CITY OF LAGUNA BEACH
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT
STAFF REPORT

AGENDA ITEM: No. 2 DATE: 7/19/17
TO: PLANNING COMMISSION

CASE: . Downtown Specific Plan Update
: Proposed Amendments — Section III: Issue Statements and Policies
Topic 9: Housing

APPLICANT: City of Laguna Beach

LOCATION: o Downtown Specific Plan Area
PREPARED BY: Wendy Jung, Senior Planner

(949) 497-0321

REQUESTED ACTION: Receive a presentation and discuss MIG’s proposed amendments to
Topic 9 — Housing, of Section III: Issue Statements and Policies, of the Downtown Specific Plan:

BACKGROUND: The Planning Commission is in the process of reviewing MIG’s proposed
amendments to the existing six sections of the Downtown Specific Plan (DSP) as part of the DSP
Update project. Thus far, the Planning Commission has provided direction on Section I
(Introduction), Section II (Profile of Downtown Characteristics) and Section III (Issue Statements
and Policies, Topics 1-2, and 6-8) of the DSP.

MIG’s recommendations related to Section III, Topic 9 of the DSP were released on July 5, 2017
(two weeks prior to the July 19, 2017 Planning Commission meeting) to allow the Planning-
Commussion and public additional time to review the materials prior to the meeting. Because
community involvement is key in this process, upon release of MIG’s recommendations, staff
identified a specific date (July 10, 2017) where public comment on MIG’s recommendations could
be submitted to staff for incorporation in the staff report to be presented to the Planning
Commission. Cotrespondence received after the specified date will continue to be distributed to the
Planning Commission upon receipt and available to view at the Community Development front
counter. Following the meeting, all public correspondence received regarding the item will be posted
on the project webpage for the public to reference throughout the planning process.

MIG PROPOSED AMENDMENTS: A copy of MIG’s proposed amendments to Topic 9:
Housing of Section III: - Issue Statements and Policies, of the DSP, is attached as Exhibit A. In
addition, a draft strikethrough/underline version has been provided for reference, attached as
Exhibit B. For additional background on MIG’s recommendations related to Secton III, Topic 9,
the following “MIG Deliverable Memo™” may be reviewed: Task 2.6 Deliverable (Infill Housing
Recommendations). This memo consists of MIG’s research and analysis and provides the basis for
MIG’s proposed amendments. In October 2016, the Planning Commission received a binder that
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contained this memo, including other memos for reference, and copies are also available to view on
the City’s website'.

MIG’s proposed amendments for Topic 9 include updating this topic with any and all recent figures
pertatning to housing according to U.S. Census data, as well as incorporating content from MIG’s
Task 2.6 Deliverable Memo (Infill Housing Recommendations). In addition, MIG suggests
organizing the discussion of issue statements to address: (1) Existing Downtown Housing; (2)
Affordable and Special Needs Housing; and (3) Potential for New Housing Development. Policy
updates mnclude incorporating new policies that relate to the creation of more full-time residential
opportunities in Downtown Laguna Beach. Policy updates include revising and/or consolidating
existing policies to be stated in simpler terms, and incorporating new policies to address
affordability, density, height, incentives and possible locations related to new housing, with a focus
on encouraging housing development.

PUBLIC CORRESPONDENCE: Staff received two letters by the date specified above; the
public correspondence is attached as Exhibit C. Comments were received from resident Joanne
Sutch that expressed concerns about zoning, structures and height as it relates to mixed-use areas,
and maintaining artists’ work/live and low-income housing. Staff also received public
correspondence from a non-City sponsored ad hoc committee that was formed by a group of
interested residents that desire to build consensus on suggested changes to the DSP. The ad hoc
committee provided its suggested revisions to MIG’s proposed amendments to DSP Section I1I,
Topic 9, and a matrix comparing existing DSP policies, MIG’s recommended policies and suggested
policy language by the ad hoc committee.

STAFF ANALYSIS: The purpose of Section III of the DSP is to establish policies that act as the
framework for evaluatng development plans public and private mmprovements and the
implementing actions of the DSP. When reviewing and approving projects proposed within the DSP
area, projects must be in conformance with the specific plan policies.

MIG Proposed Amendments

Some of MIG’s proposed amendments for this section are relevant because certain information is
now outdated and needs to be updated or omitted. Staff believes some of the changes made to the
issue statements and discussion as well as the policies are appropriate to address the existing
conditions and future needs related to housing in the Downtown. However, staff has concerns with
the following MIG proposed changes, and has provided analysis on each concern (1 through 6)
below:

Topic 9: Housing

1) Proposed Policy #4 — Prohibit housing development on Ocean and Forest Avenues
in order to maintain the scale of the commercial core and avoid conflicts between
residential and commercial/entertainment uses.

Staff has concerns with including a policy that prohibits development of housing on specific
streets within land use districts. Currently, the existing DSP allows for residential uses in

'www.lagunabeachcity.net/cityhall/cd/planning/mjrplanginitv/downtown_specific_plan_amendment/default htm
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most districts® as either a permitted use or subject to a Conditional Use Permit (CUP). In
addition, the DSP policies development standards and design guidelines are there to ensure
new development 1s in keeping with the village character and pedestrian scale of the
Downtown. Furthermore, land use 1s regulated through the CUP process, and is subject to
required findings and conditions of approval to ensure land use compatibility and to protect
the public health, safety and general welfare. Public comments recerved from an ad hoc
committee suggested that the City continue to allow residential uses in all districts as well as
encourage the preservation and development of residential uses in existing buildings above
ground floors 1n all districts.

Staff Recommendation: Staff does not recommend adding this policy as it restricts, rather
than promotes housing in the Downtown.

2) Proposed Policy #5 — Allow housing on Broadway, in the Civic Art District, CBD
Office, and CBD Multiple-Family Districts.

As noted in the above staff concern, the DSP curreritly allows for residential uses in most
districts in the Downtown, including but not limited to, CBD-2 Downtown Commercial (in
which Broadway is located), CBD Office and CBD Multiple-Family. Currently, artists’
work/live subject to the standards and findings set forth in Chapter 25.16 and projects that
include desirable public benefit uses, including, but not limited to, student housing for
students enrolled i an accredited four-year art college within the City and affordable artist
housing and work space, are listed as uses permitted subject to a CUP m the Civic Art
District. As mentioned, staff received public comment from an ad hoc commuittee suggesting
that the City continue to allow residential uses in all districts.

Staff Recommendation: Staff does not recommend adding this policy because the DSP
currently allows for residential uses within each of these districts.

3)‘ Proposed Policy #6 — Allow densities up to one unit per 1,500 square feet of lot area
along Broadway in order to foster viable development opportunities.

Section V Land Use Districts of the exiting DSP includes language that allows for one
dwelling unit for each 2,000 square feet of lot area in the CBD-1 Resident Serving District
and CBD-2 Downtown Commercial District (in which Broadway is located), with the
exception that houses listed on the City’s. Historic Resources Inventory may add residential
units at a density of one unit per 1,000 square feet of lot area, provided the historic structure
1s preserved. Public comments from an ad hoc committee included a suggestion that the City
continue to offer a density bonus for historically significant houses which appear on the
City’s Historic Resources Inventory.

2 Exception: Residential uses are not specifically listed as a permitted use in the CBD Public Parks District, Civic Art District and
Central Bluffs District; however, artists” work/live subject to LBMC Chapter 25.16 and projects that include desirable public benefit
uses, including, but not limited to, student housing for students enrolled in an accredited four-year art college within the City and
affordable artist housing and work space is listed as a permitted use subject to a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) 1n the Civic Art
District, and Planned Integrated Developments are permitted subject to a CUP in the Central Bluffs District.
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Staff Recommendation: Staff does not recommend adding this as a policy to Section I1I
of the DSP, but instead recommends updating Section V Land Use Districts of the DSP for
the CBD-1 Resident Serving and CBD-2 Downtown Commercial Districts with this
language, clarifying that a density of one unit per 1,500 square feet of lot area is allowed for
affordable housing in mixed-use developments, senior/special needs housing and student
housing, and maintaining the existing density exception for historic structures.

Proposed Policy #7 — Allow densities up to one unit per 1,000 square feet of lot atea
in the Civic Art District, particularly on the Village Entrance site, in otder to foster
viable development opportunities.

As noted mn the second staff concern, artists’ work/live subject to the standards and findings

set forth in Chapter 25.16 and projects that include desirable public benefit uses, including,

but not limited to, student housing for students enrolled in an accredited four-year art

college within the City and affordable artist housing and work space, are listed in the existing

DSP as uses permitted subject to a CUP in the Civic Art District. There is currently no

density requirement specified for the Civic Art District; therefore, the density for the

aforementioned uses is subject to the discretion of the Planning Commission. The key policy

question to consider is whether a maximum density standard should be applied to the Civic
Art District, and if so what 1s an appropriate standard?

Staff Recommendation: Staff does not recommend adding this as a policy to Section I1T of
the DSP. Should the Planning Commission desire to establish a density standard for this
district, staff recommends updating Section V Land Use Districts of the DSP for the Civic
‘Art District to include a density standard that allows for one unit per 1,000 square feet of lot
area for affordable housing in mixed-use developments, seniot/special needs housing, artists’
work/live and the existing aforementioned desirable public benefit uses permitted subject to
a CUP.

Proposed Policy #8 — Allow the assembly of parcels into lots over 5,000 square feet on
Broadway, in the Civic Art District, and in the CBD Office District to enable housing
development.

The existing DSP contains provisions for lot area and dimension standards indicating that,
“Parcels shall not be merged together for development purposes that exceed 5,000 square feet except for City-
ownership projects; but development may occur on existing parcels that are in exess of 5,000 square feet.
MIG’s purpose for adding this policy is to promote housing development potential in the
Downtown, as typically it 1s more advantageous to develop housing on mixed-use sites on
larger lots.

Staff Recommendation: If the Planning Commission is in agreement with adding this
policy, staff recommends clarifying if this policy should be only subject to the creation of
affordable housing units, rental units only, senior/special needs housing or student housing
as part of a mixed-use development to discourage the development of other undesirable
housing types.

.
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6) Proposed Policy #10 — Allow heights up to three stories in the Civic Art District,
particularly on the Village Entrance site, where topography preserves view sheds.

+ The existing DSP includes a special exception to allow additional building height in the Civic
Art District, subject to a CUP approved by the City Council upon recommendation by the
Planning Commission, and findings must be made regarding desirable public benefits,
minimization of height and mass, contribution to diversity of building styles and heights in
the district, an emphasis on pedestrian orientation and village character, and that the building
envelope shall not exceed 36 feet in elevation at its highest point as measured from existing
grade. Public comments from an ad hoc committee included a suggestion that the City
continue to allow additional building height (in excess of 18 feet) in the Civic Art District pet
the existing standards noted in the DSP.

Staff Recommendation: Staff does not recommend adding this policy because the DSP
currently allows for an exception to additional building height in the Civic Art District.
However, staff recommends the Planning Commission consider updating Section V Land
Use Districts for the Civic Art District to also allow this exception for affordable housing in
mixed-use developments and senior/ special needs housing.

Public Correspondence

Staff 1s generally 1in agreement with the comments and suggested revisions submitted by the ad hoc
committee (formed by a group of interested residents). Many of the policies suggested by the
committee are either existing Housing Element policies, or include recommended language to
provide further clarification and consistency with the standards of the Downtown Specific Plan and
goals and policies of the Housing Element. The ad hoc committee is proposing a different policy
approach than MIG as it relates to density, the location of housing and building height, and has
provided a table (attached as Exhibit C, on pages 28-30 of the staff report) that compares existing
DSP policies, MIG’s recommended policies and the ad hoc committee’s suggested policies for
consideration by the Planning Commission.

Statf believes the ad hoc committee’s version of Section III, Topic 9 Housing policies provide for
added flexibility in terms of density, location and building height for housing development that is
new or located within existing buildings in the Downtown. These policies ate focused on allowing
residential uses in all districts, providing additional incentives and allowing for exceptions to building
height to encourage affordable housing in mixed-use developments. In addition, several of the
policies and suggested language are consistent with the City’s General Plan policies, particulatly the
Housing Element.

CONCLUSION: Overall, staff believes that many of the proposed amendments by MIG as well
as the suggested revisions submitted by interested residents are warranted as part of the DSP
Update. Staff has expressed concerns related to some of the proposed policy modifications as noted
in the above staff analysis for further consideration and direction by the Planning Commission.
Upon receiving comments from the Planning Commission, staff will forward the comments with
direction to MIG to update Section III, Topic 9 accordingly. Then, further on in the review process
(towards the end) the Planning Commission will re-review Section III within the context of the full
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draft document. At that time, staff will be recommending possible further revisions to ensure
consistency of policy throughout the entire document.

RECOMMENDATION: Staff recommends that the Planning Commission direct staff to:.

1) Incorporate staff's recommendations related to staff concerns 1 — 6 of MIG’s proposed
amendments. Alternatively, the Planning Commission can provide specific, different
direction to staff on any of staff’s recommendations. In addition, the Planning Commission
can direct staff to incorporate other policies as suggested by the ad hoc committee;

2) Work with MIG to revise DSP Section III, Topic 9 based on all other MIG’s proposed
amendments and ad hoc committee suggested revisions; and.

3) Bring the revised section in the context of the full draft document back to the Planning
Commission for further review at a later date.

ATTACHMENTS: Exhibit A: MIG Proposed Amendments — DSP Section II1, Topic 9
Exhibit B:  Draft Strikethrough/Undetline Version — DSP Section I11,
Topic 9
Exhibit C: Public Cotrespondence (Received by 7/10/17)
Exhibit D:  Existing DSP Table of Contents
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Topic 9: Housing

Goal: Preserve and enhance housing opportunities in the
Downtown area.

Issue Statements and Discussion:

1. Existing Downtown Housing
Figure x — Housing is limited in Downtown Laguna

The Downtown housing stock is limited due to the Beach, and should be preserved wherever possible
commercial focus of the area, and efforts should be made
fo preserve existing units.

According to the 2010 US Census, there are 439 housing
units within the Downtown Specific Plan area with a total
population of 531 people. The majority of households are
non-family, single-person households. Most housing is
along Lower CIliff Drive, but there are residential buildings
in the Central Bluffs, and Glenneyre and Mermaid Streets
as well. A few mixed-use residential and commercial
structures are also scattered throughout Downtown. Nearly
all of the occupied units (89%) are rental properties rather
than owner-occupied units.

Figure x — The majority of housing Downtown
consists of multi-family units

Given the commercially-focused nature of Downtown, the
existing housing stock is primarily limited to multiple-
family rental units. A majority of the single-family
dwellings are listed in the City's Historical Resource
Inventory of significant structures. Economic pressure to
convert these buildings from residential to commercial uses
could result in the loss of these existing residences, and
efforts should be made to preserve existing residential units
Downtown.

2. Affordable and Special Needs Housing:

The majority of Laguna Beach'’s affordable housing is
located Downtown, where there is access to services and
transportation.

Providing affordable housing has been identified as a high
priority in recent years. The 2013 Housing Element of the
City's General Plan identifies that approximately 13 percent
of households in Laguna Beach earn less than $25,000 per
year. Eighty percent of low-income renters in Laguna
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Beach overpay for their housing, which means they spend
more than 30 percent of their income on rent. Affordability
is not only a concern for low-income residents, either:
approximately 45 percent of all Laguna households
overpay for their housing, which indicates a need for more
affordability on a widespread level.

The senior citizen population has been identified as the
fastest-growing age group in Orange County, and accordin g
to the Housing Element, seniors have been designated by
the city as a priority with regard to housing opportunities.
The 2010 Census identified 18.3 percent of Laguna Beach
residents as aged 65 or older. American Community Survey
Data from 2015 estimates that 16.7 percent of non-
institutionalized senior citizens in Laguna Beach had some
type of disability. For these residents, Downtown housing
with access to services could be an important way for them
to maintain their independence as they age.

The City's low-to-moderate income housing inventory
totals 164 units, and four out of six affordable housing sites
are located in the Downtown. There are a total of 90
affordable housing units Downtown in four developments:

o . Mermaid Terrace: located at 485 Mermaid Street,-
contains 25 units for median-income seniors -

¢ Hagan Place: located at 480 Mermaid Street,
provides 24 units for very low income people with
HIV/AIDS '

¢ Alice Court: located at 450 Glenneyre Street, has 26
very low income studio units.

s Harbor Cove: at Broadway and Beach Street,
contains 15 units for Section-8 seniors.

The Housing Element identifies possible locations for low-
and moderate-income housing projects that are located
within the Downtown area. Affordable housing options for
low income residents, seniors, and people with disabilities
should be pursued Downtown where residents will have
access to services and transportation.

54



3. Potential for New Housing Development

New housing should be strategically located Downtown so
as not to detract from the small-scale, commercially-
oriented nature of the area.

While it is important to preserve existing housing
Downtown, development of new housing should be
targeted to specific locations that can accommodate taller
buildings and slightly higher densities. It is also important
to avoid conflicts between Downtown
commercial/entertainment venues and residential uses.
Given the high land costs Downtown, most housing
development is not financially feasible without
modifications to allowable densities and parking
requirements. Increases in height or density are not
appropriate in the commercial core, particularly along
Ocean and Forest Avenues. For this reason, housing should
not be encouraged or permitted along these streets. Housing
should continue to be allowed in other parts of Downtown,
and density and targeted height increases in can help direct
housing development in appropriate locations. New
development should be focused in areas where topography
can help minimize the visual impact of taller buildings, and
where residential uses are already present. The Village
Entrance site is an appropriate place to accommodate
housing without negatively impacting the character of
Downtown, as are specific parcels along Broadway, in the
CBD Muitiple Family District and the CBD Office District.
See Figure X on the following page for potential infill
housing development locations.

Affordable housing and special needs housing, as well as
artists’ work/live units should be prioritized in new
Downtown housing production, and incentives should be
established to encourage such development. Reduced
building permit fees and reduced parking requirements or
parking credits are possible tools to incentivize affordable
housing, senior/special needs housing, and artists”
work/live spaces.

10
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Topic 9 Policies -

1.

Lad

Discourage the elimination of residential units in

.the Downtown.

Look for opportunities to provide publicly financed
affordable housing for senior, disabled and/or low-
income individuals by reducing permit fees and

identifying other financial assistance opportunities.

Encourage a mixture of residential and commercial
uses within a single building. Artists” work/live
units are especially desirable in appropriate
locations.

Prohibit housing development on Ocean and Forest
Avenues in order to maintain the scale of
commercial core and avoid conflicts between
residential and commercial/entertainment uses.

Allow housing on Broadway, in the Civic Art
District, CBD Office, and CBD Multiple-Family
Districts.

Allow densities up to one unit per 1,500 square feet
of lot area along Broadway in order to foster viable
development opportunities.

Allow densities up to on unit per 1,000 square feet
of lot area in the Civic Art District, particularly on
the Village Entrance site, in order to foster viable
development opportunities.

Allow the assembly of parcels into lots over 5,000
square feet on Broadway, in the Civic Art District,
and in the CBD Office District to enable housing
development. '

Allow heights up to two stories along Broadway
and in the CBD Office District to permit context-
sensitive development while still maintaining the
existing scale of the area. '

. Allow heights up to three stories in the Civic Art

District, particularly on the Village Entrance site,
where topography preserves view sheds.

57
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11. Reduce parking standards for Downtown housing
development, specifically for affordable,
seniot/special needs housing, and artists’ work/live
units.

13
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Topic 9: Housing

Goal: Preserve and enhance housing opportunities in the Downtown area.

Issue Statements and Discussion:

1. Existing Downtown Housing

The Downtown housing stock is limited due to the commercial focus of the area, and efforts

should be made to preserve existing units.

According to the 2010 US Census, there are 439 housing units within the Downtown Specific

Plan_area with a total population of 531 people. The majority of households are non-family,
single-person households. Most housing is along Lower Cliff Drive, but there are residential

buildings in the Central Bluffs, and Glenneyre and Mermaid Streets as well. A few mixed-use
residential and commercial structures are also scattered throughout Downtown. Nearly all of the
occupied units (89%) are rental properties rather than owner-occupied units.

Given the commercially-focused nature of Downtown, the existing housing stock is

Existing-downtown-houstng-oppertunities—are-primarily limited to multiple-family rental units.
A majority of Fhe-the single-family dwellings that-are-in-the-downtown-are usuaky-listed in the
City's Historical Resource Inventory of significant structures. Economic pressure fesreeyehng
ef-thestrueturesto convert these buildings from residential to commercial uses could result in the
loss of these exxstmg residences, and eﬁons should be made o preserve existing residential units

2. Affordable and Special Needs Housing

The majority of Laguna Beach's affordable housing is located Downtown, where there is access
to services and transportation.

Providing affordable housing has been identified as a high priority in recent years. The 2013
Housing Element of the City's General Plan identifies that approximately 13 percent of
households in Laguna Beach earn less than $25,000 per vear. Eighty percent of low-income
renters in Laguna Beach overpay for housing, which means they spend more than 30 percent of
their income on rent. Affordability is not only a concern for low-income residents, either:
approximately 45 percent of all Laguna households overpay for their housing, which indicates a

need for more affordability on a widespread level.

I11-29
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The senior citizen ulation has been identified as the fastest- ing : in Orange

County, and according to the Housing Element, seniors have been designated by the city as a
priority with regard to housing opportunities. The 2010 Census identified 18.3 percent of

Laguna Beach residents as aged 65 or older. American Community Survey Data from 2015
estimates that 16.7 percent of non-institutionalized senior citizens in Laguna Beach had some
type of disability. For these residents, Downtown housing with access to services could be an
important way for them to maintain their independence as they age. 375-percent-of-elderly

- ¥ EELTwLw. a
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The City’s low-to-moderate _income housing inventory totals 164 units, and four out of six

affordable housing sites are located in the Downtown. There are a total of 90 affordable housing
units Downtown in four developments:
e Mermaid Terrace: located at 485 Mermaid Street, contains 25 units for median-income
Sen1ors.

e Hagan Place: located at 480 Mermaid Street, provides 24 units for very low income
people with HIV/AIDS.

e Alice Court: located at 450 Glenneyre Street, has 26 very low income studio units.

e Harbor Cove: at Broadway and Beach Street, contains 15 units for Section-8 seniors.

The Gesesal-PlanHousing Element identifies possible locations for low- and moderate-income
housing projects that are located within the Ddowntown area._ Affordable housing options for
low income residents, seniors, and people with disabilities should be pursued Downtown where
residents will have access to services and transportation.

3. Potential for New Housing Development

New housing should be strategically located Downtown so as not to detract from the small-scale,
commercially-oriented nature of the area.

While it is important to preserve existing housing Downtown, development of new housing
should be targeted to specific locations that can accommodate taller buildings and slightly higher

densities. It is also important to avoid conflicts between Downtown commercial/entertainment
venues and residential uses. Given the high land costs Downtown, most housing development is
not financially feasible without modifications to allowable densities and parking requirements.
Increases in height or density are not appropriate in the commercial core, particularly along
Ocean and Forest Avenues. For this reason, housing should not be encouraged or permitted
along these streets. Housing should continue to be allowed in other parts of Downtown, and
density and targeted height increases can help direct housing development in_appropriate
locations. New development should be focused in areas where topography can help minimize
the visual impact of taller buildings, and where residential uses are already present. The Village

11-30
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Entrance site is an a 12 lace to accommodate housing without negatively impacting the

character of Downtown, as there are specific parcels along Broadway, in the CBD Multiple-
Family District and the CBD Office District. See Figure X on the following page for potential
infill housing development locations.

Affordable housing and special needs housing, as well as artists’ work/live units should be

prioritized in new Downtown housing production, and incentives should be established to
encourage such development. Reduced building permit fees and reduced parking requirements or

arking credits are possible tools to incentivize affordable housing, senior/special needs housin
and artists’ workfhve spaces.

Topic 9 Policies -

1. Discourage the elimination of residential units in the downtown.

+——Look for opportunities to Previde-provide publicly financed: affordable housing for senior,
disabled and/or low-income individuals by reducing permit fees and identifving other
financial assistance opportunities.

3.  Encourage a mixture of residential and commercial uses within a single building. Artist
Hvetweorkwork/live units wewld—be—an—are especially desirable eption—in an—appropriate
locations.

4. Prohibit housing development on Ocean and Forest Avenues in order to maintain the scale

of commercial core and avoid conflicts between residential and commercial/entertainment
uses.

5. Allow housing on Broadway, in the Civic Art District, CBD Office, and CBD Multiple-
Family Districts.

6. Allow densities up to one unit per 1,500 square feet of lot area along Broadway in order to
foster viable development opportunities.

Allow densities up to one unit per 1,000 square feet of lot area in the Civic Art District
particularly on the Village Entrance site, in order to foster viable development

opportunities.

Allow the assembly of parcels into lots over 5,000 square feet on Broadway, in the Civic

Art District, and in the CBD Office District to enable housing development.

11-31
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9. Allow heights up to two stories along Broadway and in the CBD Office District to permit
context-sensitive development while still maintaining the existing scale of the area.

10. _Allow heights up to three stories in the Civic Art District, particularly on the Village
Entrance site. where topography preserves view sheds.

5-11. Reduce parking standards for Downtown housing development, specifically for affordable

senior/special needs housing, and artists” work/live units. Biseourage-the-elimination-of

1-32
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Subject: Downtown Specific Plan Update - Review Draft Amendments to Section III, Topic 9:
Housing

From: Joanne Sutch [mailto:jsutch2 @cox.net]

Sent: Monday, July 10, 2017 4:16 PM

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

Cc: Toni Iseman <tiseman2@aol.com>

Subject: Re: Downtown Specific Plan Update - Review Draft Amendments to Section i, Topic 9: Housing

Wendy,

[ do have some comments and concerns (as I understand the topic for this meeting is specifically Section 111,
Topic 9 Housing) and I will confine myself to comments on this. However, I did submit a comment last go
round that I am not sure made to the official input stage, so I am repeating it first, as I believe that is important
to every aspect of the Downtown Plan.

I wrote:

Wendy,

I have looked online at the revised plan, and correct me if [ am wrong, but it appears that MIG still wants to
close off Forest Ave. and have parklets. I was under the impression that this was voted down again and again
by locals. Tam deeply disturbed and concerned about this closure and the fact that it still remains in the

plan. Until we are all not driving cars around and do not have 6 million plus visitors a year (with the number
expected to grow), I see closing Forest Ave. as cutting off a major artery for traffic flow and our town safety. |
was here for the 1993 fire, several floods and mud slides. Tt would be impossible to get people out safely and in
a timely manner in the event of an act of God. Additionally, it is the only overflow in the summer for relief
from the Broadway/PCH turning traffic. We already cut off one artery (the former Forest Lane alley access to
PCH). I would urge MIG to study our access limitations and put our and our visitors safety above all else. I
would like to add that, from a marketing standpoint, I don’t believe that this adds business revenue (especially
in the summer), but rather hijacks it from restaurants and our festivals. I don’t know if MIG has accessed our
latest 2016 tourist report, but of our tourists, 95% (about 6 million) are day-trippers, spending an average of
$57. per visit (271,000 stay in local hotels and 44,000 with relatives). They are not going to be dropping coin
at the Parklets, rather buying booze, water, suntan lotion for their visit. As for the locals, in our 2009 Business
Survey, 69% said that they would not use downtown more if it were closed off with parklets. In good marketing
form for statistical integrity, I would like to see this survey repeated, rather than a new, more skewed version
that provides no continuity. As a former marketing and financial analyst, nothing provided suggests that it is to
the city’s financial benefit or safety to close off Forest Ave. and have parklets. In fact, from a safety standpoint,
I have friends in Portland who say that the closed-off areas are attracting less desirables congregating very
nearby. All-in-all, I do not believe that this is to Laguna’s benefit, nor do 1 believe that it takes full advantage of
Laguna’s unique charm and even the inviting view and draw to our beach and boardwalk. Thank you.

Now for my Topic 9 Housing questions and concerns:

First of all, thank you for the research that was done on our downtown housing units. It is valuable information,
to be sure. I am not clear on exactly what connotes the “Civic Arts District” and would like very clear confines
on where it is to MIG. From past experience and knowledge of problems in L.A. and other communities, | am
concerned about zoning clarity and structures re: mixed commercial and residential downtown areas, as well as
the “up to 3 stories” language. What I don’t want to sce later on is buyouts and takeovers of mixed use

1 v EXHIBIT €

19



buildings to try and privatise them (probably into condo units). This may be in the Design or Planning stage,
but I would like to see some specifics about how these 3 stories can look. (for instance, at the Crystal Cove
Laguna entry, a very aerodynamic and landscape-integrated home was replaced by a very heavy, stone structure
that detracts from Laguna’s amazing view). I don’t want to see that happen on Broadway. I urge you to use the
CAD program to feel what this would be like if all of the proposed areas become 3 stories (and what is the max
~ height of these 3 stories). We limit our trees, but as trees are coming down, more buildings, cell towers, “dish”
tv equipment is going up. There needs to be a balance. I love the Festival, but their new outer structure (with
used to feel open and inviting to me), now feels more like a fortress on the end near the Playhouse. I do not
want anything on the other side the further confines the air space.(Call me a Frank Lloyd Wright lover).

As to artist work/live units and “low income housing,” I believe that we need some guarantees that 1) these are
going to go to and benefit local artists (currently, many LCAD students are being housed in them, while
longtime local, contributing artists area being priced out of town. Since I know that LCAD wants to limit their
number of students, perhaps a dorm area should be considered as well). Live/work and low income housing
have also often been reclassified at a later date (for example, the condos at Selva in Dana Point that were low

income and were reclassified and sold regularly with prices almost tripling). Are there any ways to help ensure
their original intent?

Those are my most serious concerns for public record.
Thanks so much Wendy.
Respectfully,

Joanne Sutch
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From: Norm Grossman <ngrossman67@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, July 10, 2017 9:47 PM

To: Jung, Wendy CD

Cc: Drapkin, Scott CD; Pfost, Greg CD

Subject: ' Ad Hoc Committee Comments on Chapter II[, Topic 9
Attachments: Topic 9 Policy Comparisons 1.1.docx; Topic 9-Draft 1.1.docx

We have attached our preliminary suggested revisions to Section III, Topic 9. Due to the short notice, this
represents a first draft. We may submit additional materials before the Planning Commission meeting on July

19. The attachments include strikethroughs to the MIG version and a matrix comparing policies
. Thank you for your consideration,

Bob Chapman, Ann Christoph, Kate Clark, Norm Grossman, Becky Jones, Barbara Metzger, Kavita Reddy,
David Rubel, and Kent Russell
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Topic 9: Housing

Goal: Preserve and enhance housing opportunities in the
Downtown area.

Issue Statements and Discussion:
1. Existing Downtown Housing

The Downtown housing stock is limited due to the
commercial focus of the area, and efforts should be made
to preserve existing units.

According to the 2010 US Census, ther€ are 439 housing
units within the Downtown Specifig/Plan area with a total
population of 531 people. The majority of households are
non-family, single-person hoysgeholds. Most housing is
along Lower CIliff Drive, byf there are residential buildings
in the Central Bluffs, and*Glenneyre and Mermaid Streets
as well. A few mixed-use residential and commercial
structures are also scattered throughout Downtown. Nearly
all of the occupied units (89%) are rental properties ather
Given the commercially-focused nature of Downtown, the
existing housing stock is primarily limited to multiple-
family rental units. A majority of the single-family
dwellings are listed in the City's Historical Resource
Inventory of significant structures. Economic pressure to
convert these buildings from residential to commercial uses
could result in the loss of these existing residences, and
efforts should be made to preserve existing residential units
Downtown.

on

2. Affordable and Special Needs Housing:

The majority of Laguna Beach's affordable housing is
located Downtown, where there is access to services and
transporitation.

Providing affordable housing has been identified as a high
priority in recent years. The 2013 Housing Element of the
City's General Plan identifies that approximately 13 percent
of households in Laguna Beach earn less than $25,000 per
year. Eighty percent of low-income renters in Laguna

DAfR 1.1

Figure x = Housing is limited in Dgfwntown Laguna
Beach. and should be preserved wiferever possible.

The majprity of housing Downlown
" multi-fymily units.

Figure x
consists

Replace with a
photo of Alice’s
Court

Replace with a
photo of units on
the south side of

Cliff Drive
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Beach overpay for their housing, which means they spend

more than 30 percent of their income on rent. Affordability

is not only a concern for low-income residents, either:
approximately 45 percent of all Laguna households

overpay for their housing, which indicates a need for more

affordability on a widespread level.

The senior citizen population has been identified as the

fastest-growing age group in Orange County, and according

to the Housing Element, seniors have been designated by
the city as a priority with regard to housing opportunities.
The 2010 Census identified 18.3 percent of Laguna Beach

residents as aged 65 or older. American Community Survey

Data from 2015 estimates that 16.7 percent of non-

institutionalized senior citizens in Laguna Beach had some

type of disability. For these residents, Downtown housing

with access to services could be an important way for them

to maintain their independence as they age.

The City's low-to-moderate income housing inventory

totals 164 units, and four out of six affordable housing sites

are located in the Downtown. There are a total of 90

affordable housing units Downtown in four developments:

o Mermaid Terrace: located at 485 Mermaid Street,
contains 25 units for median-income seniors

e Hagan Place: located at 480 Mermaid Street,
provides 24 units for very low income people with
HIV/AIDS

» Alice Court: located at 450
very low income stuei® units.

ove: at Broadway and Beach Street,
Tontains 15 units for Section-8 seniors.

‘ neyre Street, has 26

In addition, there are 15 units
“located at 793 Laguna Canyon Road
“housing 50 students attending the
Laguna College of Art and Design.

The Housing Element identifies possible IOW could be
and moderate-income housing projects that
within the Downtown area. Affordable housing options for long-term
low income residents, seniors, and people with disabilities
should be pursued Downfown where residents will have
access to services and transportation.
City employees, 54

07/10/17

Page |2



3. Potential for New Housing Development

New housing should be strategically located Downtown so
as not to detract from the small-scale, commercially-
oriented nature of the area.

could be encouraged by
developing mixed use projects in

While it is important to preserve existing ho

Downtown,devetopmentof new housmg—sheuld—be In expanding mixed use
targeted-te specific locations thet-ean-accommeodatetater projects, care must to

taken to minimize

te-avetd conflicts between Downtown

commercial/entertainment venues and residential uses.

Given the high land costs Downtown, most housing Begin a "':”
development is not financially feasible without PPRESRFRRD.
modlf'canons 10 aHovwabied el praehen

HPEOPEHIEE RGO RO R HH- s oo PaFHetaR Yo existing development standards,
Qeean-and-Eorest-Aven e thic cancon houcing cLanty including parking and density. One

Tot-beecotraged-orpermitted-rtong-these-streets—Housing additional standard that could be
hould . be-all b o -obD — considered is allowable height. If a

site can add affordable units
above the ground floor without

WMWM‘W impacting views and pedestrian
developmient showdd be tocued i areds where topogiaphs scale, then that possibility can be
can-help-mininizethevisual impact-oftaller buildings—and considered.

See Figure X on the following page for potential infill
housing development locations.

Affordable housing and special needs housing, as well as
artists’ work/live units should be prioritized in new ) ]
; : . ; Incentive could include reduced
Downtown housing production, and incentives should be : .
fees, density bonuses, flexible

established to Fncouragc such devclopmcnt.m parking requirements, and
assistance in submitting federal

and/or state grant applications. In
addition, general residential
housing should be allowed as an
upper floor use in appropriate
existing building throughout the
downtown.

55
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Topic 9 Policies -
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1. Encourage retention of residential units in the
downtown, such as providing housing
rehabilitation assistance. (Housing Element
Program 2)

2. Continue to provide incentives such as reduced
fees, density bonuses, developer assistance
with federal and other funding applications,
and in-lieu Housing Fund contributions for the
development of housing that offers long-term
affordability to extremely-low, very-low, low or
moderate-income households and persons. (HE
Program 24)

---------

3. Grant public incentives to extremely-low- to
moderate-income housing projects that are
designed for senior citizens and other special
needs individuals and households. Potential
incentives include density bonuses,
improvement cost write-downs, fee reductions
or waivers, assistance with federal and other
funding applications, and relaxation of zoning
standards. (HE -Program 33)

4. Encourage the preservation and development
of residential uses in existing buildings above
ground floors in all zones. Artists’ work/live
units would be desirable in appropriate
locations.

5. Evaluate increasing the allowable percentage
of residential square footage for extremely-
low- to moderate-income housing in mixed-use
developments and consider incentives to
encourage residential development above the
street level in commercial zones. (HE - Program
8)

6. Continue to allow residential uses in all zones.

1 7. Continue to offer a density bonus for
historically significant houses which appear on
the City’s historical resources inventory.

8. Consider allowing a second story for affordable
residential housing provided findings are made
regarding view preservation, pedestrian
orientation and village character.

9, Continue to allow exemptions for second floor
additions in the CBD Office District for long-
term low-income housing restricted to City
employees, senior citizens (60 years and older),
and housing for the disabled.

| 10. Continue to allow heights in excess of 18 feet
in the Civic Arts District provided findings are
made regarding public benefits, minimization
of massing, and emphasis on pedestrian
orientation and village character.
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11. Evaluate the parking standards applicable
to studio and one-bedroom units in
multi-family developments to determine
if the required parking ratio of 1.5 spaces
per unit should be lowered and amend
the parking standard is applicable. (HE -
Program 31)

58
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Topic 9 Policy Comparisons

Original

MIG

Ad Hoc Committee Version

)

Provide publicly financed, affordable housing
for senior, disabled and/or low-income
individuals.

)

L.ook for opportunitics to pre wide
publicly financed affordable housing for
senmor, disabled and/or low-income
individuals by reducing permut fees and
identifying other finanaial assistance
opportunities.

. Continue to provide incentives such as

reduced fees, density bonuses,
developer assistance with federal and
other funding applications, and in-lieu
Housing Fund contributions for the
development of housing that offers
long-term affordability to extremely-
low, very-low, low or moderate-income
households and persons. (Housing
Element - Program 24)

2. Promote the development of low-income housing

for individuals, including those who are seniors
or disabled, by private industry (such as the
Federal Government Section 8 Housing Program)
by making available density bonuses, reduced
development standards, financial assistance (in-
lieu housing fees) and other appropriate
measures.

. Grant public incentives to extremely-

low- to moderate-income housing
projects that are designed for senior
citizens and other special needs
individuals and households. Potential
incentives include density bonuses,
improvement cost write-downs, fee
reductions or waivers, assistance with
federal and other funding applications,
and relaxation of zoning standards. (HE -
Program 33)

developments, and conversions of second-story,
commercial uses to residential units.

3. Encourage a mixture of residential and 3. Encourage a mixture of residenual and . Encourage the preservation and
commercial uses within a single building. Artist (nmtm"rcml uses within a single butlding. development of residential uses in
live/work would be an especially desirable ;"::;;;)I(“ :::‘;*h‘;‘i “'r'l‘:"“ I‘::"IE::\““‘ existing build.ing's above.groun‘d floors in
option in an appropriate location. s WITHPIRE Tt all zones. Artists work/!we units .would

be desirable in appropriate locations.

4. Encourage caretaker units, mixed-use . Evaluate increasing the allowable

percentage of residential square footage
for extremely-low- to moderate-income
housing in mixed-use developments, and
consider incentives to encourage

07/10/17
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residential development above the
street level in commercial zones. (HE -
Program 8)

5. Discourage the elimination of residential units in
the downtown.

. Discourage the ehiminanon of residenual

units in the Downtown,

. Encourage retention of residential units

in the downtown, such as providing
housing rehabilitation assistance. (HE -
Program 2)

Prohibit housing development on Ocean
and FForest Avenues in order to mamntain
the scale of commercial core and avord
conflicts between residennal and
commercial/entertainment uses.

Allow housing on Broadway, in the Civie
Art District, CBD Office, and CBD
Muluple-Family Districts.

. Continue to allow residential uses in all

zones.

6.

Allow densities up to one unit per 1,500
square feet of lot area along Broadway in
order to foster viable development
opportuniues.

. Continue to offer a density bonus for

historically significant houses which
appear on the City’s historical resources
inventory.

Allow densities up to one unit per 1,000
square feet of lot area in the Civie Art
District, particularly on the Village
Fntrance site, in order to foster viable
development opportunites.

Allow the assembly of parcels into lots
over 5,000 square feet on Broadway, in
the Civic Art Distniet, and in the CBD
Office District to enable housing
development.

\"n\h‘ ht‘lghls llp to two stories Bre adway

and in the CBD Office Distnct 1o permu
context-sensitive development while sull
mamtaining the exisung scale of the arca.

. Consider allowing a second story for

affordable residential housing provided
findings are made regarding view
preservation, pedestrian orientation and
village character.
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9. Continue to allow exemptions for
second floor additions in the CBD Office
District for long-term low-income
housing restricted to City employees,
senior citizens (60 years and older), and
housing for the disabled.

10. Allow hewghts up to three stores in the
Civic Art District, partucularly on the
Village Entrance site, where topography
preserves view sheds.

10. Continue to allow heights in excess of
18 feet in the Civic Arts District
provided findings are made regarding
public benefits, minimization of
massing, and emphasis on pedestrian
orientation and village character.

11. Reduce parking standards for Downtown
housing development, specifically for
affordable, sentor/special needs housing,
and artust” work/live unuts.

11. Evaluate the parking standards
applicable to studio and one-bedroom
units in multi-family developments to
determine if the required parking ratio
of 1.5 spaces per unit should be
lowered and amend the parking
standard is applicable. (HE - Program
31)
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