote businesses that serve the basic living needs of the citizenry, as
being required to leave town with the traffic mess we have inherited for most basic
necessities is wasteful, polluting and environmentally unsound! As it is, we are truly
caught in a fire trap, a la Paradise, Ca. We no longer need the tourist industry to be
successful---times and needs have changed and the town is no longer a "tourist" town
but a suburban, all-inclusive, living full time town. We don't have to deny the tourist but
just make it that they are required to accommodate us, the people that live here and pay
the bill.

Byron and Sandra Nelson

2840 Prk PI

Laguna Beach, 92651
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Subject: Support for the Downtown Specific Plan

From: Joan Gladstone {mailto:joangladstone@cox.net]

Sent: Monday, Pecember 16, 2019 7:01 PM

To: Whalen, Bob <bwhalen@lagunabeachcity.net>; Dicterow, Steve <sdicterow1121@yahoo.com>; Blake, Peter
<pblake@lagunabeachcity.net>; Iseman, Toni <tiseman@lagunabeachcity.net>; Kempf, Sue
<skempf@lagunabeachcity.net>

Cc: Jung, Wendy CD <wjung@lagunabeachcity.net>

Subject: Support for the Downtown Specific Plan

As a Laguna Beach resident for nearly 30 years, | fully support the Downtown Specific Plan. The plan
proposes many terrific, well thought-out ideas to create a more vibrant and beautiful downtown.

I serve as Vice Chair of the Board of Trustees of the Laguna College of Art and Design. I'm also an artist. I'm
planning on attending the City Council meeting on December 17 and would also like to provide my comments
in writing.

Times have changed since Laguna Beach was founded as an arts colony more than 100 years ago. Today, it
is difficult if not impossible for new and emerging artists to live and work here. New housing in the downtown
area will attract the next generation of art and design students, graduates and working artists.

Laguna started First Thursdays Art Walk more than 20 years ago. Now 10 other Orange County cities, from
Dana Point to Santa Ana, sponsor art walks every month or during the summer. These events raise the profile
of artists and galleries, stimulate visits to restaurants and shops and contribute to the local econamy. Year-
round cultural events, as proposed by the DSP, will build on Laguna Beach's unique heritage and strengthen
our artistic identify.

Please vote yes on the DSP. Thank you.

Joan

Paintings by Joan Gladstone

www.joangladstone.com
(949) 633-9900

Vice Chair
Laguna College of Art + Design
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Subject: Item 15 - DSP Update - I have more reasons that the City should delete the proposed
parking requirement changes in the DSP update than I will have time.
Attachments: More reasons than time.pdf; Five question questionaire RESULTS v3a 9 30 19.pdf

From: jochnthomas@cox.net [mailto:johnthomas@cox.net]

Sent: Tuesday, Dacember 17, 2019 12:08 AM

To: Whalen, Bob <bwhalen@lagunabeachcity.net>; Dicterow, Steve <sdicterow1121@yahoo.com>; Iseman, Toni
<tiseman@Iagunabeachcity.net>; Kempf, Sue <skempf@Ilagunabeachcity.net>

Cc: cmoffice <cmoffice@lagunabeachcity.net>; Pfost, Greg CD <gpfost@lagunabeachcity.net>; Jung, Wendy CD
<wjung@lagunabeachcity.net>; Thomas, John <johnthomas@cox.net>

Subject: [tem 15 - DSP Update - | have more reasons that the City should delete the proposed parking requirement
changes in the DSP update than | will have time.

While there is much of merit in the DSP Update, there are a number of areas that need work. Considering time
constraints, | will focus my remarks at this time on the proposed parking scheme.

| have more reasons that the City should delete the proposed parking requirement changes in the DSP update
than | will have time to address when this item is discussed.

Therefore, the short version follows, but my list of “More Reasons Than Time -- 42 reasons to delete changes
to parking as proposed in the DSP Update” is attached. | also attach results of the business survey mentioned
in number 7 below.

The “short list:”

| urge you to delete the proposed blended parking idea from the DSP Update. My full list of 42 reasons is
attached, but here are 15 favorites.

1, Few people would agree with the statement in the plan that says: “the existing parking supply of
public and private parking spaces exceeds the actual parking demand throughout the Downtown."

2. The parking scheme is based on flawed analysis in the earlier |BI study. (Details available on
request: "Nine Problems with the IBI MIG blended parking plan™

3. Blended parking is not a good idea - regardless of whether it is 3/1000 or 4/1 ,000 or 5/1000. It would
make conditions worse and will soon lead to pleas for the city to fund a parking structure,

4. The plan allows an additional 188,000 sq. ft. of commercial space with no additional parking.

5. Picture 18 more Heisler Buildings being added with no additional parking.

e S e

6. The plan shifts the financial burden of providing parking from developers to the residents.

7. Asurvey of 20 businesses in the downtown indicated that 75% felt the change would hurt their
businesses.

8. Making the parking requirement the same for everything will lead to many of the current uses that
add to the character of Laguna Beach being replaced by bars and restaurants.

8. Laguna had 423 DUI arrests last year. How much more "vitality" do we need?

10.  Even the restaurant owners believe Laguna has too many restaurants.

11.  This plan favors building owners with vacancies over merchants trying to survive. Why don't they just
lower their rent?

12, The Coastal Commission may have an opinion about this idea.

13. With no one controlling owner to balance uses and facilities the shopping center analogy does not
work. The downtown is 160 owners and it's every man for himself.

14. And how does MIG “blend” 4/1000 and 10/1000 and get 3/1000?

15, When asked, staff was not able to provide a single example of a city comparable to Laguna where a
parking scheme like this has been successfully implemented.




More reasons than time:

Reasons to delete changes to parking as proposed in DSP update

1.

2.

10.

11.
12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.
19.

The proposed parking scheme is ill-conceived, is based on flawed reasoning, and will lead to
unfortunate results.

All-in-all, blended parking is not a good idea (regardiess of whether it is 3/1000 or 4/ ,000 or
5/1000, and will simply make the current retail business condition worse until the pressure
builds for another confrontation about the need for the city to build a new parking structure.

As incredible as this sounds the plan states “the existing parking supply of public and private
parking spaces exceeds the actual parking demand throughout the Downtown.” Few people
would agree.

As proposed, the current number of parking spaces would support construction of an additional
188,000 sq. ft. of commercial space in the downtown with no additional parking being required.
Picture 18 more Heisler Buildings being added with no additional parking being required.
T e R S e LR
Allowing intensification of use of existing space and additional commercial square footage being
added can only lead to a worsening of existing parking, traffic, and congestion conditions.

As congestion worsens, we can expect a renewed cry from business owners for the city to pay
to construct additional parking to replace what the private building owners have been allowed to
avoid providing ~ repeat of the $42,000,000 Village Entrance Parking Structure fiasco of a few
years ago.

The result of the proposed parking plan is a clear shift of the financial burden of providing
parking for commercial uses from developers and building owners to the public — a shift of the
burden from a few commercial property owners to the residents of the community.

In addition to shifting responsibility from private development and thereby creating a public cost
burden where there was none before, the proposal also worsens the burden of increased traffic
and congestion on the entire community.

While it is clear that this parking scheme will be detrimental to residents, a recent survey of 20
businesses in the downtown indicated that 75% of those businesses felt the change would hurt
their businesses,

If we have more cars but no more parking, it will harder for customers to find a place to park,
making it harder for businesses to survive.

The City Council does not need to choose between merchants and residents. This 3/1000
“blended” scheme is bad for both.,

If the parking requirement is no different for bars and restaurants than it is for less intense uses,
and if the rents from bars and restaurants are higher, the economic incentive for building owners
will be to replace less intense uses with more bars and restaurants.

Many of the current commercial uses that add to the character of Laguna Beach will slowly be
driven out,

If the resuit of this scheme is to replace shops with more bars and restaurants, bear in mind that
Laguna had 423 DUI arrests last year. How much more "vitality" do we need?

Laguna Beach already has 127 places to buy alcohol. That is well above the State Alcoholic
Beverage Control Board guidelines.

The State of California Office of Traffic Safety ranks Laguna Beach Number One of 96 cities in
our population range in number of DUI arrests. That is, we have the most DU arrests of the 96
California cities closest in population to Laguna Beach.

Even the restaurant owners believe Laguna has too many restaurants.

This plan favors the small number of building owners with vacancies over the many mercharnts
who are here now and trying to survive.




20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

If buildings are slow to lease, perhaps some building owners need to improve maintenance and
adjust rents,

People going to the beach add to the demand for parking, and making it more challenging for
them to find parking may concern the Coastal Commission which could delay and complicate
approval of the plan.

You may hear the shopping center analogy. Downtown l.aguna is not a shopping center. Itis
very different. There is no one controlling owner or operator to balarce uses and facilities. The
downtown is 160 owners and it's every man for himself.

And even then, shopping center parking is typically about 5/1000 — not 3/1000 — for a center
with about 15% restaurants. If you do the math, you will see that works out to about 4/1000 for
general retail and 10/1000 for bars and restaurants — which is Laguna's current standard.

And how does MIG “blend” 4/1000 and 10/1000 and get 3/10007

The MIG parking scheme is based on an earlier |BI study which is fundamentally flawed in many
respects.

The IBI study combines public and private parking spaces, which distorts its analysis. When
solving for 85% utilization, counting only public spaces results in a much higher rate of
utilization. This distorts the result of the analysis and leads to the flawed recommendation in the
MIG DSP Update.

Secondly, you can’t count use of something that does not exist. The study counted use of the
existing 3,365 public and private spaces. But it also stated that by Institute of Transportation
Engineer standards the number of required spaces would be 4,421. There is no way of counting
what the actual utilization would be if Laguna had the specified 4,421 spaces since they don't
exist. We have no idea what utilization would be if the City had more spaces than exist today.
Rate of utilization could be the same and there might be fewer commercial customers or
employees parking in neighborhoods.

If someone wants to drive downtown and can't find a parking spot, what do they do? They can
drive around the block until they find a spot. They can park further away — perhaps in a
residential neighborhood. Or they can forget it and go home. Neither the [BI study nor the MIG
plan addresses what happens.

The 1Bl sample size is too small for a credible study. The methodology section states that the
sample size was two days for public parking and two different days for private parking during the
summer and two days during non-summer, That is the total sample size that led to the strange
conclusion.

The 1Bl sample was intentionally designed for a “typical” day, and intentionally avoids “peak”
demand days. If peak days were tossed out, were trough days also excluded?

The DSP Update says there are 514 non-residential uses in the downtown. If the average
business has six employees and half are working at any given time, employee parking alone
could amount to half of all the public and private spaces in the downtown. If additional
commercial space is added without adding additional parking, employee parking for the added
commercial space alone could add the demand of hundreds of additional employees looking for
a place to park,

The reduced parking requirement is for the benefit of commercial buildings only. Not residential.
And yet, the plan promotes additional residential uses in the downtown. |s the intent to provide
greater incentives to commercial building owners than to downtown residential uses?

The amount of parking required by a municipality that must be provided by private development
is a fundamental device to mitigate the impacts of development. Frankly, providing parking is
expensive for commercial building owners and developers, and therefore building owners and
developers are highly motivated to try to have a city reduce the amount of parking that is
required for their building. That is a key reason that parking requirements are an effective
means of regulating intensity of development.



34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

Few people think of it in these terms, but for every square foot of low intensity commercial
space like a retail shop, the building has to provide more than one additional square foot for
parking. But for businesses that will generate far higher traffic like bars and restaurants, the
amount of parking can easily exceed three times the floor space of the bar or restaurant, Where
land is as expensive as it is in Laguna, that extra cost is why the bar and restaurant rents are so
much higher. Waiving that distinction provides a substantial windfall for building owners who can
convert use to something more intense without having to mitigate the consequent impacts.
When asked, staff was not able to provide a single example of a city comparable to Laguna
where a parking scheme like this has been successiully implemented.

The blended parking concept stems in part from one isolated element of a larger theory of
academician Donald Shoup, that primarily argues that if you charge high enough rates for
parking that some spaces will always be available. His plan suggests that at some price level
people will be driven to public transportation. But Laguna’s public transportation network is not
an adequate substitute. And the Coastal Commission might have something to say about
Laguna charging parking rates high enough to discourage people from paying. The MIG
suggestion merely cherry-picks and attempts to implement one piece of Shoup's theory that
even Shoup might admit is unlikely to work in isolation.

The roots of this parking scheme touch on an early 2016 Chamber of Commerce letter
published in the local paper with its “requirement” that the City dramatically reduce private
development parking requirements and simultaneously construct publicly funded parking
facilities. This was clearly an effort to have the City shift the burden from private developers and
owners, where it belongs, to the public.

Not only is it not appropriate to use public funds to benefit private development, but reduction in
private development parking requirements does not seem to be in the best interests of the
Chamber's merchant members.

The reasoning of the Planning Commission recommendation of adoption of the MIG plan
included the expressed belief that people will be driving smaller cars, and therefore parking
spaces might get smaller in the future. But with major auto companies announcing that pick-up
trucks and SUVs have become a larger and larger share of their business and, in some cases
that they will discontinue production of traditional passenger sedans, that reasoning may be as
flawed a basis for a recommendation as the flawed [BI study.

it wasn't that long ago that someone seemed to think that the downtown needed a 528 space,
four story, $42,000,000 parking structure — presumably because downtown had too few parking
spaces. That didn’t end well. Now, the city has a study that says that even though its own code
says the downtown should have 4,451 spaces, the 3,365 that exist are too many and we can
reduce future parking requirements even as we allow more intense land uses.

In spite of the apparent inconsistency, there is a common thread. That common thread is an
effort to intensify fand use in the downtown — either by adding parking or by reducing the
amount of parking required by developers. Either way, the goal is the same — increasing
intensity of land use in the downtown without those developing the additional commercial space
mitigating the impacts of their development. And increased land use intensity means more
parking, traffic, and circulation problems that require mitigation by those creating the impacts.
The results of the 2016 City-sponsored Citizens Survey ranked traffic congestion on Coast
Highway and Laguna Canyon Road as number one on the list of most serious problems in
Laguna Beach with 73% of those surveyed considering it either extremely serious or very
serious. Since increased land use intensity in a confined geographic area results in increased
traffic and congestion it is unlikely that residents would favor increased intensity.



Has anyone asked downtown merchants what they think of the DSP Update?
We have.
Here are the results

A handful of residents, concerned about some of the proposed provisions in the draft Downtown Specific Plan Update,
formulated a simple questionnaire for downtown merchants and conducted face-to-face interviews with 20 merchants.
The survey questions were vetted for fairness by two people with extensive survey research experience and the people
conducting the interviews were coached on how NOT to influence answers.

Businesses interviewed included clothing stores, art galleries, restaurants, and others, We spoke with a mix of managers,
owners, and other employees,

A recap of responses includes:

14 of 20 were NOT aware the DSP Update is in process.

15 of 20 felt adding stores, bars and restaurants to the downtown without adding more parking would HURT their
businesses.

10 felt easing the CUP process would HURT their businesses: others were split between 3 saying it would help, 3
saying it would make no difference, and 4 that did not know.

11 felt aggregating lots into a larger building complex would HURT their businesses: others were split between 3
saying it would help, 2 saying it would make no difference, and 5 that did not know. When prompted, if the
resulting rent were higher, that would be a problem.

Responses to the open-ended question about the biggest barrier to success varied, with parking being mentioned
more than other responses, and surprisingly — not one mentioned internet (Amazon) unless prompted

One other conclusion agreed to by virtually all merchants interviewed was that, before concluding on changes to the
downtown specific plan, the City should do what we just did — speak directly to merchants who will be impacted by the
plan and ask what in the plan will help and what will hurt their businesses.

Here are the questions and detailed results.

Your business is located in the Downtown Specific Yes No Don't Know
FPlan area. Are you aware the City is working on

changes to that could affect you? 5 14 1

Da you think adding stores and bars and restaurants Help Hurt Don't Makes No
to the downtown without adding more parking will help Know Difference
or hurt your business? 2 15 2 1
{Note — Some businesses have their own parking)

Most businesses in the Downtown are required to get Help Hurt Don't Makes No
a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) from the City. Do you Know Difference
think easing the CUP process to allow some uses 3 10 4 3
without & CUP will help or hurt your business?

if your building were redeveloped into a larger building Help Hurt Don't Makes No
complex (like the Art Museum Hotel project) would Know Difference
that help or hurt your business? 2 11 5 2
What do you see as biggest barriers to the success of » Responses to open-ended question regarding
your business? barriers to success or ather comments:

»  About half mentioned parking; including
individual comments on beach parking impact,
employee parking, price of parking, impact of
Farmers Market on parking.

e Surprisingly — not one mentioned internet unless
prompted

¢ Two mentioned building maintenance issues due
to uninvolved building owner

e One restaurant mentioned there are too many
restaurant seats in Laguna

The merchants were directed to city staff and to city website links for further information.



Subject: HHSC -Downtown Recommendation Letter
Attachments: HHSC Letter to Council_12.9.19 Final.pdf

From: STEVEN KELLENBERG [mailto:steveke@cox.net]

Sent: Tuesday, December 17, 2019 10:33 AM

To: Jung, Wendy CD <wjung@lagunabeachcity.net>

Cc: Alaniz-Flejter, Monigue CD <malaniz-flejter@lagunabeachcity.net>
Subject: Fwd: HHSC -Downtown Recommendation lLetter

Wendy, find attached letter from the Housing and Community Services Committee regarding an opportunity
related to affordable housing and the DSP. The letter and position were endorsed unanimously by the
Committee. I had assumed Monique had forwarded this on to the Council for tonights meeting. If that is not
the case, could you do so? Thanks

Steven Kellenberg
Housing and Human Services Committee

949 697 2276
steveke@eox.net




Date: 12.9.19

To: Laguna Beach City Council
From: Housing and Human Services Committee
RE: Downtown Specific Plan Requested Modification

Honorable Mayor and Council Members:

Itis well understood that our city has one of the highest costs of housing in Orange County but it
is less known that the city has one of the lowest income levels for those employed here. Per the
2013 Housing Element, a survey of 108 Laguna Beach businesses indicated that 57% of full time
and 85% of part time workers earned salaries at or below the very-low income range. This has
created one of the worst disparities between income and cost of housing in the county creating
a major challenge for the workers that protect us, teach our children and work our businesses.

This is not new but is receiving greater attention due to increased focus on affordable housing at
all levels of governance, but especially with recent actions by the State of California to more
vigilantly enforce the housing goals and targets developed by each city in its respective General
Plan Housing Element. As you know the recent RHNA allocations for housing have identified a
very aggressive target for Laguna Beach to achieve between 2021 to 2020,

In light of the above, the Housing and Human Services Committee sees an opportunity in the
recently drafted Downtown Specific Plan to enhance the feasibility of affordable housing by
allowing building height increases for affordable housing consistent within maximum building
heights proposed in the Specific Plan.

The Specific Plan allows buildings to increase from one to two stories in portions of the CBD and
up to three stories in the Arts District but only if they provide a “desirable public benefit” or be a
“planned integrated development”. Neither of these criteria include affordable housing as a
means to justify a modest height increase (other than in the Arts District for artists or students).

The Committee recommends the council add “Affordable Housing” within the definition of
“desirable public benefit” thereby allowing building heights to increase to, but not exceed, the
height limits identified on the Potential Building Heights map, Figure 4.7.

To be affordable, housing must be purchased or rented at a cost of no more than 30% of the
household’s monthly income.

The Committee is completely in agreement with the goals articulated in the Specific Plan
regarding village character, pedestrian scale and diversity of building type. It believes this modest
change will be consistent with these while also support goals articulated in the Housing Element
and proposed Specific Plan for achieving a modest increase in the city’s affordable housing stock.

Thank you for your consideration. Respectfully submitted,

Laguna Beach Housing and Human Services Committee
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Chiel Execulive Officer

December 17, 2019

Ms. Wendy Jung

Senior Planner

City of Laguna Beach
505 Forest Avenue
l.aguna Beach, CA 92651
Subject: Downtown Specific Plan Update {Local Coastal Program
Amendment 19-4482 and Zoning Ordinance Amendment 19-
4483) Notice of Public Hearing.

Dear Ms. Jung:

Thank you for providing the Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA) with
the Public Hearing Notice for the Downtown Specific Plan Update (Project). The
following comments are provided for your consideration:

o Please note that Broadway Street, Laguna Canyon Road, Coast Highway,
Forest Avenue, and Glenneyre Street are facilities on the Orange County
Master Plan of Arterial Highways.The Orange County Transportation
Authority encourages the City of Laguna Beach to coordinate changes in the
streetscape of these facilities located within the Laguna Beach Downtown
Specific Plan to ensure consistency with the Master Plan of Arterial
Highways. Please reference the Guidance for Administration of the Orange
County Master Plan of Arterial Highways for more information:
https:/iwww.octa.net/News-and-Resources/Open-Data/MPAH-Overview/.

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,
<)

Dan Phu
Manager, Environmental Programs

Orange County Transporation Authorily
550 South Main Street/ P.O. Box 14184 / Orange / California 928631584 7 {714} 560-0CTA (6282}



Subject: Downtown Specific Plan

From: Karen Redding <kredding@mac.com>

Sent: Tuesday, December 17, 2019 11:39 AM

To: City Council <CityCouncil@lagunabeachcity.net>
Subject: 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.]

Dear Council Members,

| am planning to attend tonight’s City Council meeting as | am very concerned about the current Downtown Specific
Plan. Hopefully, it can be redone to reflect MORE of the look and feel of the character of our downtown village.

Thank you for your listening ear.
Karen K. Redding, LCSW, Ph.D.
545 Poplar Street

Laguna Beach, CA 92651
949.715.7007



Subject: 12.17.19 CC Meeting, Agenda #15 Proposed Downtown Specific Plan Update

From: Pamela Adams <pacats@cox.net>

Sent: Tuesday, December 17, 2019 1:42 PM

To: City Council <CityCouncil@lagunabeachcity.net>

Subject: 12.17.19 CC Meeting, Agenda #15 Proposed Downtown Specific Plan Update

To the Laguna Beach City Council Members,

As | am not be able to attend the meeting tonight | wanted to address my concern regarding #15 on the
agenda. | am disappointed by the direction the city is moving in, placing business ventures & tourists first and
moving the residents needs out of consideration. It seems that the mentality today is if you build more & bigger,
more tourists will come & more revenue will be generated. | just don't see how raising heights & density to
buildings, andfor slashing parking requirements for new businesses will have positive results. All | ask is that
you be mindful of the next steps you take.

Thank you, Pam Adams

Pam Adams

pacats@cox.net

1493 Morningside Drive
Laguna Beach, CA 92651-2810
Landline: 949.494,6560



From: Megan Evans <meggoev@gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, December 17, 2019 1:46 PM

To: City Council <CityCouncil@lagunabeachcity.net>
Subject: Agenda Item #15 -- 12/17/19 City Council Meeting

Dear Council,

| am writing in support of the updated DSP.

t urge you not to fall for the fear mongering tactics being used by the opposition. Their rhetoric is
extreme and in many cases, false. Downtown Laguna has so much potential and this new DSP has the
power to truly revitalize the area.

There is a lot of discussion regarding polls being put out by local media sources. It is imperative that you
consider these polls for what they are which is voluntary.

Voluntary polls do not accurately capture the community’s views as a whole. In order for a poll to
provide statistically useful information, this poll would require a much larger sample size along with a
method to randomly sample the population of Laguna Beach. As it stands, there isn't anything useful
that can be gleaned from these voluntary poll results.

To make matters worse, this poll is being pushed by groups in town that are outwardly opposed to the
DSP. This leads to a biased group of volunteers who don't adequately represent the population of
Laguna Beach. Please don't allow these polls to sway your decision on the DSP.

Thank you for your time and effort on this matter.

Sincerely,

Megan Evans, ASA

BS in Mathematics and Statistics

Laguna Beach Resident



From: Barbara Manalis <bmanalis@icloud.com>
Sent: Tuesday, December 17, 2019 2:31 PM

To: City Council <CityCouncil@lagunabeachcity.net>
Subject: DownTown Specific Plan

To: City Council Members

We are writing to urge you to reconsider the Downtown Specific Plan. We want to keep Laguna
unique, not like every other seaside or inland community that has gone overboard for tourism and
commercial interests at the expense of a resident friendly community. The scales have tipped too far
out of balance towards tourism and commercial interests at the expense of the residents and we are in
danger of losing why we want [ive here.

In that vein keeping a quaint, low profile downtown is essential in regard to scale and mass, and are
upmost in our concern. If the recent staking of the proposed massive block long redevelopment of the
area north of the Museum, on the oceanside of Coast Highway, is an example of what couid be allowed
under the Downtown Specific Plan now under consideration — we are in deep trouble.

Don’t lose what we have that makes us special. Once it’s gone, you can’t get it back. Make modest
changes that enhance charm with low impact, increase mobility and maintain or increase parking
requirements and stop making decisions that increase tourism when the town is already overburdened
and especialy don’t make changes at the residents expense in favor of commercial interests.

Thank you for your consideration,

Barbara Manalis
31618 Jewel Avenue

Robin Brooke
31609 Jewel

Mia and Jon Moore
31503 Brentwood

Sharon and Jonathan Rose
22201 Paseo del Sur

WaiSin and Allen Darbonne
30802 Coast Highway

Patricia Sitton
370 Osgood Court



From: Johnthomas@cox.net

Sent: Tuesday, December 17, 2019 3:00 PM

To: Whalen, Bob; Dicterow, Steve; Iseman, Toni; Kempf, Sue

Cc: cmoffice; Pfost, Greg CD; Jung, Wendy CD; Thomas, John

Subject: How many downtown residents does it take to make the downtown vibrant?

[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.]

On an aspect of the DSP Update that | doubt | will have time to address tonight:

How many downtown residents does it take to make the downtown vibrant?

The DSP Update uses the terms “Vibrant” and "Vitality” throughout the document. A number of Planning
Commissioners expressed a goal of enhancing “Vibrancy” and “Vitality” in the downtown and linked increased
residential occupancy of the downtown with enhanced “Vibrancy” and “Vitality.”

As is, the DSP Update states there are 404 “Residential Uses” and 514 “Non-residential Uses” in the
downtown. '
While overall Laguna Beach household size averages just over two people per residential unit, even if the
occupancy of the residential units in the downtown is lower, it is still likely that there are more people living in
the downtown than there are businesses.

If downtown residents contribute to “Vibrancy” and “Vitality", and presumably with the current number of
downtown residents the area is not sufficiently “variant” as far as some Planning Commissioners are
concerned, the question becomes: “How many downtown residents does it take to make the downtown
“Vibrant?”



RECEIVED

ﬁ& \ DEC 17 2019

PRESERVE " '~

ORANGE COUNTY City of Laguna Beach, CA

December 17, 2019

Laguna Beach City Council
City of Laguna Beach

505 Forest Avenue

Laguna Beach, CA

92651

Re. December 17 agenda item 15: Proposed Downtown Specific Plan and Negative Declaration

Dear Mayor Whalen and Councilmembers:

Preserve Orange County (“POC”) is the only county-wide organization dedicated to advocating
for preservation of significant historic resources in each of our diverse communities. The City of
Laguna Beach (“City™) is fortunate to have a variety of historic properties to enrich its community,
especially the areas covered by the proposed Downtown Specific Plan (“SAXP™) Amendments.
For many years, the City has been widely acclaimed for protecting its unique historic character
through its planning programs and municipal code. As a result, the City has remained one of
Orange County’s premier destinations for tourists and residents alike.

The proposed DSP represents a significant and serious step back from the historic preservation
policies that have served the City so well in the past. The proposed DSP inexplicably removes
long-standing protections from historic properties under the General Plan, existing Specified Plan
and Municipal Code, almost without acknowledging the historic character of numerous structures
within the Downtown Specific Plan. POC questions why the City wishes to eliminate protections
for its iconic downtown, but the legal issue is that the City has not undertaken the review necessary
before it eliminates crucial historic protections.

Other commenters have submitted objections based on the impropriety of a negative declaration
for the proposed DSP amendments. As set forth in their submittals, the City has incorrectly
concluded that changes to preservation policies in the proposed DSP will have no significant
impact on the environment because the DSP does not itself implement any development plans. In
fact, the draft DSP eliminates protections for all historic resources that have not been voluntarily
listed on the City Register, without explanation and without any analysis of the potential physical
impacts. California Courts have long recognized that these kinds of policy changes can have
dramatic adverse impacts on environmental resources and require full environmental review. Once

Preserve Orange County 206 W 4th Street, Santa Ana, California 92701
www.preserveorangecounty.org  (949)-482-0125



the policies have been adopted, it is too late to evaluate their serious adverse impacts on the entire
area. The City’s claim that Specific Plan-level policy changes do not require environmental review
has been rejected time and again.

The proposed DSP also violates requirements for vertical and horizontal consistency in the City’s
General Plan. The DSP eliminates protections for almost 40 resources on the City’s Inventory,
but the same resources are identified as historic in the General Plan. The Municipal Code requires
special analysis for buildings listed on the Inventory, and they remain within the definition of
historic resources under CEQA. As a result, the City’s Cultural Resources Element and its Code
provisions require protection of resources that are not covered by the proposed DSP. Under
California law, the DSP cannot be adopted if it is inconsistent with the General Plan, as essentially
acknowledged by Staff in its agenda report.

POC encourages the City Council to consider existing policies and ordinances mandating
preservation of historic resources, designated or not. The City cannot simply eliminate protections
under a negative declaration without acknowledging the serious adverse impacts on the historic
downtown and the obvious inconsistency with the City’s long-standing policies and plans. The
negative declaration is a sham, and the proposed DSP is a stunning and unjustified retreat from the
City’s history of protecting its historic resources.

Sincerely,
U\M ( |2 \N fmﬂdf ‘ }
Krista Nicholds Alan Hess
President, Board of Directors Chair, Board of Directors

Cc: Deborah M. Rosenthal
Catherine Jurca

Preserve Orange County 208 W 4th Street, Santa Ana, California 92701
www.preserveorangecounty.org  (949)-482-0125



Subject: What information do we need to solve the problem?

From: johnthomas@cox.net <johnthomas@cox.net>

Sent: Wednesday, December 18, 2019 2:04 PM

To: cmoffice <gcmoffice @lagunabeachcity.net>; Whalen, Bob <bwhalen@]agunabeachcity.net>; Dicterow, Steve
<sdicterow1121@vyahoo.com>; Iseman, Toni <tiseman@lagunabeachcity.net>; Kempf, Sue
<skempf@lagunabeachcity.net>

Cc: Thomas, John <jchnthomas@cox.net>

Subject: What information do we need to solve the problem?

What information do we need to solve the problem? What do we really need?

The City Manager asked a number of times at last night's City Council meeting what the Council needs from
staff for the next discussion of the DSP Update.

Suggestions include better information of what “affordable” means when applied to “Affordable housing.” You
might be surprised by what income levels qualify for “affordable housing.”

But that is fundamental information that is needed to make a sound decision about affordable housing.

But a couple of other pieces of information that | would think would be helpful include:

1. Specifics about what exactly are people referring to that they think make the downtown look "shabby.”
Are they private buildings that need a paint job or repair? Or is it dirty sidewalks or scmething else the
City could be doing better? The solutions are different.

2. The second piece of information | would think would be helpful is a detailed list of the vacant buildings
that get so many complaints — an inventory. That shouldn't be so hard to do. Vacant buildings are
pretty easy to identify. And the total geographic areas is very compact. Easily walkabie. List the
buildings that have vacancy. And list the reasons thay are vacant. Include the rent being asked. And
interview that most recent tenant to find out why they are gone.

How do you solve a problem if you don’t know what the problem really is?

We need to address the right problems.

If you think shabby means a privately owned building needs a paint job, cleaning the sidewalk won't solve
that. A number of vacant buildings are simply vacant by choice of the owner. The movie theatre is vacant by
the choice of the owner. The hotel is vacant by the choice of the owner. The rent was so high at Tommy
Bahama that the paper reported it had never been profitable during the entire term of the lease. The rent being
asked is the choice of the owner. Laguna Drugs prefers to rent rather than sell. They probably like the level of
property tax reflecting long-fime ownership. Can’t blame them.

There are things the City can and should do, and there are things that are beyond the duty of the City.

In order to solve a problem, we need to truly understand what the problem is that needs to be solved. The
problem needs to be clearly, clearly defined. Ambiguity or vague, sweeping statements might raise an alarm
but don’t help identify the core of the actual problem.

Albert Einstein is reported to have famously said: “If | had only one hour to save the world, | would spend fifty-
five minutes defining the problem, and only five minutes finding the solution.”

Let's do the work to clearly define the problem. We hear things like: “ It's a ghost town” or “Things look
shabby.” Or “It's not as lively as it used to be.” Or “The town is dying." Or my favorite: “It's dark at night.”.



