SUMMARY

0 Loecation: 300 Pacific Coast Highway, 92648 (northeast comer of Pacific Coast Highway and Main

Street — Pierside Pavilion)

Proposed Project: The project proposes to modity and expand the existing Pierside Pavilion
development. The site is currently developed with a 4-story, 90 foot high, mixed use building
consisting of approximately 89,415 sq. ft. of retail, restaurant and office uses; and 296 parking spaces
within two subterranean levels with access from Walnut Avenue. The site consists of one lot with a
total gross lot area of approximately 76,650 sq. ft.

The project proposes to demolish approximately 400 sq. ft. of the existing structure including an
elevator shaft and two stairwells; and construct a connecting four-story, 90 foot high, approximately
27,772 square foot mixed-use, visitor serving/office building and 9,401 sq. ft. infill expansion by
extending existing storefronts. The project proposes to expand the allowable uses within the Pierside
Pavilion development from the previously approved limits established by Entitlement Plan
Amendment No. 07-01 and the Owner Participation Agreement (executed in 2009 and amended in
2011) by adding 10,527 sq. ft. of retail, 5,705 sq. ft. of restaurant, and 21,441 sq. fi. of office. Retail
area is proposed on the first level facing the perimeter of the building and office space i1s located
behind or within the interior portions of the first level. Restaurant area is proposed on the second
level and additional office areas are proposed on the third and forth levels. Approximately 3,069 sq.
ft. of outdoor terraces are proposed on the second and third levels; and approximately 6,146 sq. ft. of
outdoor dining is proposed on the second floor and rooftop deck. Parking will be provided within an
existing two-level subterranean parking garage including 296 parking spaces on-site and share up to
234 parking spaces in the Municipal parking structure located at 200 Main Street.

The project includes a variance request to allow a height of 68 feet (plus up to 90 feet for mechanical
housing) for the new, expanded portion of the building in lieu of the maximum of 45 feet. Also, an
entitlement plan amendment to amend Conditional Use Permit No. 10-017 is proposed to modify the
location of the existing retail carts on public and private property.

The Design Review Board reviewed the project on June 14, 2012 and recommended approval of the
project design with the modification to modify the roof element of the eastern stairwell to contrast
with the existing building roof design.

The environmental impacts associated with the proposed project were evaluated by the City’s
Environmental Assessment Committee (EAC) on June 11, 2012, with an action taken by the EAC to
approve the processing of a Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) before the Planning Commission.
The Draft MND was available for public review and comment for 30 days, which commenced
Thursday, June 14, 2012 and ended Monday, July 16, 2012.

O Plamning Commission public hearing tentatively scheduled for August 14, 2012

O Attachments:

1. Vicinity Map 4. Code Requirements Letter dated March 28, 2012
2. Project plans dated May 4, 2012 5. Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration No. 11-007
3. Project Narrative dated May 4, 2012 6. Public Comments

PC Study Session —7/24/12 -1- (128R31 Pierside Pavilion Expansion S8)
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REVISED Pierside Pavilion .
NARRATIVE New Conditional Use Permit and Coastal Development Permit and
(05/04/2012) other Entitlements
REGEIVED

Locatior: 300 Pacific Coast Highway MAY G4 2012
Business: Pierside Pavilion Expansion Degt ﬁfﬁ‘i‘a“'ﬂ“’ég =

(New retail, restaurant & office uses) 5 Builting f
Request; To expand the allowed uses in the Pierside Pavilion project from

the previously approved fimits (Entitlement Plan Amendment No.
07-01), in order fo create new in-fill square footage on the existing
building and construct a new building to expand the overall project

as follows: i
New CUP Proposal | Existing Enfiflement | Change |-
(EPA No. (7-G1)
Retail 30,000 st 19,000 sf, +11,000 sf.
Restaurant™ 36,600 sf. 28,000 sk +7 000 =i
Office 76,000 sf 51,008 sf. +25.000 sf,
Totat i 142,000 sf, S3,000 =i +43,000 si

“With alcohol and outdoor dining

The following items are being requested:
» New Conditional Use Permit & Coastal Development Permit
o Expanded Uses retail, restaurant and office .
o Restaurants with alcohol -
o Shared parking
o Special Penmits for reduction of front yard sefback along
PCH
e Variance
o Building height deviation from four stories 45" plus 10
mechanical housing and roofline variation, to four stories
68’ plus 10’ roofline variation and a mechanical housing
element up to 90’ to maich the existing Phase | building
« Entitlement Plan Amendment to Conditional Use Permit No. 10-
17
o Outdoor vending cart. The previously approved layout
needs to be modified o accommeodate the proposed
project layout. The existing number of approved caris
will not be increased
» FPlaned Sign Program Amendment (To be submitted at a later
date}
o To amend the existing sign program to accommodate
_ the new proposal (PSP 90-7(R}))
» Design Review Board |
o Revised building elevations
o Design Guidelines checklist
o Colors and Materials pallet
o Landscape Plans with vending carts and street furniture

ATTACHMENT NO. 2.4



Project Description:

o Amended Planned Sign Prograrm.

The request will require a further Amendment to the new Owner
Participation Agreement approved by City Council in Juty, 2009.

To create a new four level building adjacent to Pacific Coast
Highway, on the eastem side of the project site, as an expansion fo
the existing Pierside Pavilion development. In addition the existing
building proposes modifications to create additional square footage
by in-filling portions of the current structure, in closing the arcade
areas and other areas all within the footprirt of the existing building.
The new project will be a combination of in-fill development and
new construction added to the existing building. The new project
as curently designed will result in the following:

i [N-FILL NEW EXISMNG TOTAL )
Retall 4501 s, | 8,045 s, 15,406 sf. 27,952 f, :
Restaurant™ | 1,577 sf. 11,113 si. 23,230 sk 35,920 st. ;
Office 3,323sf 15,514 sk 55.617 sf, 74,454 sf. i

9401sf. | 34677 sf 94,253 sf. 138,326 sf.

*With aleohol and outdoor dining

However anticipating that some medifications may occur through
the design review process the request is to establish an allowance
for each use as identified in the project reguest.

The new Conditional Use Pemit and Coastal Developmeani Permnit
are to allow the additions to the current mix of uses. The new retail :
activities are proposed on the first level with additional office space

located on the inferior portions of the first level and the upper two

levels. New restaurant space, with alcohol, is also proposed on the

second level. Existing retail uses will be expanded with the

proposed in-fill square footage along Main Strest and Pacific Coast

Highway.

Shared parking is being requested consistent with the provisions of
the Downtown Specific Plan. “Two or more land uses or business
with hours of operation that do not substantially coincide” (for
example office vs. restaurant). A shared parking agreement has
been approved with the Gwner Participation Agreement (July
2009). The project may use up to 300 parking spaces in the
municipal parking structure (200 Main Street).

The proposed project will provide 296 parking spaces on site and
share 234 spaces in the City’s facility. The shared parking for the
projection and is located within 350 feet of the project site. The
project has also been approved for valet parking (Conditional Use
Pemmit No. 80-37).

ATTACHMENT NO._2.2




A Spetial Permit is being requested to address the reduction in

front setback along Pacitic Coast Highway. The request s to
encourage a continuation of the bullding fagade along Pacific Coast
Highway and create an aesthetically pleasing appearance

facilitating a more innovative architectural design and allowing the
development to better adopt fo the unique surroundings
environment. The minimum 15 foot of sidewalk area

will be provided with a combination of public properties

(Caltrans R.O.W. and new dedication to the City) along PCH (4"} and
Main Strest (2.5). However the setback from the property line will be
reduced to 6'3". This request will allow for a continuation of the new
buikding line with the existing building. The original CUP No. 88-7 was
granted a Special Permit for front yard setback adjacent fo Pacific
Coast Highway with the following findings:

« “For deviations to the requirements of the Downtown Specific
Plan to promote a better living environment and provide
maximum use of the fand in terms of sits layout and design.”
This request will allow the new construction to match the
setback line of the condominiums fo the south.

A Variance is being request to allow the proposed building to match
the fioor plate elevations with the existing structure. [n orderto
accommodate a compatible architectural design with the new
portions of the project and the existing building. The in-fill type
development proposed has a physical hardship related to
limitations of the project site size, location and the need to be
designed compatible with the existing development and
adjacent projects. The new expansion will be fimited to four
stories and match the elevations with the existing building with
similar roof iop design features and mechanical housings. The
Variance is hecessary to allow a design concept that will combine
two buildings to appear as one integrated development.

Site History: Pierside Pavilion was the first Redevelopment Project in
downtown Huntington Beach. The project was approved in
1988 with Conditional Use Permit No. 88-7 and Coastal
Development Permit 88-3. The project was amended in
1980 with Conditionat Use Permit Na. 90-37 and Coastal
Development Permit No. 90-21. In 2008 it was further
Amended with Entitternent Plan Amendment No. 07-01.
Outdoor dining and vending carts were approved with Conditional
Use Permit No 10-17.



Zoning and
General Plan;

Surrounding Uses:

Environmental
Staius:

Land Use
Compatibifity:

The property Is zoned Downtown Specific Plan No. 3 (Planning :
Area 3) and the General Plan designation is MV-F12-sp-pd. The
proposed project has been analyzed by the standards in the
Amended Downtown Specific Plan (1/19/2010).

North-Parking Structure/Restaurants/Retail
East-RetailfReasidential

South-Residential Condominiums
West-Retall/Restaurants

There are no significant environmental impacts associated

with: this project. The project site Is not within a known

hazardous waste and substance site. An Environmental
Assessment has been submitied with supplemental special studies.

The propcsed project is compatible with existing businesses ’
in the area and will comply with the City’s noise ordinance :
and the hours of operation will be consistent with other
businesses within the downtown area.

 ATTACHMENT NO._z4y
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Sumrmary of Development Standards District 1
Commercial or Mixed-Use Section
REQUIRED PROPOSED
- Minimum Parcel Size 25" street frontage & 140’ street frontage & | 3.3.1.5
2,500 sf net area 78,650 sf net area
Maximum Site Coverage None required 3.3.1.8
Maximum Density 50 du/ac NIA 3.3.1.7
Minimum Building Height 25 N/A 3.3.1.8
Meximum Building Height 28,000 sf net site area: B8’ & 4 sfories plus 3318
45 & 4 stories, plus 1¢ rooftine variation &
mechanical housing & mechanical tower
roofling variation
Upper Story Setback (3°4" story) 10° average 10 avg. (37 & 4% 33.1.9
- stories)
Front Yard Seiback 0 -Max. 57158 PCH 5 Min. 3.3.1.10
tnterior Side yard Setback 10 10 3311
Exterior Side yard Setback Equal to front seiback=5" | 28’ 3.31.1
Cormer Seiback 25 48 3.3.1.142
Rear Yard Sethack 3 7.5 . 3.3.1.13
Public Cpen Space 5% = 3,834 ¢f 16,374 sf (21%) 3.3.1.14
08/25/2011
RECEVED

WY 04 2042

!
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Proposed [nfill

New Building Area

R 5 Byisting 8.F S.F. . Total B.F.
First Floor
Retai
Suite 101 3,800
Suite 108A 855
Suite 1068 B850
Suite 107A 1,215
Suite 1078 < 008 4,501 5.526
Suite 108 3,235
Misc 387
Commissary 1,088
15,408 4.501 5,526 25,433
Restaurant
Suite 112 5,344
Suite 113 3 578 R
9322 1,877 Q 10,889
Office
. Suits 109 790
“#'Sulte 110 960
Suite {11 708 _
Suite 114 830 #2543
Suite 118 1,405 2,989
Suite 120 350
- Misc 738
Commonfiobby
5,630 7,989 2,619, 11,138
Sub Total 30,358 g.067 SR D4R AT 470
Second Fleor
Restaurant
Buite 201 5,488
Suite 202 5,017 4128
10,505 0 4 128 14,633
Office
Suite 203 6442
Suite 204 18,383
" . Comrmon’ 839 )
24827 0 838 25,668
Sub Total 35,332 0 4 967 40} 288/
Third Floor
Office
Suite 363 4018
Suite 304 857
Suite 305 5,039 57 5473
Suite 310 2,570
Misc 231
Comman 1,785
16,815 167 €,968 23,850
Sub Totat 16,815 167 6,068 23,850
Fourth Floor
Cffice
_ Sutte 405 3,082
- Suite 408 2673 167 5,173
Misc 1,145
Comunan 1487
8,90 167 6670 13,747
Sub Total 6,91C 167 6670 13,747
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Roof Deck

Commaon 1,122 1,122
D ¢ 1,122 1422

Sub Total D 0 1,122 1.122] -
Sub Total Retait 15,406 4,501 ' 5,526 25,433
Sub Total Office 54,182 3,323 13,118 74,501
Sub Total Restaurant 19,827 1,577 4,128 26,854
Total 89,415 9,401 27,972 126,588
Terraces
First Floor 0 g D Q
Second Floor 3686 1442 669 BD&7
Third Fioor 2581 0 a88 3559
Fourth Floor 14886 H] o] 1198
Roof o] 0 0 3]
Toftal Terraces 7763 412 1657 10832
Outdoor Bining
First Figor anz g D oz
Second Floor 23403 G 2222 5625
Third Floor 0 g 0 a:
Fourth Floor iH] 0 0 4]
Roof D 0 3924 3924
Total Outdoor Dining 3705 Q 5146 9851




City of Huntington Beach

2000 MAIN STREET CALIFORNIA 92648

DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND BUILDING
www.huntingtonbeachca.gov

Planning Division Building Division
714.536.5271 714.536.5241

March 28, 2012

Michael Adams
PO Box 382
Huntington Beach, CA 92648

.SUBJECT: CCASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT NO. 11-012 / CONDITIONAL USE
PERMIT NO. 11-021 / VARIANCE NO. 11-005 / SPECIAL PERMIT NG. 11-002/
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT NO. 11-007 (PIERSIDE EXPANSION)

Dear Mr. Adams,

In order o assist you with your developmenf proposal, staff has reviewed the project and
identified applicable city policies, standard plans, and development and use requireaments,
excerpted from the City of Huntingion Beach Zoning & Subdivision Ordinance and Municipal
Codes. This list is intended to help you through the permitting process and various stages of
project implementation should the Planning Commission approve your project.

It should be noted that this requirement list is in addition to any “conditions of approval” adopted
by the Planning Commission if the project is approved. Please note that if the design of your
project or site conditions change, the list may also change.

The Director of Planning and Building has interpreted the relevant Sections of the Zonlng and
Subdivision Ordinance fo require that your project satisfy the following development standards.
If you would [tke a clarification of any of these requirements, an explanation of the Huntington
Beach Zoning & Subdivision Ordinance and Municipal Codes, or believe some of the items
listed do not apply to your project, and/or you would like to discuss them in further detail, please
contact me at 714-535-5561 or at ethan.edwards@surfcity-hb.org and/or the respective scurce
department (contact person below).

Sincerely,
Ny
- e, L ey .

than Edwards, AICP
Associate Planner

Enclosure

XC Khoa Cueong, Buiding and Safety Division — 714-872-6123
Steve Begart, Public Works — 714-536-1592
Arvar Elkins, Polica Department — 714-960-8825
Herh Fauland, Planning Manager
Jasan Keliey, Planning Department
Project File

GAEdwards\Planning Commission\Pierside Pavilion ExpansiomComments\Code Letter Final.docx



CITY OF HUNTINGTON BEACH

FPUBLIC WOREKS INTERDEPARTMENTAL
COMMUNICATION

PROJECT REVIEW COMMENTS

DATE: MARCH 28, 2012

PROJECT NAME: PIERSIDE PAVILION EXPANISION

ENTITLEMENTS: ~ CDP 11-012, CUP 11-021, DRB 11-015, VAR 11-005, EAX 11-007
PLNG APPLICATION NO:  2011-0131

DATE OF PLANS: SEPTEMBER 13, 2011

PROJECT LOCATION: 300 PACIFIC COAST HIGHWAY

PROJECT PLANNER: ETHAN EDWARDS, ASSOCIATE PLANNER
TELEPHONE/E-MAIL.: 714-536-5561 / ETHAN.EDWARDS@SURFCITY-HB.ORG

PLAN REVIEWER: STEVE BOGART, SENIOR CIVIL ENGINEER
TELEPHONE/E-MAIL: 714-374-1682 /| SBOGART@SURFCITY-HB.ORG

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: CUPICDP: a) To permit an approximately 27,700 sq. ft., 4-story mixed-use
bullding at the southeast area of the Pierside Pavilion site within the
Coastal Zone; b) to permit the consumption of alcohol within the restaurant
areas; ¢) to expand the allowable uses originally established by Conditional
Use Permit No. 90-37/Coastal Development Permit No. 90-21 and
amended by Entitlemient Plan Amendment No. 07-001 and Entitlement
Plan Amendment No. 11-005 by adding 9,000 sq. fi. refail, 3,000 sq. ft.
restaurant and 21,000 sq. ft. office; and, c) to permit shared parking. An
amendment to the Owner Participation Agreement (OPA) approved in 2009
is required. EAX: To review environmental impacts and determine level of
CEQA documentation. VAR: To permit a maximum height of 73 ft. and 90
ft. architectural projections in lieu of a maximum of 45 ft. SPX: to permit a
5 fi. minimum front yard setback in lieu of a minimum of 15 ft. DRB: To
review the design, colors, and materials of the remodel for the existing
building to remain and proposed building.

Pursuant to your request, Public Works staff has reviewed the Site Plan for the subject project and the
following shall be addressed prior to resubmittal for further review and/or processing:

1. Revise all property lines (locations, dimensions and geometry) to correctly portray the subject
property and to be consistent with recorded Final Tract Map No. 13722

ATTACHMENT NO_dr___



CITY OF HUNTINGTON BEACH

PUBLIC WORKS INTERDEFARTMENTAL
COMMUNICATION

DATE: MARCH 15, 2012

PROJECT NAME: PIERSIDE PAVILION EXPANISION

ENTITLEMENTS: CDP 11-012, CUP 11-021, DRB 11-015, VAR 11-005, EAX 11-007
PLNG APPLICATION NG:  2211-0131

DATE OF PLANS: FEBRUARY 2012

PROJECT LOCATION: 300 PACIFIC COAST HIGHWAY

PROJECT PLANNER: ETHAN EDWARDS, ASSOCIATE PLANNER
TELEPHONE/E-MAIL: 714-536-5561 / ETHAN.EDWARDS@SURFCITY-HB.ORG

PLAN REVIEWER: STEVE BOGART, SENIOR CiVit. ENGINEER %’
TELEPHONE/E-MAIL: 714-374-1692 / SBOGART@SURFCITY-HB.ORG

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: CUP/CDP: a) To pemit an approximately 27,700 sq. ft., 4-story mixed-
use building at the southeast area of the Pierside Pavilion site within the
Coastal Zong; b) to permit the consumption of alcohol within the
restaurant areas; ¢) fo expand the allowabie uses originally established
by Conditional Use Permit No. 80-37/Coastial Development Permit No.
90-21 and amended by Entitlement Plan Amendment No. 07-001 and
Entilement Plan Amendment No, 11-005 by adding 2,000 sq. fi. retail,
3,000 sq. ft. restaurant and 21,000 sq. f. office; and, <) to permit shared
parking. An amendment to the Owner Participation Agreement (OPA)
approved in 2009 is requirad. EAX: To review environmental impacts
and determine level of CEQA documentation. VAR: Toa permif a
maximum height of 73 ft. and 90 ft. architectural projections in lieu of a
maximum of 45 #f. SPX: to permit a 5 fi. minimum front yard setback in
lieu of a minimum of 15 ft. DRB: To review the design, colers, and
materials of the remodel for the existing building to remain and
proposed building.

Pursuant to your request, Public Works staff has reviewed the Preliminary Water Quality Management
Plan (WQMP), dated February 2012, and has no comments. Said report is acceptable for use in the
project’s preliminary design phase. A Final WQMP shall be submitted to Public Works for review and
acceptance prior to issuance of the project’s Precise Grading Permit.



Edwards, Ethan

From:

Sent:

To:

Ce:

Subject:
Attachments:

Ethan:

Bogart, Steve

Thursday, March 15, 2012 5:50 PM

Edwards, Ethan

DeBow, Debbie; Sam, Darren

Pierside Pavilion - Revised PW Code Rqmts

PCH 300 (Pierside Pavillion) Dev Reg 3-15-12.docx; PCH 300 {Pierside Pavillion} Dev Req
3-15-12.pdf

Piease see the attached file which contains REVISFD Code Requirements from Public Works™ after further review of the
subject project with application of the requirements of the Downtown Specific Plan. Specifically, the revisions
{highlited) made to previous Code Rgmts memo {dated 11/1/11} include:
1. Addition of the 2.5-foot dedication rqgmt at the project’s Main St frontage.
2. Addition of rgmt for removal of all sidewalks along the project’s Main & PCH frontages and replacement with
enhanced paving per the DTSP guidelines. ‘

o v

Addition of rgqmt for 26-foot sidewalk width along the project’s Main St frontage per the DTSP.
Rgmt of 1:1 parking replacement per the DTSP.

Rewording of the Traffic Impact Analysis rgmt.

Recalculation of the project’s required Traffic Impact Fee,

Feel free to contact me with any related questions or concerns.

thx

Steve Bogart
Public Works
ext. 1692

62 Please consider the environment befere printing this message

ATTACHMENT NO. gy



CITY OF HUNTINGTON BEACH

PUBLIC WORKS INTERDEPARTMENTAL
COMMUNICATION

PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION CODE REQUIREMENTS

DATE: MARCH 28, 2012
PROJECT NAME: PIERSIDE PAVILION EXPANISION
ENTITLEMENTS: CDP 11-012, CUP 11-021, DRB 11-015, VAR 11-005, EAX 11-007
PLNG APPLICATION NO: 2011-0131
DATE OF PLANS: SEPTEMBER 13, 2011
PROJECT LOCATION: 300 PACIFIC COAST HIGHWAY
PROJECT PLANNER: ETHAN EDWARDS, ASSOCIATE PLANNER
TELEPHONE/E-MAIL: 714-536-5561 / ETHAN.EDWARDS@SURFCITY-HB.ORG

- PLAN REVIEWER: STEVE BOGART, SENIOR CIVIL ENGINEER %
TELEPHONE/E-MAIL: 714-374-1692 / SBOGART@SURFCITY-HB.ORG

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: CUP/CDP: a) To permit an approximately 27,700 sq. ft., 4-siory mixed-use
building at the southeast area of the Pierside Pavilion site within the
Coastal Zone; b) to permit the consumption of alcohol within the restaurant
areas; ¢) to expand the aliowable uses originaliy established by Conditional
Use Permit No. 80-37/Coastal Development Permit No. 20-21 and
amended by Entitlenent Plan Amendment No. 07-001 and Entitlement
Plan Amendment No. 11-005 by adding 9,000 sq. ft. retail, 3,000 aq. f.
restaurant and 21,000 sg. ft. office; and, c) io permmit shared parking. An
amendment to the Owner Participation Agreement (OPA) approved in 2009
is required. EAX: To review environmental impacts and determine level of
CEQA documentation. VAR: To permit a maximum height of 73 ft. and 90
ft. architectural projections in lieu of a maximum of 45 ft. SPX: to permita
5 ft. minimum front yard setback in lieu of a minimum of 15 fi. DRB: To
review the design, colors, and materials of the remodel for the existing
building to remain and proposed building.

The following is a list of code requirements deemed applicable to the propoesed project based on plans as
stated above. The items below are to meet the City of Huntington Beach’s Municipal Code (HBMCQ),
Zoning and Subdivision Ordinance (Z50), Department of Public Works Standard Plans (Civil, Water and
Landscaping} and the American Public Works Association (APWA) Standards Specifications for Public
Works Constructicn (Green Book), the Orange County Drainage Area management Plan (DAMF), and
the City Arboricultural and Landscape Standards and Specifications. The list is intended to assist the
applicant by identifying requirements which shall he satisfied during the various stages of project
permitting, implementation and construction. If you have any questions regarding these requirements,
ptease contact the Plan Reviewer or Project Planner.

ATTACHMENTNO. 4s_.




Page 2 of 6

THE FOLLOWING DEVELOPMENT REQUIREMENTS SHALL BE COMPLETED PRIOR TO
ISSUANCE OF A GRADING PERMIT:

. A Legal Description and Plot Plan of the dedications to the City and to the State shall be prepared by
a licensed surveyor or engineer and submitfed o Public Works for review and approval. The
dedication shall be recorded prior to issuance of a grading permit.

. The foliowing dedications to the City of Huntington Beach shall be shown on the Precise Grading
Plan. (ZS0 230.0844)

a. A 2.54oot wide right-ci-way dedication for pedestrian access and public utilities along the Main
Street frontage is required. (Z30 230.84, DTSP)

b. A 10-foot wide public pedestrian easement shall be provided through the development generally
parallel to the vacated 3° Street. (DTSP)

. The following dedications in fes to the State of California shall be shown on the Precise Grading
Plan. (ZS0 230.084A)

a, A righi-of-way dedication (varying in width, from 5-foot wide adjacent io the existing bus turnout to
4-foot wide at the site’s easterly end) for pedestrian access and public utiifies along the Pacific
Coast Highway frontage is required. The subject dedication shali provide for a total minimum
sidewalk dedication pursuant to the Downiown Specific Plan, Section 3.3.1.10. (Z30 230.84,
DTSP)

. All proposed improvements along Pacific Coast Highway shall be reviewed and approved by
Caltrans. {GP CE 3, Caliransg)

. A Street Impravement Plan, prepared by a Licensed Civit Engineer, shall be submitted to the Public
Works Department for review and approval. (MC 17.05/Z50 230.84) The plans shall comply with
Public Works plan preparation guidelines and include the following improvements on the plan:

a. The existing curb and guiter along the project’'s Main Street frontage where the additional
sidewalk area is proposed shall be removed.

b. The proposed additional curb and gutter along the project's Main Street frontage shall be
constructed consistent with Public Works Standard Plan Nos. 202 and 207. (Z50 230.84)

c. The existing sidewalk along the project's Main Street and Pacific Coast Highway frontages shall
be removed and replaced with enhanced paving per the guidelines of Downtown Specific Plan.
(DTSP)

d. Twenty six (26} feet wide enhanced sidewalk consistent with guidelines specified in the
Downtown Specific Plan Update shall be installed along the project's Main Strest ifrontage.
{DTSP)

e. The existing ADA access ramp at the southeast comer of Pacific Coast Highway and Main Street
shall be removed and replaced with an ADA compliant access ramp, per Caltrans Standard Plan
ABBA. (ZSQ 230.84, ADA)

. A Precise Grading Plan, prepared by a Licensed Civil Engineer, shall be submitted fo the Public
Works Department for review and approval. (MG 17.05/Z80 230.84) The plans shall comply with
Public Works plan preparation guidelines and include the following improvements on the plan:

a. The existing sewer lateral may potentially be utilized if it is of adequate size, conforms to current
Public Works Standards and is determined to be in serviceable condifion by submitting a video of
the lateral. If the sewer is determined to be inadequate, a new sewer lateral shall be installed,
connecting to the main in the alley, per Public Works Standards. (Z80 230.84)

ATTACHME
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Pape 3 of 6

b. The existing demastic water service(s) currently serving the existing development may potentially
be utilized i it is (they are) of adequats size, conform to cument standards, and are in working
condition as determined by the Water Inspector. If the property owner elects to ufifize the existing
water service(s), any non-conforming water service(s), meter(s), and backflow protection
devicefs) shall be upgraded to conform to the current Water Division Standards, Aliernatively, a
new separate domestic water service(s), meter{s} and backflow protection device(s) may be
installed per Water Divisicn Standards and shall be sized to meet the minimurn requirements set
by the California Plumbing Code (CPC). (ZS0 230.84)

c. The existing irrigation watler service(s) currently serving the existing development may potentially
be utilized if they are of adequate size, conform to current standards, and are in working condition
as determined by the Utiliies Division. If the property owner elects to utilize the existing waler
service(s), all non-conforming water meters and backflow protection devices shall be upgraded to
conform fo the current Water Division Standards, Aliematively, a new separate irrigation water
service(s), meter{s) and backflow protection device{s) may be instalied per Water Division
Standards. (280 232) ‘ :

d. The exsting fire water service currently serving the existing development may potentially be
utilized if it is of adequate size, conforms to current standards, and is in working condition as
determmined by the Uiifities Division. If property owner elects to utilize the existing fire water
service, any non-corforming backflow protection devices shall be upgraded to conform to the
current Water Division Standards. (ZS0 230.84)

7. The developer shall submit for approvai by the Fire Depariment and Water Division, a hydraulic water
analyses to ensure that existing fire service from the point of connection to City water main to the
backflow protection device satisfies Water Division standard requirements.

8. The City has approved the Downtown Specific Plan, which will ullimately require that a 12-inch
waterline fo be constructed along the northeasteriy side of Pacific Coast Highway. While the existing
water mains in the area may provide adequate water service and fire flow protection to the property
at this time, the uliimate consiruciion of the public 12-inch waterline will require some form of impact
fees to be paid by the property owner for the proposed deveiopment. The impact fees have yet to be
determined ai this time. (Downtown Specific Plan}

9. Prior to the issuance of any grading or building permits for projects that will result in soil disturbance
of one or more acres of land, the applicant shall demonstrate thal coverage has been obtained under
the Waste Discharge Reguirements for Discharges of Storm Water Runoff Associated with
Construction and Land Disturbance Activities (Order No. 2008-0002-DWQ) [General Construction
Permit] by providing a copy of the Nofice of Intent (NOI} submitted to the State of California Water
Resources Confrol Roard and a copy of the subsequent notification of the issuance of a Waste
Discharge Identification (WDID) Number. Projects subject to this requirement shall prepare and
implement a Stormwater Poltution Prevention Plan {SWPPP) conforming to the cument National
Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NFDES) requirements shali be submitted 1o the Departmeant
of Public Works for review and acceptance. A copy of the currert SWPPP shall be kept at the project
site and another copy to be submitted to the City. (DAMP)

10. A Project Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP) conforming to the current Waste Discharge
Requirements Permit for the County of Orange {Order No. R8-2009-0030) [MS4 Permit] prepared by
a Licensed Civil Engineer, shall be submitted to the Department of Public Works for review and
acceptance. The WQMP shall address Section Xil of the MS4 Permit and all current surface water
quality issues. ‘

11. The project WQMP shall include the following:

a. Low Impact Development.
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b. Discusses regional or watershed programs (if applicable).

¢. Addresses Site Design BMPs {as applicable) such as minimizing impervieus areas, maxirmizing
permeability, minimizing directly connected impervious areas, crealing reduced or “zero
discharge” areas, and conserving natural arsas.

d. Incorporates the applicable Routine Source Cordrol BMPs as defined in the Drainage Area
Management Plan. (DAMP)

¢. incorporates Treatment Control BMPs as defined in the DAMP.

f. Generally describes the long-term operaticrs and maintenance requirements for the Treatment
Conirol BMPs. :

g. [dentifies the entity that will be responsible for long-term operation and maintenance of the
Treatment Control BMPs.

h. Describes the mechanistm for funding the long-term operation and maintenance of the Treatment
Control BMPs.

i. [Includes an Operations and Maintenance (O&M) Plan for all structural BMPs.

J. After incorporating plan check comments of Public Works, three final WQMPs (signed by the
owner and the Registered Civil Engineer of record) shall be submitted to Public Works for
acceptance. After acceptance, two copies of the final report shall be retumed to applicant for the
production of a single complete electronic copy of the accepted version of the WQMP on CD
media that includes:

i. The 117 by 177 Site Plan in . TIFF format (400 by 400 dpi minimum).

i The: remainder of the complete WQMP in .\PDF format including the signed and stamped title
sheet, owner's certification sheet, Inspection/Maintenance Responsibility sheet, appendices,
attachments and all educational material.

k. The applicant shall retum one CD media o Public Works for the project record file.

Indicate the type and location of Water Quality Treatment Control Best Management Practices
(BMPs) on the Grading Plan consistent with the Project WQMP. The WQMP shall follow the City of
Huntington Beach; Project Water Quality Management Plan Preparation Guidance Manual dated
June 2006, The WOMP shall be submitted with the first submiittal of the Grading Plan.

A suitable location, as approved by the City, shall be depicted on the grading plan for the nzcessary
trash enclosure(s). The area shall be paved with an impervious surface, designed not to allow run-on
from adjoining areas, designed to divert drainage from adjoining roofs and pavements diverted
around the area, and screened or walled to prevent off-site transpoit of trash. The trash enclosure
area shall be covered or roofed with a solid, impervious material. Conneclion of trash area drains
into the storm drain system is prohibited. If feasible, the trash enclosure area shall be connected inte
the sanitary sewer. (DAMP)

A svils renort, prepared by a licensed Engineer shall be submitted for reference onty., (MC
17.05.150)

The applicant’s gradingferosion control plan shall abide by the provisions of AQMD's Rule 403 as
related to fugitive dust control. (AQMD Rule 403)

The name and phone number of an on-site field supervisor hired by the developer shall be submitied
to the Planning and Public Works Departments. In addition, clearly visible signs shall be posted on
the: perimeter of the site every 250 feet indicating who shall be contacted for information regarding



17.

18.

18.

20.
21.

22.

23.

24,
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27.
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29.
30.
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this development and any constructionfgrading-related concerns. This contact person shall be
available immediately o address any concerns or issues raised by adjacent property owners during
the construction activity. He/She will be responsible for ensuring compliance with the conditions
herein, specifically, grading activities, truck routes, construction hours, noise, etc. Signs shall include
the applicant's contact number, regarding grading and construction activiies, and *1-800-
CUTSMOG™ in the event there are concerns regarding fugitive dust and compliance with AQMD Rule
Nao. 403.

The applicant shall notify all property owners and tenanfs within 300 feet of the perimeter of the
property of a tentative grading scheduie at least 30 days prior to such grading.

Traffic Impact Analysis for the project shall be reviewed and accepted by the City of Huntington
Beach.

THE FOLLOWING DEVELOPMENT REQUIREMENTS SHALL BE COMPLIED WITH DURING
GRADING OPERATIONS:

An Encroachment Permit is required for ali work within the City’s right-of-way. (MC 12.38.010/MC
14.38.030)

An Encroachment Permit is required for all work within Calirans’ right-cf-way.

The developer shall coordinate the development of a truck haul route with the Department of Public
Works if the import or export of material in excess of 5000 cubic yards is required. This plan shall
include the approximate number of truck trips and the proposed truck haul routes. I shall spacify the
hours in which fransport activities can occur and methods o mitigate construction-related impacts to
adjacent residents. These plans must be submitted for approval to the Depariment of Public Works.
(MC 17.05.210)

Water trucks will be utilized on the site and shall be available to be used throughout the day during
site grading fo keep the soil damp enough to prevent dust being raised by the operations. {California
Stormwater BMP Handbook, Construction Wind Erosion WE-1)

All haul trucks shall arrive at the sife no earfier than 8:00 am. or leave the site no later than 5:00
p.m., and shall be limited to Monday through Friday only. (MC 17.05}

Wet down the areas that are fo be graded or that is being graded, in the late morning and after work
is completed for the day. (WE-1/MC 17.05)

The construction disturbance area shall be kept as small as possible. (California Stormwater BMP
Handbook, Construction Erosion Control EG-1) (CAMP}

All haul trucks shall be covered or have water applied to the exposed surface prior to leaving the site
to prevent dust from impacting the sumrounding areas. (DAMP)

Prior to leaving the site, all haut trucks shall be washed cff on-site on a gravel surface to prevent dirt
and dust from leaving the site and impacting public streets. (DAMP)

Comply with appropriate sections of AQMID Rule 403, particularly to minimize fugitive dust and noise
to surrounding areas. (AQMD Rule 403}

Wind barriers shall be installed along the perimeter of the site. (DAMF)

Alt construction materials, wastes, grading or demolition debris and stockpiles of soils, aggregates,
soll amendments, etc. shall be properly covered, stored and secured to prevent transport into surface
or ground waters by wind, rain, fracking, tidal eresion or dispersion. {(DAMP)
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THE FOLLOWING DEVELOPMENT REQUIREMENTS SHALL BE COMPLETED PRIOR TO
ISSUANCE OF A BUILDING PERMIT:

31. A Precise Grading Permit shall be issued. (MC 17.05)

32. Traffic impact fees shall be paid at the rate applicable at the time of Building Permit issuance. The
current rate of $172 per net new added daily trip. The following Trip Generation Rafes shall be used
to determine the number of new added daily trips: refailfrestaurant, 42.94/1000 sf, mode shift (15%),
and imernal capture (20%/20%/19%); general office, 11.01/1000 sf, mode shift {15%), and internal
capture (15%/15%/13%). The fee rate per net new added daily frip is subject to an annual adiustment
on December ist. (MC 17.65)

33. A License Agreement and Maintenance Agreement, including use fees, shall be executed with ths
City for outdoor dining located in the public right-of-way. The applicant shalt apply for and obtain
approval of the License and Maintenance Agreement from the Public Works Director prior to
improvements or use of public easement (DTSP 3.2.24.2)

THE FOLLOWING DEVELOPMENT REQUIREMENTS SHALL BE COMPLETED PRIOR TO
ISSUANCE OF AN ENCROACHNMENT PERMIT:

34 Traffic Contro! Plans, prepared by a Licensed Civil or Traffic Engineer, shall be prepared in
accordance with the [afest edition of the City of Huntington Beach Construction Traffic Control Plan
Preparation Guidelines and submitted for review and approval by the Public Works Department.
(Gonstruction Traffic Control Plan Preparation Guidelines)

THE FOLLOWING DEVELOPMENT REQUIREMENTS SHALL BE COMPLETED PRIOR TO FINAL
INSPECTION OR OCCUPANCY:

35. Compiete all improvements as shown on the approved grading and street improvement plans. (MC
17.05)

36. All new utilities shall be undergrounded. (MC 17.64)

37. All appiicable Public Works fees shall be paid at the current rate unless otherwise stated, perthe
Pubfic Works Fee Schedule adopted by the City Council and available on the city web site at
htto:/Awww. surfcity-hb.orgffifes/users/public_worksfee schedule.pdf. (Z30 240.06/Z50 250,16)

38. Prior o grading or building permit close-out and/or the issuance of a cerfificate of use or a certificate
of occupancy, the applicant shalk: -

a. Demonstrate that all struciural Best Management Practices (EMPs) described in the Project
VWOMP have been constructed and installed in conformance with approved plans and
specifications.

b. Demonstrate all drainage courses, pipes, gutters, basins, etc. are clean and properly constructed.

¢. Demonstrate that applicant is prepared to implement all non-structurat BMPs described in the
Project WQMP.

d. Demonsirate that an adequate number of copies of the approved Project WOMP are available for
the future ocoupiers.
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HUNTINGTON BEACH FIRE DEPARTMENT
PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION CODE REQUIREMENTS

DATE: FEBURUARY 13, 2012

PROJECT NAME: PIERSIDE PAVILION EXPANSION

ENTITLEMENTS: PLANNING APPLICATION NO. 11-131

PROJECT LOCATION: 300 PCH, 92648 (APN: 024-154-17), HUNTINGTON BEACH, CA
PLANNER:‘ ETHAN EDWARDS, ASSOCIATE PLANNER
TELEPHONE/E-MAIL.. (714) 536-5561/ Ethan.Edwards@surfcity-hb.org

PLAN REVIEWER-FIRE: DARIN MARESH, FIRE DEVELOPMENT SPECIALIST

TELEPHONE/E-MAIL: (714) 536-5531/ dmaresh@surfcity-hb.org

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: CUP/CDP; A) TO PERMIT AN APPROXIMATELY 27,700 SQ. FT., 4-
STORY MIXED-USE BUILDING AT THE SOUTHEAST AREA OF THE
PIERSIDE PAVILION SITE WITHIN THE COASTAL ZONE; B) TO
PERMIT THE CONSUMPTION OF ALCOHOL WITHIN THE
RESTAURANT AREAS; C) TO EXPAND THE ALLOWABLE USES
ORIGINALLY ESTABLISHED BY CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT NO. 90-
37/COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT NG. €0-21 AND AMENDED BY
ENTITLEMENT PLAN AMENDMENT NO. 07-007 AND ENTITLEMENT
PLAN AMENDMENT NO. 11-005 BY ADDING 8,000 SQ. FT. RETAIL,
3,000 SQ. FT. RESTAURANT AND 21,000 SQ. FT. OFFICE; AND, C) TO
PERMIT SHARED PARKING. AN AMENDMENT TG THE OWNER
PARTICIPATION AGREEMENT {OPA} AFPROVED IN 2009 IS
REQUIRED. EAX: TO REVIEW ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND
DETERMINE LEVEL OF CEQA DOCUMENTATION. VAR: TO PERMIT
A MAXIMUM HEIGHT OF 73 FT. AND 90 FT. ARCHITECTURAL
PROJECTIONS IN LIEU OF A MAXIMUM OF 45 FT. SPX: TO PERMIT A
5 FT. MINIMUM FRONT YARD SETBACK IN LIEU OF A MINIMUM OF 15
FT. DRB: TO REVIEW THE DESIGN, COLORS, AND MATERIALS OF
THE REMODEL FOR THE EXISTING BUILDING TO REMAIN AND
PROPOSED BUILDING.

The following is a list of code requirements deemed applicable to the proposed project based on plans
received and dated October 11, 2011, The list is intended to assist the applicant by identifying
requirements which must be satisfied during the various stages of project permitting and implementation.
A list of conditions of approval adopted by the Planning Commissicn in conjunction with the requested
entitlement(s), if any, will also be provided upon final project approval. If you have any questions
regarding these requirements, please contact the Plan Reviewer- Fire: DARIN MARESH, FIRE
DEVELOPMENT SPECIALIST.
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PRIOR TO DEMOLITION, GRADING, SITE DEVELOPMENT, ISSUANCE OF GRADING
PERMITS, BUILDING PERMITS, AND/OR CONSTRUCTION, THE FOLLOWING SHALL BE
REQUIRED:

Fire Suppression Systems

Fire Alarms

Fire Alarm System is required. For Fire Department approval, shop drawings shall be
submitted to the Fire Depariment as separate plans for permits and approval. For Fire
Department approval, reference and demonstrate compliance with BC 305.9 on the plans. A C-
10 electrical contractor, certified in fire alarm systems, must certify the system is operafional
annually. (FD})

Modification, additions, or deletions to an existing fire alarm system shall require that
separate plans (three sets) shall be submitted to the Fire Department for permits and approval.
Any extended interruption of the fire alarm system operation will require a “fire watch”, approved
by the Fire Department. (FD}

Fire Sprinklers

Automatic Fire Sprinkiers are required. NFPA13 Automatic fire sprinkier systems are required
per Huntington Beach Fire Code for new buildings with “fire areas™ 5000 square feet oy more or
for buildings 10,000 square feet or more. An addition of square foolage to an existing building
also triggers this requirement.

Separate plans (three sets) shall be submitted to the Fire Department for permits and
approval. The system shall provide water flow, tamper and frouble alarms, manual pull stations,
interior and exterior horns and strobes, and 24-hour central station monitoring.

Automatic fire sprinkler systems must be maintained operational at all times, with
maintenance inspections performed quarterly and the system serviced every five years -
by a state licensed C-16 Fire Protection Contractor. ‘ '

For Fire Department approval, reference that a fire sprinkler system will be installed in
compliance with the Huntington Beach Fire Code, NFPA 13, and City Specification # 420
- Automatic Fire Sprinkler Systems in the plan notes.

NOTE: When buildings under construction are more than one (1) story in height and
required to have automatic fire sprinklers, the fire sprinkler system shall be installed and
operational to protect all floors lower than the floor currentty under construction. Fire
sprinkler systems for the current floor under construction shall be installed, in-service,
inspected and approved prior fo beginning construction on the next floor above. (FD)
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Modification, additions, or deletions to an existing automatic fire sprinkler system or fire
alarm system shall require that separate plans (three sets) shall be submitted to the Fire
Department for permits and approval. Any exiended interruption of the fire sprinkier system
operation will require a “fire watch”, approved by the Fire Department. Reference compliance
with City Specification # 420 - Automatic Fire Sprinkler Systems and NFPA 13 in the plan notes.
(FD)

Fire Department Connections (FDC) to the automatic fire sprinkler systems shall be located to
the front of the building, at least 25 feet from and no farther than 150 feet of a properly rated fire
hydrant. (FD)

Class 1 Standpipes (2 72" NFH connections) are required at each stairway. The standpipe
system in stairwells cannot protrude into, impede, or compromise the H.B.B.C. "Exit Width”
requirements. For Fire Department approval, reference and portray Class 1 standpipes at each
stairway in the plan notes. (FD}

Fire Protection Systems

Fire Extinguishers shall be installed and located in all areas to comply with Huntington Beach
Fire Code standards found in Cify Specification #424. The minimum required dry chemical fire
extinguisher size is 2A 10BC and shalt be installed within 75 feet travel distance to ali portions of
the building. Extinguishers are required to be serviced or replaced annually. (FD)

Commercial Food Preparation Fire Protection System required for commercial cooking.
Plans (three sets) shall be submitted to the Fire Depariment as separate plans for permits and
approval. Reference compliance with City Specification # 412 Protection Of Commercial
Cooking Operaltions in the plan notes. (FD)

Fire Personnel Access

Main Secured Building Entries shall utilize a KNOX® Fire Department Access Key Box,
installed and in compliance with City Specification #403, Fire Access for Pedestrian or Vehicular
Security Gates & Buildings. Please contact the Huntington Beach Fire Department
Administrative Office at {714) 536-5411 for information. Reference compliance with City

Specification #403 - KNOX® Fire Department Access in the building plan notes. (FD)

Fire Sprinkler System Controls access shall be provided, utilizing a KNOX® Fire Department
Access Key Box, installed and in compliance with City Specification #403, Fire Access for
Pedestrian or Vehicular Security Gates & Buildings. The approximate location of the system
controls shall be noted on the plans. Reference compliance in the plan notes. (FD)

Elevators shall be sized fo accommodate an ambulance gurney. Minimum interior dimensions
are 7 feet (84") wide by 4 feet 3 inches {51") deep. Minimum door opening dimensions are 3
feet 6 inches (42"} wide right or left side opening. Center opening doors require a 4 feet 6
inches (547) width. For Fire Depariment approval, reference and demonstrate compliance on the
building plans. HBBC 3002.4 (FD)
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Subterranean Parking Garage - Ventilation Systems must have emergency smoke
evacuation capability. A zoned, mechanical smoke and combustible products removal system,
with manual controls for firefighters located in the fire control room shall be provided. This shall
inciude an emergency power source. System shall also comply with Building Code and be
adequate to exhaust carbon monoxide (CO). (FD})

Enhanced Communication Systems are required for Fire Department and Police Department
communications in Subterranean Parking Garages. Repeater type radio systems as specified by
the Fire and Police Departments shall provide adequate communication inside the parking
garages, from inside the garages to the exterior, and to/from the fire control rooms. Above-
grade areas or floors found to have with poor radio reception may also require repeating
systems. (FD}

Addressing and Street Names

Structure or Building Address Assignments. The Planning Depariment shall review and
make address assignments. The individual dwelling units shall be identified with numbers per
City Specification # 409 Street Naming and Address Assignment Process. For Fire Department
approval, reference compliance with City Specification #409 Street Naming and Address
Assignment Process in the plan notes. (FD)

GIS Mapping Information

a. GIS Mapping Information shall be provided to the Fire Department in compliance with
GIS Department CAD Submittal Guideline requirements. Minimum submittals shall
include the foliowing:

Site plot plan showing the building footprint.

Specify the type of use for the building

Location of electrical, gas, water, sprinkler system shut-offs.
Fire Sprinkler Connections (FDC} if any.

Knox Access locations for doars, gates, and vehicle access.
Street name and address.

YVVVYY

Final site plot plan shall be submitted in the following digital format and shall include the
following:

» Submittal media shall be via CD rom to the Fire Depariment.

> Shall be in accordance with County of Orange Ordinance 3808.

» File format shall be in .shp, AutoCAD, AUTOCAD MAP (latest possible release }
drawing file - .DWG (preferred) or Drawing Interchange File - .DXF.

» Data should be in NADS3 State Plane, Zone 6, Feet Lambert Conformal Cenic
Projection.

ATTAGHMENT NO, 404
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» Separate drawing file for each individual sheet.
In compliance with Huntington Beach Standard Sheets, drawing names, pen colors,
and layering convention. and conform to City of Huntington Beach Specification # 409
— Streef Naming and Addressing.

For specific GIS technical requirements, contact the Huntington Beach GIS
Department at (714) 536-5574.

For Fire Department approval, reference compliance with GIS Mapping information in
the building plan notes. (FD})

Building Construction

Exit Signs And Exit Path Markings will be provided in compliance with the Huntington Beach
Fire Code and Title 24 of the California Administrative Code. Reference compliance in the plan
notes. (FD)

THE FOLLOWING CONDITIONS SHALL BE MAINTAINED DURING CONSTRUCTION:

a. Fire/Emergency Access And Site Safety shall be maintained during project construction phases in
compliance with HBFC Chapter 14, Fire Safety During Construction And Demolition. (FD)

b. Fire/Emergency Access And Site Safety shall be maintained during project construction phases in

compliance with City Specification #426, Fire Safety Requirements for Construction Sites. (FD)
OTHER:

a. Discovery of additional soil contamination or underground pipelines, etc., must be reporied to the
Fire Depariment immediately and the approved work plan modified accordingly in compliance
with City Specification #431-92 Soil Clean-Up Standards. (FD)

b. Outside City Consultants The Fire Department review of this project and subsequent plans may

require the use of City consultants. The Huntingion Beach City Council approved fee schedule
allows the Fire Department to recover consultant fees from the applicant, developer or other
responsible party. (FD)

Fire Department City Specifications may be obtained at:
Huntington Beach Fire Depariment Administrative Office
City Hall 2000 Main Street, 5™ floor
Huntington Beach, CA 92648
or through the City’s website at www.surfeity-hb.org

If you have any questions, please contact the Fire Prevention Division at (714) 536-5411.

SPreventiont1-Developmenfyi-Planning Depariment - Planning Applications, CUP'$\2012 CUP's\PCH 300 (Peirside Expansion) PA11-131 02-
1312 DM.doc
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;HUNTINGTGN BEACH

HUNTINGTON BEACH
PLANNING DIVISION

PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION CODE REQUIREMENTS

DATE:

PROJECT NAME:

PLANNING
APPLICATION NO.

ENTITLEMENTS:
DATE OF PLANS:
PROJECT LOCATION:

PLAN REVIEWER:
TELEPHONE/E-MAIL:

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

MARCH 28, 2012
PIERSIDE PAVILION EXPANSICN

PLANNING APPLICATION NO. 11-131

CDP 11-012, CUP 11-021, DRB 11-015, VAR 11-005, EAX 11-007
AUGUST 4, 2011

300 PCH, 92648 (APN: 024-154-17)

ETHAN EDWARDS
{714) 536-5561, ETHAN.EDWARDS@SURFCITY-HB.ORG

CUPICDP: a) To permit an approximately 27,700 sq. fi., 4-story mixed-use
building at the southeast area of the Pierside Pavilion site within the
Coastal Zone; b} {o permit the consumption of alcohol within the restaurant
areas; ¢) to expand the aliowable uses originally established by Conditional
Use Permit No. 90-37/Coastal Development Permit No. 80-21 and
amended by Entitlement Plan Amendment No. 07-001 and Eniitlement
Plan Amendment No. 11-005 by adding 9,000 sq. ft. retail, 3,000 sq. ft.
restavrant and 21,000 sq. fi. office; and, ¢} to permit shared parking. An
amendment to the Owner Participation Agreement (OPA)} approved in 2009
is required. EAX: To review environmental impacts and determine level of
CEQA documentation. VAR: To permif a maximum height of 73 ft. and 90
ft. architectural projections in lieu of a maximum of 45 ft. SPX: toc permit a .
5 ff. minimum front yard setback in lieu of a minimum of 15 . DRB: To
review the design, colors, and materials of the remodel for the existing
building to remain and proposed building.

The following is a list of code requiremenis deemed applicable to the proposed project based on plans
stated above. The list is intended to assist the applicant by identifying requirements which must be
safisfied during the various stages of project permitting and implementation. A list of conditions of
approval adopted by the Planning Commission in cenjunction with the requested entitlement(s), if any,
will also be provided should final project approval be received. If you have any guestions regarding
these requirements, please contact the Plan Reviewer.

1. All exterior mechanical equipment shall be screened from view on all sides. Rooftop mechanical
equipment shall be setback a minimum of 15 feet from the exterior edges of the building. Equipment
fo be screened includes, but is not limited fo, heating, air conditioning, refrigeration equipment,
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plumbing lines, ductwork and transformers. Said screening shall be architecturally compatible with
the building in terms of materials and colors. If screening is not designed specifically into the
building, a rooftop mechanical equipment plan showing proposed screening must be submitted for
review and approval with the application for building permit(s). (IBZSO Section 230.76)

. The site plan and elevations shall include the location of all gas meters, water meters, electrical

panels, air conditioning units, mailboxes (as approved by the United States Postal Service), and
similar items. If located on a building, they shall be architecturally integrated with the design of the
building, non-obtrusive, not interfere with sidewalk areas and comply with required setbacks.
{HBZSO Section 230.76)

. Bicycle parking facilities shali be provided in accordance with the provisions of the DTSP Section
3.2.2B.5 - Bicycle Spaces Required. (DTSP Section 3.2.26.5}

. Prior to issuance of demolition permits, the following shall be completed:

a. The applicant shall follow all procedural requirements and regulations of the South Coast Air
Quality Management District (SCAQMD} and any other local, state, or federal law regarding the
removal and disposal of any hazardous material including asbestos, lead, and PCB’s. These
requirements include but are not limited fo: survey, identification of removal methods,
containment measures, use and treatment of water, proper truck hauling, disposal procedures,
and proper notification to any and all involved agencies. (AQMD Rule 1403)

b. Pursuant to the requirements of the South Ceast Air Quality Management District, an asbestos
survey shall be completed. (AQMD Rule 1403)

c. The applicant shall complete all Notification requirements of the South Coast Air Quality
Management District. (AQMD Rule 1403)

d. The City of Huntington Beach shall receive written verification from the South Coast Air Quality
Management District that the Notification procedures have been completed. (AQMD Rule 1403)

e. Existing mature trees that are to be removed must be replaced at a 2 for 1 ratio with a 36" box
tree or palm equivalent (13'-14’ of trunk height for Queen Palms and 8-9’ of brown trunk). (CEQA
Categorical Exemption Section 15304)

. Prior to issuance of grading permits, the following shall be completed:

a. A Landscape and lrrigation Plan, prepared by a Licensed Landscape Architect shall be submitted
to the Planning and Building Department for review and approval. (HBZSO Section 232.04)

b. Existing mature trees that are to be removed must be replaced at a 2 for 1 ratio with a 36" box
tree or palm equivalent (1314’ of trunk height for Queen Palms and &-9' of brown frunk).
{CEQA Categorical Exemption Section 15304)

c. “Smart irfigation controilers” and/or other innovative means to reduce the quantity of runoff shall
be installed. (HBZSO Section 232.04.Dj

d. Standard landscape code requirements apply. (HBZSO Chapter 232)

e. All landscape planting, irrigation and maintenance shall comply with the City Arboricultural and
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Landscape Standards and Specifications. (HBZSO Section 232.04.B)

8. Prior to issuance of building permits, the following shall be completed:

a.

C.

d.

A planned sign program for all signage shall be submitted to the Planning Department. Said
program shall be approved prior o the first sign request. (HBZSO Section 233.04.B}

The Downtown Specific Plan fee shall be paid. (for new construction in the Downfown Specific
Plan (SP-5) arca) (Resolution No. 5328}

A Mitigation Monitoring Fee for [negative declarations} [mitigated negative declarations] [EIR's],
shall be paid to the Planning & Building Department pursuant to the fee schedule adopted by
resolution of the City Council. (City of Huntington Beach Planning &
Building Department Fee Schedule)

All new commercial and industrial development and all new residential development not covered
by Chapter 254 of the Huntington Beach Zoning and Subdivision Ordinance, except for mobile
home parks, shall pay a park fee, pursuant to the provisions of HBZSO Section 230.20 -
Payment of Park Fee. The fees shall be paid and calcutated according to a schedule adopted by
City Council resolution. {City of Huntington Beach Planning & Building Department Fee
Schedule)

7. During demclition, grading, site development, and/or construction, the following shall be adhered to:

a.

Existing street tree(s) to be inspected by the City Inspector during removal of concrete and prior
to replacement thereof. Tree replacement or root/tree protection, will be specified upon the
inspection of the root system. (Resolution No. 4545)

b. All Huntington Beach Zoning and Subdivision Ordinance and Municipal Code requirements

including the Noise Ordinance. All aclivities including truck deliveries associated with
construction, grading, remedeling, or repair shal: be limited to Monday - Saturday 7:00 AM to 8:00
PM. Such activities are prohibited Sundays and Federal holidays. (HBMC 8.40.090)

8. The final building permit(s) cannot be approved until the following has been completed:

a.

b.

C.

d.

Complete all improvements as shown on the approved grading, landscape and improvement
plans. (HBMC 17.05)

All trees shall be maintained or planfed in accordance to the requiremenis of Chapter 232.
(HBZS0 Chapter 232)

All landscape irrigation and planting installation shall be certified to be in conformance to the City
approved landscape plans by the Landscape Architect of record in written form to the City
Landscape Architect. (HBZSO Section 232.04.D})

The provisions of the Water Efficient Landscape Requirements shall be implemented. (HBMC
14.52)
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Qutdoor storage and display of merchandise, materials, or equipment, including display of
merchandise, materials, and equipment for customer pick-up, shall be subject fo approval of
Conditional Use Permit. (HBZSO Section 230.74)

The Development Services Departments (Building & Safety, Fire, Planning and Public Works) shall
be responsible for ensuring compliance with all applicable code requirements and conditions of
approval. The Director of Planning may approve minor amendments to plans and/or conditions of
approval as appropriate based on changed circumstances, new information or other reievant factors,
Any proposed plan/project revisions shall be called out on the plan sets submitted for building
permits. Permits shall not be issued until the Development Services Departments have reviewed
and approved the proposed changes for conformance with the intent of the Planning Commission’s
/Zoning Administrator's action. If the proposed changes are of a substantial nature, an amendment
to the original entitlement reviewed by the Planning Commission /Zoning Administrator may be
required pursuant ta the provisions of HBZSO Section 241.18. (HBZSO Section 241.18)

. The Planning Commission reserves the right to revoke CUP No. 11-021, CDP No. 11-012, £EPA No.

11-007, VAR No. 11-005, and SPP No. 11-002 pursuant to a public hearing for revocation, if any
violation of the conditions of approval, Huntington Beach Zoning and Subdivision Ordinance or
Municipal Code occurs. (HBZSO Section 241.16.D)

The project shall comply with all applicable requirements of the Municipal Code, Building & Safety
Department and Fire Department, as well as applicable local, State and Federal Fire Codes,
Ordinances, and standards, except as noted herein. (City Charter, Article V}

Construction shall be limited o Monday — Saturday 7:00 AM to 8:00 PM. Construction shall be
prohibited Sundays and Federal hclidays. (HBMC 8.40.090)

All landscaping shalfl be maintained in a neat and clean manner, and in conformance with the
HRBZSO. Prior to removing or replacing any landscaped areas, check with the Departments of
Planning & Building and Public Works for Code requirements. Substantial changes may require

" approval by the Planning Commission. (HBZSO Section 232.04)

15.

186.

17.

All permanent, temporary, or promotional signs shalt conform to Chapter 233 of the HBZSO. Prior to
installing any new signs, changing sign faces, or installing promotional signs, applicable permit(s)
shall be obtained from the Planning Department. Vioiations of this ordinance requirement may result
in permit revocation, recovery of code enforcement costs, and removal of installed signs. (HBZSO
Chapter 233)

Live entertainment and/or outdoor dining in excess of 400 sq. ft. shall not be permitted unless a
conditional use permit for this specific use is reviewed and approved. Quidoor dining occupying less
than 400 sq. ft. is subject to Neighborhood Notification and approval by the Director of Planning &
Building. (HBZSO Section 211.04}

Alcoholic beverage sales shall be prohibited unless a conditional use permit for this particular use is
raviewed and approved. (HBZSO Section 211.04)
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HUNTINGTON BEACH
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT

PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION CODE REQUIREMENTS

TINGTON BEACH,

DATE: FEBRUARY 14, 2012

PROJECT NAME: PIERSIDE PAVILION EXPANSION

PLANNING '

APFPLICATION NO. PLANNING APPLICATION NO. 11-131

ENTITLEMENTS: CDP 11-012, CUP 11-021, DRB 11-015, VAR 11-005, EAX 11-007
DATE OF PLANS: AUGUST 4, 2011

PROJECT LOCATION: 300 PCH, 92648 (APN: 024-154-17)

PLAN REVIEWER: LUIS GOMEZ , ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT FROJECT MANAGER
TELEPHONE/E-MAIL.: (714) 536-5544, [.LHS.GOMEZ@SURFCITY-HB.CRG

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: CUP/CDP: a) To permit an approximately 27,700 sq. ft., 4-story mixed-use
building at the southeast area of the Pierside Pavilion site within the
Coastal Zone; b) to permit the consumption of alcohol within the restaurant
areas; ¢) to expand the allowable uses originally established by Conditional
Use Penmit No. 90-37/Coastal Development Permit No. 90-21 and
amended by Entitlement Plan Amendment No. 07-001 and Entitlement
Plan Amendment No. 11-005 by adding 9,000 sq. ft. retail, 3,000 sq. ft.
restaurant and 21,000 sq. ft. office; and, c) to permit shared parking. An
amendment to the Owner Participation Agreement (OPA) approved in 2009
is required. EAX: To review environmental impacts and determine leve! of
CEQA documentation. VAR: To pemit a maximum height of 73 ft. and 80
ft. architectural projections in lieu of a maximum of 45 ft. SPX: to permit a
5 ft. minimum front yard setback in lieu of a minimum of 15 . DRB: To
review the design, colors, and materials of the remodel for the existing
building to remain and proposed building.

The following is a list of code requirements deemed applicable to the proposed project based on plans
stated above. The list is intended to assist the applicant by identifying requirements which must be
satisfied during the various stages of project permitting and implementation. A list of conditions of
approval adopted by the Planning Commission in conjunciion with ihe requested entitlement{s), if any,
will also be provided upon final project approval. If you have any questions regarding ihese
reguirements, please contact the Plan Reviewer.

CODE REQUIREMENTS:
1. Prior to issuance of building permits, the Owner Participation Agreement by and between

Redevelopment Agency of the City of Huntington Beach, and Pierside Pavilion must be
amended to reflect the entitiement plan amendment.
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HUNTINGTON BEACH
POLICE DEPARTMENT

PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION CODE REQUIREMENTS AND

RECOMMENDED CONDITIONS
DATE: 10-27-11
PROJECT NAME: PIERSIDE PAVILION CART EXPANSION
PLANNING
APPLICATION NO. PLANNING APPLICATION NO. 11-131
ENTITLEMENTS: CONDITIONAIL USE PERMIT NO. 11-021
DATE GF PLANS: OCTOBER 11, 2011
PROJECT LOCATION: 300 PACIFIC COAST HIGHWAY (APN: 024-154-17)
PLAN REVIEWER: ARVAR W. ELKINS Iil, POLICE OFFICER

TELEPHONE/E-MAIL: 714-960-8825

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:To Pemmit appreximately 27,700 sq. ft.,4-story building at the
southwest area of the Pierside Pavilion.

The Police Department's CPTED recommendations are intended to assist in the creation and
maintenance of a buili environment that decreases the opportunity for crime and increases the
perception of public safely.

LIGHTING:

Adequate lighting of Pier Plaza and the contiguous grounds to the building shall be provided
with enough lighting of sufficient wattage to provide adequate illumination to make clearly visible
the presence of any person on or about the premises during the hours of darkness and provide
a safe secure environment for all persons and property.

Use security-focused, rather than aesthetically pleasing, lighting that enables pedestrians 1o see
clearly and to identify potential threats at night. For example, high or low pressure sodiurm vapor
fights can provide evenly distributed lighting that reduces patches of darkness at the ground
level and enables the human eye to pick up details, with reduced energy consumption.

ATTACHMENT NO._y.2)
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NATURAL SURVEILLANCE

Fully illuminate all doorways that ope/n o the outside.

The front door to the building should be at least partially visible from the street.

Install windows on all sides of the building to provide full visibility of the property.

Construct elevators and stairwells to be open and well-lighted, not enclosed behind solid walls.
Provide appropriate illumination to doorways that open to the outside and sidewalks.

Select and install appropriate landscaping that will allow unobstructed views of vulnerable doors
and windows from the street and other properties. Avoid landscaping that might create blind

spofts.

Ensure signs in the front windows of businesses and commercial storefronts do not cover the
windows or block necessary views of the exterior space.

Position restrooms in office buildings to be visible from nearby offices.
Keep dumpsters visible and avoid creating blind spots or hiding places, or place them in

secured corrals or garages

KIOSKS and ADJOINING SIDEWALK

A minimum of 8 feet between each kiosk shall be maintained at alt imes. This applies to each
kiosk whether they are parallel, perpendicular or angled to the adjacent street. This is to
maintain the safety of the occupants of the permanent businesses and for the Officers
responding to those businesses.

There should be a way to differentiate the sidewalk and the property line, i.e. different design in
the cement or different colored cement. This shows the public where the sidewalk ends and the
property of the businesses begins.

| do not feel the propased planter and cement bench that runs parallel to the north curb line of
PCH allows for adequate space for pedestrian foot traffic. With the purposed planter, bench and
expansion of Pier Plaza nearly the entire sidewalk is blocked in the area of the expansion.

SECURITY SYSTEMS;

Silent or audible alarm systems shall be installed.
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A comprehensive security alarm systems should be provided form the following:
- Perimeter building and access route protection

- High valued storage areas

- Interior building door to shipping and receiving area

-Any security gating

CCTV security cameras are recommended, covering the following areas:

- -Lobby entrances

-Building perimeter

-Shipping and receiving areas

-Parking structure

-Exterior entrance

-Stairwells ;
-Interior halls

ROQF TOP TERRACE

A minimum 6’ wall comprised of solid material and or glass shall surround the perimeter of the
terrace.

At this time, the intended use of the terrace is undecided and 1 am unable to make any further
specific design recommendations.




HUNTINGTON BEACH
BUILDING DEPARTMENT

PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION CODE REQUIREMENTS

| HUNTINGTON BEACH

DATE: OCTOBER 18, 2011

PROJECT NAME: PIERSIDE PAVILION EXPANSION

PLANNING

APPLICATION NO. PLANNING APPLICATION NO. 11-131

ENTITLEMENTS: CDP 11-012, CUP 11-021, DRB 11-015, VAR 11-005, EAX 11-007
DATE OF PLANS: AUGUST 4, 2011

PROJECT LOCATION: 300 PCH, 92648 (APN: 024-154-17)

PLAN REVIEWER: KHCA DUONG
TELEPHONE/E-MAIL: (714} 872-6123/khoa@csgengr.com

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: CUP/CDP: a) To permit an approximately 27,700 sq. ft., 4-story mixed-use
building at the southeast area of the Pierside Pavilion site within the
Coastal Zone: b) to permit the consumption of alcohol within the restaurant
areas; ¢) to expand the allowable uses originally established by Conditional
Use Permit No. 90-37/Coastal Development Permit No. 90-21 and
amended by Entitlement Plan Amendment No. 07-001 and Entiflement
Plan Amendment No. 11-005 by adding 9,000 sq. ft. retail, 3,000 sq. ft.
restaurant and 21,000 sq. ft. office; and, ¢) to permit sharad parking. An
amendment to the Owner Participation Agreement (OPA) approved in 2008
is required. EAX: To review environmental impacis and determine level of
CEQA documentation. VAR: To pemit a maximum height of 73 fi. and 80
ft. architectural projections in fieu of a maximum of 45 ft. SPX: io permit a
5 ft. minitmum front yard setback in lieu of a minimum of 15 . DRB: To
review the design, colors, and materials of the remodel for the existing
building to remain and proposed building.

The following is a list of code requirements deemed applicable to the proposed project based on plans
stated above. The list is intended to assisi the applicant by identifying requirements which must be
satisfied during the various stages of project permitting and implementation. A list of conditions of
approval adopted by the Planning Commission in conjunction with the requested entitlement(s}, if any,
will also be provided upon final project approval. If you have any questions regarding these
requirements, please contact the Plan Reviewer.

I SPECIAL CONDITIONS:
1. Naone

s
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. CODE ISSUES BASED ON PLANS 8 DRAWINGS SUBMITTED:

1. Project shall comply with the current state building codes adopted by the City at the time of permit
application submittal. Currently they are 2010 California Building Code (CBC), 2010 California
Mechanical Code (CMC), 2010 California Plumbing Code (CPC), 2010 California Electrical Code {CEC),
2010 California Energy Code and The Huntington Beach Municipal Code (HBMC). Compliance to all _
applicable state and local codes is required prior to issuance of building permit. '

2. Provide building code analysis including type of construction, aliowable area and height, occupancy
group requirements and means of egress per the CBC.

a. Submit building analyses to ascertain building sizes, construction types, set back, and frontage
issues to be used in justifying building areas. All submittals to date do not have this information
which is critical for project of this magnitude. :

b. For mixed use and occupancy, please see section 508 for specific code parameters in addition to
those applicable sections found elsewhere in the code.

c. For openings in exterior walls, please comply with Table 705.8.

Submit egress analysis.
For elevators please see section 708.14 and chapter 30.

3. The exit enclosure shall comply with Section 1022,
a. Exit enclosures shall [ead directly te the exterior of the building.

4. Provide compliance to disabled accessibility requirements of Chapter 118 of CBC.

5. Recommendation: Please contact me or our office to review preliminary code analyses to examine 1
any possible building code issue that may arise. "

pem 1
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1. PROJECT TITLE: Pierside Pavilion Expansion

Concurrent Entitlements: Coastal Development Permit No. 11-012, Conditional Use Permit
No. 11-021, Entitlement Plan Amendment No. 11-007, Variance No.
11-005, Design Review No. 11-015

2. LEAD AGENCY: City of Funtington Beach
2000 Main Street
Huntington Beach, CA 92648
Contact: Ethan Edwards, Associate Planner
Phene: (714) 536-5561
3. PROJECT LOCATION: 300 Pacific Coast Highway, 92648 (northeast corner of Pacific
Coast Highway and Main Strest)

4. PROJECT PROPONENT: Michael Adams
Michael C. Adams Associates

P.O. Box 382

Huntington Beach, CA 92648
Contact Person: Michael Adams
Phone: (714) 374-5678

5. GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATION: M->30-sp-pd (Mmed Use — specific plan overlay design overlay
— pedestrian overlay)

6. ZONING: SP5-CZ (Specific Plan No. 5 — District 1 — Coastal Zone)

7. PROJECT DESCRIPTION:
The project proposes to modify and expand the existing Pierside Pavilion development. The site is
currently developed with a 4-story, 90 foot high, mixed use building consisting of approximately
89,415 sq. ft. of retail, restaurant and office uses; and 296 parking spaces within two subterranean
levels with access from Walnut Avenue. The site consists of one lot with a total gross lot area of
approximately 76,650 sq. ft.

The project proposes to demolish approximately 400 sq. fi. of the existing structure including an
elevator shaft and two stairwells; and construct a comnecting four-story, 90 foot high, approximately
27,772 square foot mixed-use, visitor serving/office building and 9,401 sq. ft. infill expansion by
extending existing storefronts. The table below describes the existing area, proposed infill area, new
building area, and total area for the project:

GAENVIRONMCHECKLST Page 1
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Existing Sj::. Proposed Tnfill S.F. | NewBuildmg 8.F. |. Total S.E.
Retail 15,406 4,501 ] 5,526 25,433
Office 54,182* 3,323% 18,118 74,501
Restanranit 19,829 1,577 4,128 26,654
TOTAL 89,415 9,401 N 126,588

*ncludes 400 sq. ff. demo area

The project proposes to expand the allowable uses within the Pierside Pavilion development from the
previously approved limits esteblished by Entiflement Plan Amendment No. 07-01 by adding 10,527
sq. ft. of retail, 5,705 sq. ft. of restaurant, and 21,441 sq. fi. of office. Retail area is proposed on the
first level facing the perimeter of the building and office space is located behind or within the interior
portions of the first level. Restaurant area is proposed on the second level and additional office areas
are proposed on the third and forth levels. Approximately 3,069 sq. ft. of outdoor ferraces are
proposed on the second and third levels; and approximately 6,146 sq. ft. of outdoor dining 1s proposed
on the second floor and rooftop deck. Parking will be provided within an existing two-level
subterranean parking garage including 296 parking spaces on-site and share up to 234 parking spaces
in the Municipal parking structure located at 200 Main Street.

The project includes a variance request to allow a height of 68 feet (plus up to 90 feet for mechanical
housing) for the new, expanded porfion of the building in lien of the maximum of 45 feet. Also, an
entiflement plan amendment to amend Conditional Use Permit No. 10-017 is proposed to modify the
location of the existing retail carts on pubhic and private property.

Construction Scenario

The project will be constructed in three overlapping phases over an approximately 12 month period
with all existing businesses o remain open. Phase | includes the construction of an elevator tower to
service the existing and proposed building areas. During the above ground construction of the tower,
work will continue in the lower level of the parking structure preparing column footings via the use of
“Helical” piers, which will be installed using a small bobeat drill rig. The entire work of this phase
wiil continue for approximately four months, with two months of this fime devoted to constructing the
elevator within the new tower. '

Phase II will commence with the demolition of the existing tower and stairs and the placement of steel
columns and beams. This portion will require coring 24” diameter holes through the roof and floor of
the first level of the parking stiucture. The parking structure will continve fo operate during
construction; however some existing parking spaces may be temporarily unavailable. The property
currently shares up to 300 parking spaces within the adjacent municipal parking structure located at
200 Main Street and adequate aliemative parking will be provided at this location when existing on-
site parking spaces are unavailable. Setting of the steel structure will continue over the course of two
months. Following setting of the steel, the interior fireproofing, roofing, exterior cladding, and glass
and glazing will commence over the course of an additional two months. The enfire Phase 1T will
encompass seven months of construction time with the use of an on-site crane/hoist and scaffolding to
accomplish interior and exterior construction.

Phase M1 will commence upon complefion of the addition with renovations to the walkways along
PCH and the alleyway adjacent to Pier Colony; and the renovations to the stairwell at Main Street.
Following the completion of this work, the storefronts along Main and PCH will be extended further

Page 2
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10.

to the “drip line’; and minor cosmetic changes will be made o the building, including: painting of the
entire building, painting the glazing metels to mafch the new addition, patching and repairing stucco,
and upgrading the lighting systems and landscape around the property. All of which will require the
use of scaffolding and/or lifts. This phase will continue for three months.

Grading operations will be minimal since the site is currently developed; however the walkway along
PCH will require approximately 100 yards of import fo transition onto existing grade. All site work
and hardscape will inchude approximately 250 yards of concrete; and the building expansion/addition
will require approximately 400 yards of concrete. The entire project will require the use of concrete
saws, cranes, forklifts, ‘boom’ lifts, air compressors, stucco equipment, small grading equipment,
concrete pumps, monokote equipment, air compressors, and small tools.

SURROUNDING LAND USES AND SETTING:

The project site is located at the northeast corner of Pacific Coast Highway and Main Street.
Retail/restaurant/parking structure uses exist to the north (across Walnut Avenue), multi-family
residential (Pier Colony) adjacent to the east, mumicipal pier/restaurants/beach to the south (across
Pacific Coast Highway), and retail/office to the west (across Main Street).

OTHER PREVIOUS RELATED ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTATION:

The expansion of Pierside Pavilion was included as part of the maximum development thresholds
analyzed as part the DTSP Program EIR No. 08-001 (CA. State Clearinghouse No. 2008111024). The
project’s proposed mix of uses (retail, restaurant, and office) falls within the maximum allowed square
footage for each land use category as anticipated by the DTSP program EIR.

OTHER AGENCIES WHOSE APPROVAL IS REQUIRED (AND PERMITS NEEDED) (ie.
permits, financing epproval, or participating agreement):

Encroachment Permit is required from Cal Trans.

Page 3
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ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED:

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at least one
impact that is a “Potentially Significant Impact” or is “Potentially Significant Unless Mitigated,” as indicated by the
checklist on the following pages.

[] Land Use/ Planning 1 Transportation / Traffic [ public Services
L1 Population. / Housing | Biological Resources [ Utitities / Service Systems
1 Geology / Soils [ Mineral Resources [ Aesthetics

1 Hydrology / Water Quality [ tiazards and Hazardous Materials [J Cultural Resources

[T Axr Quality [ Noise £] Recreation

™ Agriculture Resources [ Greenhouse Gas Emissions ] Mandztory Findings of
Significance

DETERMINATION

{To be completed by the Lead Agency)
On the basis of this injtial evaluation:

1 find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, 1
and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment,

there will not be a significant effect in this case because the mitigation measures described on b1
an attached sheet have been added to the project. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE

DECLARATION will be prepared.

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

I find that the proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or a “potentially

significant unless mitigated impact” on the environment, but at least one impact (1) has been

adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and (2) has 1
been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described on aftached

sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only

the effects that remain to be addressed.

I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment,

hecause all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR

or NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided 1
or mitigated pursnant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions

or mitigation measures that are imppsed upon the proposed project, nothing further is

requim%j-’ (- , H-]3-Z0 )2

Signature Date
ETHAN £DWALDS ASscCIATE. Pl
Printed Name Title
Puge 4
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EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS:

EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS:

1. A brief explanation is required for all answers except “No Impact™ answers that are adequately supported by
the information sources a lead agency cites in the parentheses following each question. A “No Impact” answer
is adequately supported if the referenced information sources show that the impact simply does not apply to the
project. A “No Impaet” answer should be explained where it is based on project-specific factors as well as
general standards.

2. All answers mmust take account of the whole action involved. Answers should address off-site as well as on-site,
cumulative as well as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well as operational impacts.

3. “Potentially Significant Impact” is appropriate, if an effect is significant or potentially significant, or if the lead
agency lacks information to make a finding of insignificance. If there are one or more “Potentially Significant
Tmpact” entries when the determination is made, preparation of an Environmental Impact Report is warranted.

4. Potentially Significant Impact Unless Mitigated” applies where the incorporation of mitigation measures has
reduced an effect from “Potentially Significant Impact” to a “Less than Significant Impact.” The lead agency
must describe the mitigation measures, and briefly explain how they reduce the effect fo a less than significant
level (mitigation measures may be cross-referenced).

S. Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant fo the tieriag, program EIR, or other CEQA process, an effect has
been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration. Section [5063(c)(3)(D). Earlier analyses
are discussed in Section XIX at the end of the checklist.

6. References to information sources for potential impacts (e.g., general plans, zoning ordinances) have been
incorporated into the checklist. A source list has been provided in Section XIX. Other sources used or
individuzls contacted have been cited in the respective discussions.

7. The follawing checklist has been formatted afier Appendix G of Chapter 3, Title 14, California Code of
Regulations, but has been augmented to reflect the City of Huntington Beach’s requirements.

(Note: Standard Conditions of Approval and Code Requirements - The City imposes standard conditions of
approval and code requirements on projects which are considered to be components of or modifications to the
project, some of these standard conditions also result in reducing or minimizing environmental impacts to a level of
insignificance. However, because they are considered part of the project; they have not been identified as .
mitigation measures. For the readers’ information, a list of applicable code requirements identified in the
discussions has been provided as Attachment No. 4.) ’

SAMPLE QUESTION:
Potentiolly
Stgnificant
Potentially  Unless Less Thar
) . Significant  Mitigation Significant
ISSUES (and Supporting Informertion Sources): Impact Incorporated  Impact No Frpact
Would the proposal result in or expose people to potential impacts
irmvolving:
Landslides? (Sources: 1, 6} | J | M

Diseussion: The attached source list explains that 1 is the Huntington
Beach General Plan and 6 is a topographical map of the area which
show that the arec is located in a flat area. (Note: This response
probably would wot require further explanation).

Page 5
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Potentially

Significant
Potentially  Unless Less Than
. . Significant Mitigation Significant
ISSUES (and Supporting Information Sources): ' Impact Incorporated  I'mpact No Impact
1. LAND USE AND PLANNING. Would the project:
a) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or ' ] ] = 1

reguiation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project
(including, but not limited to the general plan, specific
plan, local coastal program, or zoning ordinance)
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect? (Sources: 1, 2)

Discussion: The proposed uses will not conflict with any land use plan in the City of Huntingfon Beach,
including the Municipal Code, the Downtown Specific Plan {DTSP), Local Coastal Program and the General
Plan. The project proposal 1s pennitied within District One {Downtown Core) of the DTSP subject to the
approval of a conditional use permit by the Planning Commission.

An existing Owner Participation Agreement (OPA) (executed In 2009 and amended in 2011) specifies
allowable land uses and maximum boildout square footages for the Pierside Pavilion development. While the
proposed project generally reflects the mtensity of development contemplated in the OPA; the OPA would
need o be modified to meet the specific project configuration of uses and overall development square footage.
Tt should be noted that the square footage of the proposed project is within the maximum development
thresholds analyzed in the DTSP Program EIR and adopted for the October 2011 DTSP Update,

While the use complies with the base zoning district and all applicable land use plans, the project requests a
variance to allow for deviation from a specific zoning code requirement. The project includes a request for a
variance to exceed the maximum height of four stories and 45 feet. The project proposes four stories with a
building height of 68 feet topped with an 8-foof glass screen wall and an architectural tower {mechanical
housing) up to 90 feet high. The proposed project would not, therefore, comply with the height requirement of
the Specific Plan. However, the design intent is to match the existing building height (which was permitted
pursuant to the regulations of the 1988 DTSP) and floor plates to allow for more efficient access and internal
circutation. However, the 4% floor top plate exceeds the minimum requn’ed floor height and as such, staff
recommends a condition of approval to require a reduction of the 4™ floor top plate to match the existing 4™
floor top plate (59°-6”). This would allow for the design intent to match floor plates and at the same time, limit
the height of the bujlding ard extent of the variance request to exceed the maximum height. The proposal to
deviate from the maximumn height, as conditioned, will not result in the development being disproportionate o
the size and scale of sumrounding developments due to the existing height of surrounding buildings. This
deviation will not result in significant envirommental impaets such as inereased noise, aesthetics, and lghting.
As discussed in the various mmpact sections (IFXVIT) the project scope and design would ensure that
environmental impacts are minimized to a less than significant impact.

Furthermore, the project is consistent with the following goals and policies of the General Plan:

Goal LU 4:  Achieve a diversity of land uses that sustain the City’s economic viability, while maintaining the
City’s environmental resources and scale and character.

The design of the project promotes development of a mixed-use building that conveys a unified, high-quality

visual Image and character that is intended fo expand the existing development pattern of Downtown

Huntington Beach. The City’s Design Review Board has reviewed the proposed architecture, colors and

maferials and has indicated that it would recommend approval of the design concept, however requested that

the sheer massing of the project be modified to further ensure compatibility with the surrounding area. The

project’s public areas and open space incorporate enhanced hardscape and landscape materials consistent with
Page 6
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Potentially

Significant
Potentially Unless Less Than,
) ) Sigpificant  Mitigation Significant
ISSUES (and Supporting Information Sources): Impact Incorporated  Impact No fmpact

the DTSP Design Guidelines. The proposed project would, therefore, be consistent with this policy of the Land
Use Element. The project will improve an existing underutilized plaza area by expanding the existing
development and utilizing the development potential established by the DTSP. As discussed within the various
impact sections (I-XVIII) the project scope will not result in significant impacts to the City’s environmental
resources.

Goal LU 8: Achieve a pattern of land uses that preserves, enhances, and establishes a distinct identity for the
City’s neighborhoods, corridor, and centers.

The proposed project utilizes mixed-vertical uses in accordance with the patterns and distribution of use within
the Land Use Map of the City of Huntington Beach General Plan. Commercial uses such as retail
establishments will be located within the fust story as required by the Visitor-Serving Commercial Overlay,
restaurant uses on the second floor and rooftop, and office uses on the third and fourth floors. The project will
be consistent with this policy.

Policy C 1.1.4: Where feasible, locate visitor-serving commercial uses in existing developed areas or at
selected points of attraction for visttors.

The proposed project would develop a mix of visitor-serving commercial and office uses on a parcel including
and contiguous to similar uses in an established, urban, downtown core arca. Public services are currently
available to the project site, as well as the surrounding patcels, and the project includes improvements to
existing infrastructure to ensure adequate service after project implementation, as described in Utilities Section.
Therefore the proposed project would be consistent with Policy C 1.1.4.

As discussed above, the proposed project would be consistent with applicable Goals and Policies of the
Huntington Beach General Plan and Local Coastal Program, and is consistent with the uses and type of
development permitted within the Downtown Specific Plan.  Also, the uses proposed are consistent with the
General Plan Land Use designation for the project site. The proposed project would, therefore, result in a less
than significant land vse impact.

b) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or [
natural community conservation plan? (Sources:1) H [ %]

Discussion: The proposed project wonld not conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural
community conservation plan as none exists in the City. No impacts are anticipated.

¢) Physically divide an established community? ] i M o
(Sources:3,4) .

Discussion: The proposed praject would not disrupt or physically divide an established community. The
subject site is located at the northeast comer of Pacific Coast Highway and Main Street and is located within an
egtablished urban area; therefore, it will not divide any established communities. The project would not impact
access to surretimding development. No impacts are anticipated.

H. POPULATION AND HOUSING. Would the project:

a) Induce substantial population growth in an area, either
Page 7
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directly (e.g., by proposing new homes and businesses) 1 | V] |

or indirectly {(e.g., through extensions of roads ar other
mfrastructure)? (Sources:},4)

Discussion: The proposed project will provide for the expansion of an existing comumercial mixed-use
development. No residential uses are proposed or exist on the subject site and therefore the project will not
displace existing housing. However, the increase of office, commercial, and restanrant space will result in new
employment opportugities and commercial convenience which may indirectly result 1 a wminor increase of
residents, Any populatioﬁ growth as a result of the project would not be substantial due fo the small
incremental increase in development. Therefore, the project will not induce substantlal population growth
directly or indirectly. Less than significant impacts are anticipated.

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, ] ' [l 7
necessitating the construction of replacement housing
elsewhere? (Sources:4)

Discussion: No residential uses exist on the subject site. Therefore, the proposed project will not displace
existing housing and no impacts will result.

¢) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating | 0 | |
the coastruction of replacement housing elsewhere?
{Sources:4}
Dvscussion: The project site does not support any housing, Thercfore, the project will not displace existing
people or housing and no impacts will result.

IILGEOLOGY AND SOILS. Would the project:

a) Expose people or structures fo potenfial substantial
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, infury, or
death involving:

i} Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated 7 1 | n
on the most recent Alquist-Priolo Harthquake Fault
Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the
area or based or other substantial evidence of a
known fault? (Sources:1,21)

Discassion: The project site is not known to be traversed by an active fault and is not located within the
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone for surface fanlt rupture hazards. The nearest active fanlt is the
Newport-Inglewood fault located approximately 1.5 miles northeast of the project site. Less than significant
impacts are anticipated.

i} Strong seismic ground shaking? (Sources:1,13) N ] [} O

Discussion: The project site is located in a seismically active region of South California. Therefore, the site
could be subjected to strong ground shaking in the event of an earthquake. Structures built in Huntington
Beach. are required to comply with standards set forth in the California Building Code (CBC} and standard City
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codes, policies, and procedures which require submittal of a detailed scils analysis prepared by a Licensed Soil
Engineer. Conformance with CBC requirements and standard City code requirements will ensure potential
impacts from seismic ground shaking are less than significant.

fily Seismic-related groumd failure, including '
liquefaction? {Sources:1,12,13,20,25) H N A Ll

Discussion: Although the site is located within an area identified by the City’s General Plan as baving a very
high potential for liquefaction, the project is not located within a liquefaction zone, according to Seismic
Hazard Zones maps of California Division of Mines and Geology (CDMG). Additionally, the site soils consist
of silty sand, clayey sand and sandy clay from 5 to 20 feet below grade, and predominately sand below that
depth; groundwater depth is at approximately 25 to 26 feet below existing grade, which makes the potential for
liquefaction of the subsurface soils at the site low. Constroction of the project in conformance with the CBC
- would provide mitigation of seismic ground shaking hazards. Therefore, liquefaction impacts associated with
seismic related ground failure to people and structures on-site would be less than significant.

iv) Landslides? (Sources:1,6,21) ] ] 0 M

Discassion: According to the City of Huntington Beach General Plar, the site is not in an area susceptible to
slope instability. The project sife is located on a flat parcel of land and no slopes or other landforms
susceptible to landslides exist in the vicinity of the property. Moreover, the California Division of Minés and
Geology has not mapped any earthquake-mduced landslides at or in the vicinity of the site that would be
indicative of the potential for slope instability. No impacts from lamdslides are anticipated.

b) Resuit in substantial soil erosion, loss of topsoil, or N | W 0
changes in topography or unstable soil conditions from
excavation, grading, or §ll7 (Sources:1,4,20,22)

Discussion: The project site and vicinity are urbanized and have relatively flat topography. Construction of
the proposed project would require minimal grading of the site which counld potentially result in erosion of
soils. Erosion will be minimized by compliance with standard City requirements for submittal of an erosion
conirol plan prior to issuance of building permit, for review and approval by the Department of Public Works.
Implementation of the proposed project would not require significant alteration of the existing topography of
the project site and less than significant impacts are anticipated. However, the project will also comply with
DTSP Program EIR Mitigation Measure 4.4-1 which requires a grading plan to ensure that the design
recommendation based on site specific seil conditions are implemented to minimize erosion and unstable soil
conditions during grading.

¢) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or
that would become nnstable as a result of the project,
and potentially result in on or off-site landslide, lateral O O M £
spreading, subsidence, liguefaction or collapse?
{Sources:1,6,20,21)

Discussion: Refer to Responses 1 (a) (it) and I (a) (iv) for discussion of lquefacfion and landslides,
respectively. Subsidence is large-scale seftlement of the ground surface generally caused by withdrawal of
groundwater or oil in sufficient quantities such that the swrounding ground surface sinks over a broad area.
The project site has not been identified as an area with potential for subsidence. In addition, withdrawal of
groundwater, oil, or other mineral resources would not oceur as part of the proposed project and, therefore,
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d)

subsidence is not anficipated to occur. However, in the event of an earthquake in the Huntington Beach area,
the site may be subject to ground shakimg. The CBC and associated code requirements address lateral
spreading and subsidence. Less than significant impacts are anticipated.

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

substaptial risks to life or property?

(Sources:1,6,20,21,22,25)

Discussion: The submitted Geotechnical Study dated October 2011 by Petra Geotechnical indicates that the

.site is underlain by soils that are moderately expansive. The proposed project would be designed, constructed,

and operated in conformance with the City’s Municipal Code including Title 17 (Excavation and Grading) as
well as DTSP Program EIR. Mitigation Measure MM 4.4-1 which requires a grading plan fo address site-
specific soil conditions, including potential risks from expansive soil conditions m the design and construction
of the project Therefore, potentlal risks to life and property associated with expansive soil is less than
significant.

Have so0ils incapable of adequately supporting the use of ] 1 ] M
septic tanks or alfernative waste water disposal systems

where sewers are not available for the disposal of

wastewater {Sources:1)

Discassion: The project site is located in an urbanized area in which wastewater infrastructure is currently in
place. Therefore, the capability of the soils to support septic tanks or alternative wastewater systems is not
relevant to the proposed project. No impact would occur related to septic tanks or alternative wastewater
disposal systems.

IV.HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY. Would

the project:

a)

b)

Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge ] 1 | N
requirements? (Sources:1,15)

Discussion: Water quality standards and waste discharge requirements will be addressed in the project design
and development phase pursnant to the City’s standard erosion control measures. The applicant is required to
submit a Water Quality Management Plan (W(QMP), prepared by a Licensed Civil or Environmental Engineer
in accordance with the Nafional Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) regulations. The WQMP
must be approved by the City of Huntington Beach Public Works Department. The standard erosion control
measures, WQMP and implementation of a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWEPPF) will contain Best
Management Practices (BMPs) for construction and post-construction operation of the facility, including site,
source and ireatment controls to be installed and maintained at the site. The above control measures are
requirements for development in the Cify of Humtington Beach, and with implementation will ensure
compliance with water quality standards and waste discharge requirements, which will reduce project impacts
to a Ievel that is less than significant.

Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere [ | & ]
substantially with groundwater recharge such that there

would be a pet daficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of

the local gronndwater table level (e.g., the production

rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a level
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which would not support existing land uses or planned
uses for which permits have been granted?
{Sources;1,14,15,21)

Discussion: In 2010, the Huntington Beach Public Works Department prepared an Urban Water Management
Plan (UWMP), which analyzed the City’s past and futore water pipeline infrastructure, sources, supplies,
reliability and availability. Based on the size and proposed uses, the water demand required for the project
would not result in a significant increase in water demand consumption that was not previously planned for in
the Water Master Plan and UWMP and woulkd not substantially delete growndwater supplies. The project will
have minimal effect with groundwater recharge because the site is currently and will remain primarity
impervious. Therefore, this project would not present a substantial impact to ground water supply and table.

The project is subject to compliance with the City’s Water Ordinance, inciuding the Water Efficiency
Landscape Requirements, as well as Title 24 conservation measores such as low flow fixtures, which will
ensure that water consumption is minimized. Less than significant impacts are anticipated.

¢) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the | ] M J
site or area, inclnding through the alteration of the
course of a stream or river, in 2 manner which would
result in substantial erosion or siltation on or off-site?
{Sources:1,15,20)

Discussion: The site is a flat developed property with existing dramnage flow toward the east into existing
storm drains. Stormwater runoff flow as a result of development of the project will maintain similar
preexisting drainage conditions, with a majority of the storm water flow to be diverted to a new on-site storage
tank via refrofitted on-site catch basins and then pumped into proposed cooling towers and reused. The project
will not result in new impervious area which could result in flooding. Erosion and siltation during construction
will be minimized by employing Best Management Practices (BMPs) for discharge of storm water poliutants,
pursuant to the City’s required erosion control measures. Because the project is utilizing existing catch basins,
and will not create new impervious areas, the existing drainage pattern is not proposed to be substantially
altered or result in flooding on or off-site. Less than significant impacts area anticipated.

d) Substantially alfer the existing drainage pattern of the | | | ]
site or area, including through the alteration of the
course of a stream or river, or substantiaily increase the
rate or amount or surface nmoff in a manner which
would result in flooding on or off-site? (Sources:1,15}

Discussion: See discussion under section IV (c).

¢} Create or confribute runoff water which would exceed ] O | N
the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage
systems or provide substantial additional sources of
polluted runoff? (Sources:1,15)

Piscussion: The project will be designed snch that runoff created by the proposed development will not
exceed the existing condition. Overall drainage flow oufput will remain at current levels. The project includes
the retrofit of existing catch basins to store and reuse collected stormwater to ensure that the project captures
100% of the vohmme. Although the existing drainage pattern is expected to be temporarily altered during the
construction phase, erosion and siltation during construction will be minimized to 4 less than significant level
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by employing Best Management Practices (BMPs) for erosion control and implementation of a Stormwater
Poliution Preveniion Plan (SWPPP). The WQMP, to be submitted in accordance with City of Huntington
Beach standard development requirements, will identify BMP's for ensuring a less than significant impact
agsociated with polluted runoff after construction.

fy Otherwise substantially degrade water quality? | [ 7 n|
{Sources:1,15)

Discussion: A Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP) will be prepared in accordance with National
Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) regulations and Huntington Beach Municipal Code
(HBMC) in order to control the quality of water Tunoff and protect downstream areas. NPDES requirements
assure compliance with water quality standards and water discharge requirements. A preliminary WQMP was
submitted to the Public Works Departoent for review and the methods propoesed for complying with NPDES
requirements are acceptable. Refer to Section IV (a). Therefore, less than significant impacts are anticipated.

g) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as ] ] ] |
mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Fleod
Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation
map? (Sources:1,7)

Discussion: The proposed project is a mixed use development consisting of visitor serving commercial and
office uses. No residential uses are proposed. The subject site is designated as Flood Zone X, a 500-year flood
hazard area, on the Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM), which is not subject to federal flood development
restrictions. Therefore, no impacts are anticipated.

b} Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures [ m| ] =
which would impede or redirect flood flows?
(Sources:1,7)

Discussion: The proposed project site is designated as Ileod Zone X on the Flood Insurance Rate Map
(FIRM), which is not subject to federal flood development restrictions. The project sife and vicinity are not
situated within the 100-vear flood hazard area as mapped in the FIRM. Therefore, no impacts are anticipated.

i) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, 1 n n !
injury or death mvolving flooding, including flooding as
a result of the faihwe of a levee or dam? (Sources:1,7}

Discassion: The project site is not located within a flood hazard zone. In addition, the sife is not in the
immediate vicinity of a levee or dam. Therefore, no impacts are anticipated.

j} Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudfow?

{Sources:1,21) ] O3 ]

Discussion: According fo the Moderate Tsunami Rus-up Area map in the City of Huntingfon Beach Geperal
Plan/Local Coastal Program, the project site is not Jocated in an identified moderate tsunami run-up area. Due
to the lack of land-locked bodies of water (i.e., ponds or lakes} in proximity fo the project site, the potential for
seiches is considered to be non-existent. The project site and vicinity are whanized and have relatively flat
topography. The project site and vicinity are not identified as areas with the potential for mudflows.
Therefore, no impacts are anticipated.
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k) Potentially imnpact stormwater runoff from construction
activities? (Sources:1,15})
[ 1 | 0
Discussion: Refer fo discussion under ttem IV (2) and (8) above.
I} Potentially impact stormwater runoff from post-
copstruction activities? (Sources: 1,15) H = M H
Discussion: Refer to discussion imder item IV (a), {¢), and (d) above.
m) Result in a potential for discharge of stormwater ] ] ] [

pollutants from areas of material storage, vehicle or
equipment fueling, vehicle or equipment mamntenance
(including washing), waste bandling, hazardous
materials handling or storage, delivery areas, loading
docks or other owtdoor work areas? (Sources:1,4,15)

Priscussion: During the construction phase, erosion and siltation will be minimized to a less than significant
level by employing Best Management Practices (BMPs) for discharge of storm water pollatants, pursuant to a
SWPPP. A preliminary WQMP, was submitted to the Public Works Department in accordance with City of
Huntington Beach development requirements, and identifies BMPs for ensurimg a less than significant impact
associated with the discharge of stormwater pollutanis during operation. However, due to the proposed uses,
pollutanis from areas of material storage, vehicle or equipment fueling, vehicle or equipment mainienance,
waste handling, hazardous materials handling or storage, and other outdoor work areas are not proposed or
expected and therefore less than significant impacts are aaticipated.

n) Result in the potential for discharge of stermwater to ] ] & ]
affect the benefcial nses of the receiving waters?
{Sources: 1,4,15)

Discussion: See discussion under Sections IV (a) and IV (e).
0} Create or contribute significant increases in the flow [ ] 7] O

velocity or volume of stormwater runoff to cause
enviroamental harm? (Sources: 1,13}

Discassion: See discussion under Section IV ().

p) Create or contribute significant increases in erosion of [ [ M ' 0
the project site or surrounding areas? (Sources:1,15)

Discussion: See discussion under Section I {b).

V. AIR QUALJITY. The City has identified the significance
criteria established by the applicable air quality management
district as appropriate to make the following determinations.
Would the project:
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a) Violate any air quality standard or contribute O 1 %] 1
substantially to an existing or projected air quality
violation? (Sources:9,18,21,22)
b) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations? (Sowrces: 9,18,21) L1 L] ¥ L
¢) Creafe objectionable odors affecting a substantial [ n | ]
number of people? (Sonrces: 9,18,21.22)
d) Conflict with or ebstruct implementaticn of the ' ] I &1 !
applicable air quality plan? (Sources: 9,18,21,22)
e) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of ] 11 & 0]

any criteria polhutant for which the project region is non-
atiainment under an applicable federal or state ambient
air quality standard (including releasing emissions
which exceed quanfitative thresholds for ozone
precursors)? (Sources: 9,18,21,22)
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Discussion: a) — €} The City of Huntington Beach is located within the South Coast Air Basin, which is
regulaied by the South Ceast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD). The entire Basin is designated as
a national-level nonaftainment area for Ozone, Carbon Monoxide (CO), respirable particulate matter (PM,)
and fine particulate matter (PMz5). The Basin is also a State-level nonaftainment area for Ozone, PM;, and
PM,s. The nearest sensitive receptors would be residents of the manlti-family residential development (Pier
Colony) adjacent to the project site approximately 25 feet to the east.

Impacts from objectionable odors could potentially occur during construction of the project. However, impacts
would be intermittent and short-term and would not persist once construction was completed. The proposed
operation is pot anticipated to prodoce objectionable odors and potential odors (if any) would be limited to
typical commercial refuse containers, which will be emptied and cleaned on a regular basis. As such, impacts
from odors would be less than significant.

The 2007 Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) is the region’s applicable air quality plan prepared to
accommodate growth, to reduce the high levels of pollutants within the areas under jurisdiction of the
SCAQMD, to return clean air to the region, and minimize the impact on the economy. Projects that are
considered 1o be consistent with the General Plan are considered to be consistent with the AQMP. When the
DTSP Update was adopted in 2010, it was defermined that the new land use designations and proposed build-
out of the specific plan would not conflict with the 2007 AQMP. Therefore, the proposed project, which is
consistent with the Specific Plan, would nct conflict with the AQMF and impacts would be less than
significant.

Short-term (Constroction): Construction of the project may resuft in short-term pollutant emissions from the
following activities: demolition, the commute of workers to and from the project site, delivery and hauling of
construction materials and suppiies to and from the project site; fuel combustion by onsite construction
equipment; and dust generating activities from soil disturbance, paving activities, and potential emissions
associated with the installation of interior and exterior archifectural coating onto the building. Emissions
during consiruction were caleulated using the California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod). The
allotment of equipment to be utilized during each phase was based on defaults in the CalEEMod program and

was modified as needed to represent the specifics of the proposed project. In addition, the emissions estimate
assumes that the appropriate dust control measures would be implemented during each phase ag required by
SCAQMD Rule 403 — Fugitive Dust and that all other appropriate mitigation such as, but not limited to, -
routine equipment maintenance, frequent water of the site and use of low VOC coatings has been used. The
default level of detail was used to calculate fugitive dust emissions from activity on the site.

The CalEEMod model] calculates total emissions, onsite and offsite, resulting from each construction activity,
which are compared to the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) Regional Thresholds. A
comparison of the project’s total emissions with the regional thresholds is provided below. A project with
daily construction emission rates below these thresholds is considered fo bave a less than significant effect on
regional air quality.
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Regional Significance Threshold {(Lbs/day)
NOx PM;, PM, s 50,
Estimated Constraction
Emissions for proposed 12.14 | 2526 17.42 4.46 1.25 6.02
project
Significance Threshold 530 55 100 150 55 150
Exceed Threshold? NO NO NO NO NO NG

Based on the table abeve, construction of the project would not exceed the required significance thresholds nor
would it expose semsitive receptors to substantial poilutant concentrations beyond those anticipated and
analyzed in the DTSP Program EIR. Additionally, the project will be required to comply with construction
activity mitigation measures as identified in DTSP Program EIR, MM 4.2-1 through 4.2-7, Therefore, a less
than significant impact is anticipated.

Long-term: Post construction emissicns were also calculated using the CalEEMod program. The program was
set to calculate emissions for the proposed project.

The defaunit CalEEMod wvariables were used for the

calculations.

Regional Slgmﬁcancc Threshold (Lbs/day}
S co | voc NOx PMo PM, 5 S0,
Estimated Operational
FEmissions for proposed 81.91 948 16.00 13.89 1.09 0.13
project
Significance Threshold 550 | S5 100 150 55 150
Exceed Threshold? NO | NO NO  NO NO NO

Rased on the above table, post-construction emissions from the proposed project weuld not exceed the regional
thresholds nor would it expose sensitive receptors fo substaniial pollutant concentrations beyond those
anticipated and analyzed in the DTSP Program EIR. Further, the project will be required to comply with DTSP
Program EIR, MM 4.2-8 through 4.2-12 to address operatzonal air quality impacts. Therefore, a less than
significart impact 1s anticipated.

Lastly, it should be noted that the project does not come close to exceeding established thresholds for any
pollutant including the identified nonattainment pollutants (Ozone, CO, PMje, and PM; 5) and ozone precursors
(NOx and VOC) both for construction and post-construction and therefore, would not contribute 2 cumulatively
considerable increase in these pollutants.

VI. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC. Would the project:

a) Conflict with an applicable plan, ordizance or policy ] 1 ] ]
establishing measures of effectiveness for the
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performance of the circulation system, taking into
account all modes of transportation including mass
transit and non-inotorized travel and relevant
components of the circulation system, including buf not
limited to intersections, streets, highways and freeways,
pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass transit?
{Sources:1,10,19,21)

Discussion: A traffic study by Minagar & Associates, Inc. was conducted for the project to determine the
potential impacts of the proposed development on nearby intersection operations, traffic, safety, downtown
master plan street design, parking requirements and pedestrian access. The study finds that the project
adequately meets the requirements of the Downtown Specific Plan and the parking provisions specified in the
Owner Participation Agreement {OPA) and that the project will not adversely alter traffic operations on the
surrounding transportation system. Based on trip generation rates for refail, restaurant, and office uses the
estimated project trips are summarized in the table below.

Estimated Project Trips
Land Use Weekday Project Trips

Daily AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour

Total Total In Out Total In Cut
Retail 448 | ADT | 69 33 36 27 12 15
Restaurant 702 |ADT |6 5 1 58 39 19
Office 175 |ADT |25 122 3 24 4 20
Project Trip 1,325 | ADT ; 100 60 40 110 55 54
Generation

Based on the results of a waffic mpact analysis for the Existing (Year 2011) and Cumulative (Year 2020 +
Project) scenarios, the Level of Service (LOS) at each of the three study intersections (Pacific Coast
Highway/Main Street, Main Street/Walnut Avenue, and Walnut Avenue/3™ Street) will be maintained at an
acceptable LOS of “D™ or better during the weekday AM and PM peak hours with the addition of the project.
The City’s Traffic Division has confirmed that the change from LOS of “C” to “I)” at the PCH/Main
intersection during PM peak hours is acceptable. The traffic gemeration associated with the project is
anticipated fo bave a less than significant impact to LOS. The LOS at the three study intersections is
summarized in the table below.

Stady Level of Service
Intersection ID Peak Existing Cumulative Cumulative
and Location. Hour 2011 2020 without | 2020 + Project
Project ]

PCH/Main AM C C C

PM C C D
Main/Walnut AM A A A

PM A C C
Walout at 3% AM A A A
St/P! Entrance PM A A A

Construction traffic resulting from development of the project may result in short-term interruptions to traffic
circulation, including pedestrian and bicyele flow. However, the project scheduie would avoid peak season
traffic. Based on the project schedule and scope of project construction, short-term interruptions to traffic are

Page I7

""}?’
=3
Z
O
\n
3

ATTACHME




Potentialty

Significant
Potentially Unless Less Than
Significant  Mitigation Sigrificant

ISSUES (and Supporting Information Sources): Impact Incorporated  Tmpact No Impact

b)

d)

f)

not considered 1o be significant. In addition, short-term construction impacts may be reduced through
implementation of code requirements requiring the approval of a comstruction vehicle confrol plan by the
Department of Public Works.

Conflict with an applicable congestion management M [ | [
program, including, but not limited to level of service

stanrdards and travel demand measures, or other

standards established by the county congestion

management agency for designated roads or highways?

(Sources:1,10,19)

Discussion: Refer to discussion under item VI (a) above. A nominal increase in frip generation from long-
term operation of the project is anticipated. PCH is categorized as a Congestion Management Program
IHighway System (CMPHS) by the Orange County Transit Aunthorify (OCTA) 2009 CMPHS, but the project
site is not within close proximity to a recognized Congestion Management Program (CMP) Intersection. The
closest CMP Intersection (i.e., Beach Boulevard and PCH) s located approximately 1.25 miles away from the
project site. Therefore, short- and long-term project traffic will not exceed LOS standards at designated
Orange County CMP intersections in the project vicinity. Less than significant impacts are anticipated.

Result in a change in air traffic patterns, mcluding either ] O ] W
an increase in traffic levels or a change i jocation that -
results in substantial safety risks? (Sources:10,11}

Discussion: The project site is not located within two miles of a public or private airstrip and does not propose
any structures of substantial height to interfere with existing airspace or flight patterns.

Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature [ n W1 [
(e.g., sharp eurves or dangerous intersections) or
incompatible uses? (Sources:1,4)

Discussion: The project site is located along Pacific Coast Highway, a Primary Arterial streef. Access to the
project exists via Main Street and Walnut Avenve. No new streets, driveways or other streef improvements are
proposed. Therefore, less than significant impacts are anticipated.

Result in inadequate emergeﬁcy access? (Sources:1,19} ] 1 M ]

Discussion: Emergency access to and within the project site would be designed to meet City of Huntington
Beach Police Department and City of Huntington Beach Fire Department requirements, as well as the City’s
general emergency access requirements. The Fire and Police Departiments have reviewed the proposed plans
and determined that emergency access is adequate, Furthermore, the City of Hemtington Beach Public Works
Department will require the preparation of a traffic control plan for project construction; this would ensure
adequate emergency access would be maintained during constroction. Therefore, less than significant impacts
would ocour afier compliance with existing regulations, and future project fraffic would not impede emergency
access to and from adjacent and surrounding roadways.

Result in ivadequate parking capacity? (Sources:2.4,5) [N [ 7 i
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g)

Discussion: A total of 530 parking spaces are required for the project (90 spaces for retail, 288 spaces for
restaurant, and 152 spaces for office) pursuant to Section 3.2.26 of the DTSP. The property is allocated up to
300 of the 826 parking spaces within the adjacent municipal parking structure located at 200 Main Street. 296
parking spaces will be provided on-site within the existing subterranean parking area and 234 parking spaces
will be utilized within the adjacent Municipal parking structure. During construction, up to 20 parking spaces
within the existing op-site subterranean parking area will be dismupted and unavailable. However, there is a
surplus of avajlable parking within the Municipal parking structure that is allocated to the project to offset this
temporary deficiency. The proposed project has been designed according to City parldng regaiations and has
sufficient parking spaces.

Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs [ n [ il
regarding public frausi, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, '

or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such

facilities? (Sources:2)

Discussion: The project will provide bicycle racks onsite, in accordance with the requirements of the DTSP
Section 3.2.26.5. No impacts are anticipated.

VII._BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES. Would the project:

a)

b)

Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or [ N [ |
through habitat modifications, on any species identified

as a candidate, sensitive, or special stats species in

local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the

California Department of Fish and Game or U.S, Fish

and Wildlife Service? (Sources:1,9)

Discussion: The proposed project site is currently developed with a mixed-use building. The project site does
not support any unique, sensitive, or endangered species, is not shown in the General Plan as a generalized
habifat area, and is not in the vicinity of any sensitive habifat Therefore, no impacts to any habitat or wildlife
area are anticipated.

Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat | R M M
or other sensitive natural community identified in local

or regional plans, policies, regulations, or by the

California Department of Fish and Game or US Fish and

Wildlife Service? (Sources:1,9)

Discussion: The project site does not contain any riparian habitat or sensitive natural community identified in
Iocal or regional plans, policies, regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Game or US Fish and
Wildlife Service. The project will not resulf in any loss to endangered or sensitive amimal or bird species and
does not conflict with any habifat conservation plans,

Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected 0 n| ] !
wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water
Act (including, bat not hmited to, marsh, veral pool,
coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling,
hydrological intermuption, or other means? {(Sources:1,9)
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d)

Discassion: The project does not contain any wetlands; therefore, no impacts are anticipated.

Interfere substantially with the movement of any native [ M1 1 M
resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with

established native resident or migratory wildlife

corridors or impede the use of native wildlife nursery

sites? (Sources:1,9)

Discussion: The project area is surrounded by similar mixed use, commercial and residential developments.
The site does not support any fish or wildlife and would not interfere with the movement of any fish or wildlife
species nor impede the use of native wildlife mursery sifes. No impacts are anticipated.

Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting 1 7| ] =
biological resources, such as a free preservation pelicy
or ordinance? (Sources:1,4,9)

Discussion: The site is curently developed and contains 31 mature palm trees. The project includes
relocation of 7 impacted trees on-site in accordance with standard Huntingfon Beach Zoning & Subdivision
requirements (remaining 24 will not be disturbed). Pursuant to a recommended mitigation measure to ensure
survival or replacement, the applicant shall submit an arborist report that describes the trees to be relocated
and proper procedures for the translocation. The report shall include detailed translocation specifications; the
work will be performed by a qualified tree service to be approved by the City of Huntington Beach Public
Works Department; and any tree that does not survive after four years shall be repiaced with the same type
and size of tree. Implementation of the recommendations of an arberist report pursuant to Mitigation Measure
BIO 1 would reduce the potentially significant impact to biological resources on the site to a less than
significant level.

BIO 1 Tree replacement of any existing mature trees on-site shail be dome in accordance with the

requirements of Chapter 232—Landscape Improvements. For the trees to be relocated, an arborist report shall

be submitted and include the following:

a. Trees shall be transplanted by a qualified tree service to be approved by the City of Huntington Beach
Public Works Department.

b. Detailed specifications and procedures for the transiocation of the identified trees.

¢. The relocated trees shall be maintained and guaranteed to be alive and thriving afier four years by a
gualified free service or arborist to be approved by the City of Iunfington Beach Public Works
Department. The trees shall be surveyed every six months for a period of four years as to their viability.
The survey shall be submitted to the Public Works Department for review. In the event that any tree is not
surviving, it shall be replaced with the same type and size of free.

d. A letter from the developer stating that the recommendations of the Consulting Arborist will be followed.

Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat I ] 1 |
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation

Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat

conservation plan? (Sources:1,9)

Discussion: As discussed, the project site is currenfly developed. It does pot support any unique or
endangered plani or apimal species and is mot a part of amy adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural
Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or stafe habitat conservation plan; therefore,
0o impacts would occur. :
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VHIL._MINERAL RESOURCES. Would the project:

a}

b)

Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral 1 i 01 M
resource that would be of value to the region and the
residents of the state? (Sources:1,9)

Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important ] ! | l
mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local

general plan, specific plan, or other land use plan?

{Sources:1,9)

Discussion:, a) —b) The project site is not designated as an important mineral resource recovery site in the
General Plan or any other land use plan. No current onsife oil drilling or extraction operations presently exist -
or are proposed for the project site. Development of the project is not anticipated to have any impact on any
other mineral resources. No impacts to mineral resources are anticipated.

IX. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS.

‘Would the project:

a)

b)

Create a significant hazard to the pubiic or the ] 1 ! M
enviromnent through the routine transport, use, or
disposal of hazardous materials? (Sources:1,9)

Discussion: The proposed mixed use development will not involve the routine fransport, use or disposal of
hazardous materials other than use of typical comumercial cleaning products which would not pose a significant
threat to public or environmental health. The project will not provide on-site fuel dispersing, underground or
outdoor storage of hazardous materials, Less than significant impacts regarding the disposal of hazardous
materials are anticipated.

Create a significant hazard to the public or the | O | O
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and

accident conditions involving the release of hazardous

materials into the environment? (Sources:1,9,20.21) -

Discussion: Hazardous materials during operation would be limited to nse of commercial cleaning products
and building maintenance materials typical of a commercial building. The project would be required to
implement MM 4.5-2 of the DTSP EIR, which requires consiruction activities to cease if hazardous materials
or contamination is discovered af the site. Additionally, the measure would require the preparation of a Risk
Management Plan to protect workers and the public from exposure to hazards during construction and post-
development uses and activities. Less than significant tmpacts are anticipated.

Emit hazardous ernissions or handle hazardous or 1 ] n| il
acutely hazardous material, substances, or waste within

one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school?

{(Sources:1,9)

Discussion: The proposed development is not intending to operate the site in a way that would generate
hazardous materials. Activities conducted within the development will consist of visitor serving commercial
Page 2]
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and office uses. These iypes of uses are restaarant, retzil and/or service-oriented in nature and are not likely to
involve hazardous materials on a daily basis. In addition, the nearest school is approximately 2 mile from the
project site. No impacts are anficipated.

d) Be located on a site which is inclnded on a list of ] ] 0 M
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to
Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result,
would ¥t create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment? (Sources:1,21) '

Discussion: The location of the proposed development is not listed on the State’s Hazardous Waste and
Substance Site List. No impacts would ocenr.

&) For a project Jocated within an airport land nse plan or, ' 1 ] +
where such a plas has not been adopted, within two
miles of a public airport or pubic use airport, would the
project result in a safety hazard for people residing or
working in the project area? (Sources:9,11)

Discussion: The City of Huntington Beach is included in the Orange County Adrport Envirous Land Use Plan
due to the Los Alamitos Armed Forces Reserve Center. However, the site 1s located such that it would not. be
impacted by flight activity from the center. No impacts are anficipated.

I} For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, 1 ! ]
would the project result in a safety hazard for people
residing or working in the project area? (Sowrces:9,11)
Discassion: The project site is not near any private airstrips. No imipacts are anticipated.

g) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an ] 1 O o]

adopted emergency response plan or emergency
evacuation plan? (Sources:17,19)

Discussion: The proposed project will not fmpede access to the surrounding area and impact implementation
or physically inferfere with any adopted emergency response plan or evacuation plan. No impacts would
oceur.

h) Expose people or structures to a significant zisk of loss, n [ N Wi
injury, or death involving wildland fires, including
where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or
where residences are intermixed with wildiands?
(Sources:1)

Discussion: The project is located in an urbanized area-and-is not-mear-any wildlands. No impacts would
foleliriih

X. NOISE. Would the project result in:

z) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in = 0 M 1
excess of standards established in the local general plan
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b)

or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other
agencies? {Sowurces:1,13,16,22.23)

Discuossion: A Noise Impact Analysis was prepared by Urban Crossroads to evaluate the noise impacts
associated with the proposed project during constroction and operation. During site grading for the new
building and other constrection phases of the project, noise levels on the sife may increase from normal
construction vehicles such as concrete trucks and a backhoe as well as other equiprnent and tools typically used
on construction sites. Consiruction of the project will create short-term noise impacts. However, the
development will be required to comply with the City Noise Crdinance (Chapter 8.40 Noise Control), which
restricts hours of construction fo redace noise impacts to the area to a less than significant level. Though the
City exempts construction noise,. the proposed project will incorporate the construction mitigation measures
that were included in the DTSP Program EIR to funther reduce noise at the nearby noise-sensitive residents.

Long-term noise impacts from the project are subject to compliance with the City Noise Ordinance as well but
are not expected to be a concera due to the proposed uses, which are compatible with the character of the area
and will not result in any significant noise impact. The stationary source noise imapacts assoclated with the
proposed project include restaurant terrace activities and roofdfop air conditioners. Noise attenuvation is
provided by the proposed plexi-glass terrace barrier as well as 5-foot high parapet walls on the surrounding the
rooftop air conditioning units. Existing noise sensitive residential uses are locafed east of the new restaurant
space on the southeastern portion of the project site. The daytime and nightfiiee project only noise level
contributions will range from 0.4 to 0.8 dBA Leq when compared with the quietest daytime and nighttime
hours. Although the existing ambient noise level of 65 dBA Leq exceeds acceptable levels, the project noise
will coniribute less than 3.0 dBA to the existing residential uses and therefore the proposed project will not
create a significant noise impact to the surrounding receptors. Less than significant short- and long-term noise
impacts resulting from the new development project are anticipated.

E;;;posure of persons to or generation of excessive [ | o n
groundbome vibration or groundbome noise [evels?
{Sowrces:1,13,16)

Discussion: Although there may be some femporary groundbourne vibration or groundbourue noise levels due
to onsite construction acfivities, these would occnr, infrequently and would be short-term. Occasionally, large
bulldozers and loaded teucks may canse perceptible vibration levels at close proximity. The project will
include the installation of structural helical piers (or piles) for underpinning of some of the existing footings.
These are steel elements (rods, tubes, efe.) that have welded on to them several steel bearing elements shaped
in a helical pattern. The method of installation is by screwing the steel elements into the ground by a mini-
bobcat with a screw rig aftached to the nose, which would only occur within the existing subterranean parking
stracture. This construction method is substantially less invasive than the more typical construction method
involving high levels of noise and vibration from the use of a pile driver and drill rig. Because the proposed
project is not expected to employ any pile driving or drilling, rock blasting or heavy grading equipment and
with residential uses located pgreater than 10-feet from construction acfivities, impacts from groundborne
vibration are anticipated to be less than significant. Furthemmore, these activities will be required to comply
with the City Noise Ordinance, which exempts noise construction activity between the howurs of 7AM and §PM,
Monday through Saturday.

The proposed mixed use development om the project site will not result i the generation of significant
groundbourne vibration or groundbourne noise during long-term operation. Implementation of the proposed
project would not result in the exposure of people to or the generation of excessive groundbourne vibration or
groundbourne noise levels. Less than significant impacts are anticipated.
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¢) A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels ] 1 ! 1

in the project vicinity above levels existing without the
project? (Sources:1,16)

Discussion: The type of noise to be generated by the project in the long term will be similar to that generated
by the existing development and other commercial uses in the arca and is pot anticipated to increase the
ambient noise levels significantty.

d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient [ [ il ]
noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing
without the project? (Sources:1,13,16)

Discussion: The project is anticipated o geperafe short-term noise impacts during construction. These would
occur infrequently and would be short-term. However, periodically durmng various stages of construction there
may be moderate spikes in the Jevels of ambient noise. These infrequent spiles will be required to comply
with the City Noise Ordinance, which regulates hours of construction. Therefore, a less thau significant impact
is anticipated. No other sigmificant noise impacts are expected affer construction due to the nature of the
project, which is compatible with other nses in the area

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or,
where such a plan has not been adopted, within two n M [ 7
miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the
project expose people residing or working in the project
area to excessive noise levels? (Sources:1,9,11)

Discussion: The City of Huntington Beach is included in the Planning Area for the Joint Forces Training
Center in Los Alamitos. However, the site is located a considerable distance from the Training Center, such
that the project would not be impacted by {light activity and noise generation from the Center. No impacts are
anficipated.

fy For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, O ] 1 1
would the project expose people residing or working in ‘
the project area to excessive noise levels?
{Sources:1,11)

Discussion: The project is not located within the vicinity of a private airstrip. Therefore, no impacts are
anticipated.

XI.PUBLIC SERVICES.

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

a) TFire protection? (Sources:1) ] ] I 1
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b} Police Protection? (Sources:1) ] [ ¥ 1

Discussion: a)-b} The proposed project has been reviewed by Huntington Beach Fire Department and Police
Department staff. The project site is located within approximately % mile from Lake Fire Station and withim 1+
% miles of the Main Police Station and approximately % mile from the Downtown Police Substation.
Estimated emergency first response times from the Lake Fire Station are within the 80 percent/ 5 minute
response time objective established in the City’s Growth Management Element. Estimated emergency first
response times from the Police Main Station are within acceptable service levels. According to input from the
Police and Fire Departments, the proposed development can be adequately served by existing Fire and Police
protection service levels. Accordingly, the project would nof result in significant impacts 0 police and fire
services.

¢} Schocls? (Sources:1) 1 1 %] 1

Discussion: The project does not include new residential units and will not directly result in new residents.
However, the increase of employment opportunities and commercial convenience may indivectly result in a
minor increase of residents. Any increase as a result of the project would not be substantial; therefore the
potential increase of residents as a result of employment will not noticeably impact school operations. The
applicant will also be required to pay school district fees for the net increase in the floor area proposed. Less
than significant impacts are anticipated.

d) Parks? (Sources:1) ] n | | m|

Discussion: See discussion under X1 (e} and XV —Recreation.

) Other public facilities or governmental services? [ 0 | | a
(Sources: 1)

Discussion: The proposed project has been reviewed by responsible City departments, including Public
Works, Fire, and Community Services, each of which determined that any potential impacts to public services
are adeqnately addressed via standard code requirements and conditions of approval. Additionally, the impacts
to public libraries are anticipated to be less than significant because the project does not include residential.
Less than significant impacts are anticipated.

XII. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS. Would
the project:

a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the ] 7 M ]
applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board?
{Sources:1,21)

Discussion: The proposed sewer flow at the project site will be approximately 7,000 gpd. The new
wastewater discharges from the proposed project would place additional demand upon regional treatment
facilities. The operational discharges of the proposed project will be sent to the project’s sewer syster, which
would ultimately be treated at one or more of the OCSD wastewater treatment plants. The OCSD wastewater i
treatment plants are required to comply with their associated waste discharge requirements (WDRs). WDRs set
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b)

d)

the level of pollutants allowable in water discharged from a facility.

Compliance with any applicable WDRs as monitored and enforced by the OCSD would ensure that the
proposed project would not exceed the applicable wastewater treatment requirements of the Santa Ana
Regional Water Control Board with respect to discharges to the sewer system. This would result in a less than
significant impact.

Require or result in the construction of new water or ] O] ! 0
wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing

facilities, the construction of which could cause

significant environmental effects? (Sources:1,4,20)

Discussion: The project would not require the construction of new or significant expansion of existing water
or wastewater treatment facilities. There are existing public water pipelines along Pacific Coast Highway and
the alley behind the project site that could satisty the demands of the project. A Utility Plan for new water
service conniections shall be reviewed and approved by the Public Works Department. All utility connections
to the project site will be in accordance with all applicable City standards and no adverse impacts to the City’s
utilities or services are anticipated.

Require or result in the construction of new storm water M 1 & 1
drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the

construction of which could cause significant

envirommental effects? (Sources: 1,4,20)

Discassion: The project is not expected to result in the construction of new or significant expansion of
existing storm water facilities. The project will not require extensions of public services and utilities to the
site. All utility connections to the project wiil be in accordance with all applicable CBC, City ordinances, and
Pablic Works Utifities Division standards. Therefore, less than significant impacts are anticipated.

Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the [ 1 = r
project from existing entitlernents and resources, or are

new or expanded entitlements needed? (Sources:1,14,

20)

Discussion: The proposed project would result in an intensification of the project site with a net increase of
approximately 27,772 sq. ft., which may increase overall water demand. However, the project would not result
in a significant increase in water conswmption that was not previously planned for in the 2010 Water Master
Plap and 2010 Urban Waiter Management Plan as residential uses, which typically nse more water, are a
permitted use on the site and the Urban Water Management Plan assumes this type of development on the
property. Additionally, the proposed uses and estimated square footages are included in the development
potential analyzed in the DTSP Program EIR. Therefore, the estimated project demand can be accommodated
by the City’s water supply and does not represent a significant impact.

Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment ] ] ¥ ]
provider which serves or may serve the project that it

has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected

demand in addition to the provider’s existing

commitments? {Sources:1,5,21)

Discassion: The proposed uses would generate approximately 8,750 gallons of wastewater per day. Sewage
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from the proposed project will be delivered from the City feeder lines that connect to the Orange County
Sanitation District’s trunk sewer lines. The wastewater generated from the proposed project would be treated by
the Orange County Sanitation District’s Plans No. 1 and No. 2. The two plants have a treatment capacity of 276
million gallons per day (mgd). Average daily flow to both plants combined is 243 mgd. These levels provide an
additional capacity of 33 mgd for both Plants No. 1 and No. 2. The propesed project would generate negligible
wastewater and would recuire the use of approximately 0.0002651% of the remaining capacity of the OCSD’s
facilities; therefore, less than significant impacts are anticipated.

f) Be served by a landl with sufficient permitted capacity 1 ] | [
to accommedate the project’s solid waste disposal
needs? (Sources:1,21)

Discussion: Rainbow Disposal 1s the exclusive hanler of all solid waste for the City of Huntington Beach.
Rainbow Disposal operates a Transfer Station, located at 17121 Nichols Street within the City of Hunfington
Beach, and twe Materials Recovery Facilities (MRFs) through which all solid waste is processed. Rainbow
Disposal’s Transfer Station has a design capacity of 2,800 tons per day, and current utilization ranges between
53 and 71 percent. Assuming a worse-case scenario of 71 percent utilization, the daily solid waste contribution
io this transfer station under the proposed project would be less than one percent at approximately ¢.000005
percent of its entire design capacity. Utilization of the transfer station would not be noticeably impacted with
implementation of the proposed project.

The Orange County Integrated Waste Management Department WMD) currently owns and operates three ‘
active Janndfills that serve the Orange County region, including: Frank R. Bowerman Landfill in Trvine; Olinda ;
Alphz Landfill in Brea; and Prima Deschecha Landfill in San Juan Capistrano. All three landfills are permitted

as Class IT landfills and have a combined design capacity of 20,500 tons per day. Solid waste from the project

site would be sent to the Frank R. Bowerman Landfill in Irvine. Penmitted capacity for the landfill is Hmited to

8,500 tons per day. However, if the per day capacity is reached at the Bowerman Landfill, trucks are divertad

to one of the other two landfills: Olinda Alpha in Brea {capacily 8,000 tons/day) and Prima Deschecha in San

Juan Capistrano (capacity 4,000 tons/day) in the county.

Using the solid waste generation factors identified by the California Integrated Waste Management Board
(CTWMRB), the estimated amount of solid waste generated by the proposed project is shown in the table below.

Office 1.24 lbs/employee/day 150 186 Ibs/day
Commercial 10.53 Ibs/emplovee/day 200 2,106 lbs/day
2,292 Ibs/day (1.15 tn/day)
836,580 Ibs/yr (418.29
Total 350 tn/yr)
SOURCE: California Integrated Waste Management Board, Estimated Solid Waste Generation Rates,
hitp:www.ciwmb.ca gov/wastechar/wastegenrates,

Based on landfill capacity, the solid waste contribation to any of the three landfills that serve the project site is

less than one percent of their allowed daily capacity. With Rainbow Disposal able to accept all commercial :
and construction waste from the project site and with sufficient current and future landfill capacity, the solid
waste impacts resulting from the proposed project would be less than significant. :
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g) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and il | O] %!

h)

regulations related to solid waste? (Sources:1)

Discussion: Prior to 2008, Assembly Bill (AB) 939 established a requirement of 50 percent diversion of solid
waste by the year 2000. Based oa data from 2006, the City of Huntington Beach maintained a 71 percent
diversion rate from Orange County landfills, thereby meeting and exceeding the requirements. In 2008,
California enacted Senate Bill (SB) 1016, which modified the system of measuring a jarisdiction’s compliance
with solid waste disposal requirements previously under AB 939. SB 1016 established a per—capita disposal
rate as the instrument of measurement. The City of Huntington Beach is sabject to a per resident disposal rate
target of 10.4 pounds per person per day (PPD). According to date from annual reports submitted by the City
and published by CalRecycle, the City’s PPD rate dropped from 5.5 in 2007 to 4.6 in 2009, demonstrating
compliance with SB 1016. Therefore, no impacts would occur.

Inclade a new or retrofitted storm water treatment n [ i ]
control Best Management Practice (BMP), (e.g. water

quality treatment basin, constructed treatment

wetlands?) (Sources:1}

Discussion: The project is required to be designed such that water quality from the proposed development
shall not exceed the pre-development condition. Development of the project will result in stormwater runoff
flow to maintain similar preexisting drainage conditions, with a majority of the storm water flow to be diverted
to an on-site storags tank via retrofitted on-site catch basins and then pumped into proposed cooling towers and
reused. Tis installation is included in the construction scenario for the proposed project and is not anticipated
to result in any potentially significant environmental impacts. Therefore, less than significant impacts are
anficipated.

X1, AESTHETICS. Would the project:

a}

b)

Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic visia? | ! = 1
(Sonrces:1,3,4)

Discussion: The project is located on Pacific Coast Highway, a scenic corridor in the City of Huntington
Beach General Plan Circulation Element. The setting along PCH is characterized by beach facilities, shoreline,
the Municipal Pier, and recreational amenities on the south side and a mix of development on the north side.
The architectare of the proposed building consists of a contemporary design theme, which includes materials
such as light colored smooth stacco finish, tower elements, flat roof and glass railing systems. The applicant
submitted a public view analysis consisting of renderings of the completed project at varying angles. The
renderings illustrate that existing public views, such as views looking north and south aleng PCH, will not be
impacted by the proposed project. The project’s design, colors, and materials are consistent with the guidelines
established by the Design Guidelines (Chapter 4, Book IT) of the DTSP. The proposed project will be located
across PCH, away from nearby scenic vistas (i.e., pler and beach), and will not have a substantial adverse effect
to these sceric resources and, therefore, less than significant impacts are anticipated.

Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but | [1 = |
not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic
buildings within a state scenic highway? (Sources:1,21)

Disenssion: The State of California Department of Transportation designates scenic highway corridors. The
project site is located within and visible from an eligible state scenic highway, Pacific Coast Highway. The
project is designed with quality architecture and material so as to contribute to the character of the area. The

FPage 28




Potentially

Significant
Potentially  Unless Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant

ISSUES (and Supporting Information Sources): Tmpact Incorporated  Tmpact No Impact

d)

project site does not contain rock outcroppings or historic builﬂings. Less than significant impacts arc
anticipated.

Sabstantially degrade the existing visual character or 1 0 il O
guality of the site and its surroundings? (Sources:1,21)

Discussion: The proposed project is designed in accordance with the DTSP Design Guidelines. The proposed
building is an expansion of the existing Pierside Pavilion development and will complement the cxisting
architectural elements and details. The DTSP Program EIR. describes how development within the existing
downtown core primarily consists of commercial and mixed-use developments ranging from one-story stand
alone comumercial buildings to four-story mixed nse (commercial/office/residential) developments with
residential uses interspersed throughout. The most intense development and activity occur at the intersection
of Pacific Coast Highway and Main Street, across from the Municipal Pier, Pier Plaza, and the beach. Two
large developments — the subject Pierside Pavilion and the Oceanview Promenade project are developed on the
two cormers of the Intersection with 4 stories each and heights that reach up to 71 feet high and architectural
features that are 90 feet high.

The project includes a variance request to exceed the maximum beight of 45 feet. The project proposes four
stories with a building height of 68 feet topped with an 8-foot glass screen wall and an architectural tower
(mechanical housing) up to 90 feet high. The design intent is to match the emstmg building height and floor
plates to allow for more efficient access and internal cirenlation. However, the 4 floor top plate exceeds the
minimum required floor height and as such, staff recommends a condition of approval to require a reduction of
the 4% floor top plate to match the existing 4® floor top plate. This would allow for the design intent to match
floor plates and at the same time, limit the extent of the variance request to exceed the maximum height. The
project was reviewed by the City’s Design Review Board (DRB), who is charged with reviewing projects for
consistency with community design standards and objectives. The DRB made several recommendations to
address the building’s size and scale to ensure further compatibility with the surrounding neighborhood,
Therefore, less than significant impacts are anticipated.

Creale a new source of substantial light or glare which ] ] i ]
would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the
area? {Sources:1,3,4)

Discnssion: The proposed project is located within a highly urbanized area. Because the project will result in
a larger development in terms of building volume, overall height, and site coverage from existing conditions,
implementation of the proposed project may result in additional mighttime lighting and the potential for glare
from the building inclading the rcoftop dining and cutdoor patio areas. The project will be subject to a
standard condition of approval that requires lighting to be shielded and directed so as to prevent glare and
spillage onto adjacent properties including neighboring residential uses located to the east.

Furthermore, the project proposes to incorporate building materials into the project design that are consistent
with those identified within the DTSP Design Guidelines. The project may introduce new reflective elements,
which include glass railings, windows, and paint finishes that may result in a potential of direct glare impacts
onto adjoining properties and vehicular traffic along PCH and Main Streef. However, these surfaces are
minimal in comparison to the total area utilizing non-reflective/matte exterior surfaces and are consistent with
the type and amount of materials vtilized on other surrounding developments. Therefore, impacts related to a
new source of substantial glare will be less than significant.
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XIV. CULTURAYL RESOURCES. Would the project:

a)

b)

d)

Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of 1 n 1 M
a historical resource as defined in 615064.57
(Sources:1,9.21)

Discussion: The project site does not contain any historic structures and is not located within any of the City’s
historic districts. No historical resowrces will be impacted by constroction of the project.

Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of ] r. 1 ¥
an archaeological resource pursuant to 615064.57
(Sonrces: 1,921}

Discussion: The project site is not located on an ideniified archaeological site. Furthermore, the site is
presently developed and has been previously graded and no archeologiczl sites have been found. 1t is not likely
that cultaral resources are present on the site. Ne impacts are anticipated.

Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological 1 7 ] |
resource or site unique geologic feature? (Sources:
1,9.21)

Discussion: The praject site is not designated as having any paleontological resources and does not contatn
any unique geologic features. No impacts are anticipated.

Disturb any human remains, inchiding those interred 1 [ | i
outside of formal cemeteries? (Sources: 1,9,21)

Discussion: Given that the project site is presently developed and no archeological sites have been previously
recorded, the project is not expected to result in the disturbance of hurnan remains. No impacts are anticipated.

XV._RECREATION. Would the project:

a)

b)

Would the project increase the use of existing ] [ | 1
neighborhood, community and regional parks or other

recreational facilities such that substantial physical

deterioration of the facility would occur or be

accelerated? (Sources:1)

Does the project include recreational facilifies or require | O ¥ 0
the construction or expansion of recreational facilities

which might have an adverse physical effect on the

environment? (Sources:4)

Affect existing recreational opportunities? (Sources:1,4) ] [] ™ ]

Discussion: a)—c¢) The increased use of existing neighborhood, community and regional parks or recreational
facilities would be mnimal and would likely consist of occasional use by employees.
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Construction of the proposed project will occur entirely on the subject site and does not include construction of
recreational amenities/facilities. Access along the adjoining right-of-ways (PCH and Main Street) may be
restricted during various phases of site development. However, such disturbances will be temporary and will
not impede access to or affect use of adjacent recreational opportunities, specifically those amenities located
across PCH (ie. beach, pier and pier plaza). The project will be required to pay park fees as identified in
Chapter 230.20 of the HBZSO. Therefors, impacts are anficipated to be less than significant.

XVIL AGRICULTURE RESOURCES. In determining

b)

whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant
environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the
California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site
Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the California
Dept. of Conservation as an optional model to use in
assessing iepacts on agriculture and farmland. Would
the project:

Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or N | = M
Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as shown

on the maps prepared pursnant to the Farmland Mapping

and Monitoring Program of the California Resources

Agency, to nen-agricuifural use? (Sources:1)

Discussion: The project site does not serve as farmland and does not confain amy farming operations.
Development of this project wiil not result in the conversion of any farmland. No impacts would occur.

Conflict with existing zening for agriculiural use, or a : :
Williamson Act contract? {Sources:1} [ [l . ol

Discussion: The subject site is presently zoned SP5 (DTSP), which does not permit agricultural uses. In
addition, the project site is not under a Willanoson Act contract. Development of the site would not conflict
with agricultural uses or zoning. No tmpacts would ocour. :

Involve other changes in the existing environment 1 O ] W
which, due to their location or nature, could result i

conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural nse?

{Sources:1)

Discussion: The site is currently developed with a mixed-use building swrounded by commercial and
residential uses. No environmental changes associated with the proposed project would result in the conversion
of farmland to non-agriculfural uses.

XVIL. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS. Would the project:

a)

Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or 4 | || ]
indirectly, that may have a sipnificant impact on the
enviromment? (Sources: 8,23) '

Discussion: The proposed project would resuit in a total of approximately 140.7 tons of CO, emissions during
construetion and would emit 4.69 tons of CO; amortized over the 30-year lifetime. Operational CO; emissions
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would be approximately 2218.36 tons/year. Therefore, the project would produce GHG emissions. Other
GHG ernissions could result from increases in electricity and natnral gas usage and solid waste production, afl
of which would oceur with the proposed project. The total annual project GHG emissions, including amortized
construction emissions, are expected to be 2223.05 tons, which is less than the 3,000 ton annual threshold
proposed by the SCAQMD. Therefore, construction and operational emissions are expected to result in less
than significant impacts based on the total GHG emissions.

b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation
adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of il 1 ] ]
greenhouse gases? (Sources: 8,23}

Discassion: AB 32 codifies the state’s goal to reduce its global warming by requiring that the state’s
sreenhouse gas (GHG) emissions be reduced to 1990 levels by 2020. This reduction will be accomplished
through an enforceable statewide cap on greenhouse gas emissions that will be phased in starting in 2012. In
order to effectively implement the cap, AB 32 directs the California Air Resources Board (CARB) to develop
appropriate regulations and establish a mandatory reporting system to track and monitor greenhouse gas
emissions levels. In addition, the Natural Resources Agency recently adopted amendments to the CEQA
guidelines (effective March 18, 2010} that require an evaluation and determination of the significance of a
project’s greenhouse gas emissions. The amendments require the lead agency to make a good faith effort
describing, calculating or estimating the amount of greenhouse gas emissions resulting from a project using
qualitative and/or quantitative analyses and methodologies.

The proposed project would incorporate design features that promote energy efficiency and a reduction in GHG
emissions, both directly and indirectly. In addition, the project is required to comply with all applicable City
codes and requitements pertaining to energy efficiency and water use efficiency as well as applicable
requirements for construction equipment that would limit truck and equipment idling times, exhaust and dust.
The identified project design features and applicable requirements are consistent with the GHG reduction
strategies recommended by the California Climate Action Team (CCAT), the Caiifornia Air Pollution Control
Officers Association (CAPCOA) and the California Attorney General’s office. The proposed project’s impacts
on greenhouse gases emissions are described in item (a) above.

Becanse the proposed project would comply with City codes and the project emissions would be less than the
proposed SCAQMD threshold for annual GHG emissions, the project would not conflict with adopted plans to
carry out AB 32. Less than significant impacts are anficipated.

XVHI MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE.

a) Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality [ [ 1 M
of the environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a
fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife
population fo drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten
to eliminate a plant or animal copmunity, reduce the
number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant
or animal or climinate important examples of the major
periods of California history or prehistory?
{Sources: 1,3,4)

Discussion: The project site is currently developed. It is not located within any wildlife or biclogical resource

area and therefore will not impact aay fish, wildlife, or plant community. The siie does not contain any historic

resource, Based on discussions in Sections [ to XV above, the praject is anticipated to have no nepact ou the
Page 32



Potentially

Significant
Potentizlly  Unless Less Than
) . Significant  Mitigation Significant
ISSUES (and Supporting Information Sources): Impact Incorporated  Impact Mo Impact
guality of the environment.
b) Does the project have impacts that ave individually n | M [

limited, but cumulatively considerable? (“Cummlatively
considerable™ means that the incremental etfects of a
project are considerable when viewed in copnection with
the effects of past projects, the effects of other current
projects, and the effects of probable future projects.)
(Sources:1,2,9}

Discussion: The project was anticipated and considered as part of the new development potential analyzed
within the DTSP Program EIR. As discussed above in Sections I to XVIL, the project with implementation of
standard code requirements, conditions of approval, and applicable mifigation measures adopted for the DTSP
Program EIR is anticipated to have less than significant. impacts and would not result in any cumulatively
considerable impacts.

¢) Does the project have envirowmental effects which = | r 0
will canse substantial adverse effects on human beings,
either directly or indirectly? (Sources:1.2,9)

Discnssion: As discussed in Sections 1 to XVIL the project with implementation of the recommended
Mitigation Measure BIO-1, standard code reguirements, conditions of approval, and applicable mitigation

" measures adopted for the DTSP Program EIR, will have a less than significant mpact or less than S1gmﬁcant

with mitigation impact on human beings, either direcily or indirectly.
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XIX. EARLIER ANALYSIS/ SOURCE LIST

Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA process, one or more effects
have been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration. Section 15063 (c)(3)(12).

Eartier Documents Prepared and Utilized in this Analysis:

Reference # Document Fitle ‘ Available for Review at;
1 City of Huntington Beach General Plan/City of Huntington City of Huntington Beach Planning &
Beach Local Coastal Plan Buildng Dept., Planning/Zoning

Information Counter, 2000 Main St., 3rd
Floor, Huntington Beach, and at
www. mntingtonbeachea. gov/Government/
Departments/Planning/gp

2 City of Huntington Beach Zoning and Subdivision Ordinance ~ City of Huntington Beach City Clerk’s
Office, 2000 Main St., 2° Floor,

Hunfington Beach, and at
www nmtingtonbeachca. gov/government/

charter_codes
3 Project-VieinityMap : ~SeeAdnchwmentil—
—Seerrttnchmtof-Hd—
i Pt Narratiire —S%-Aﬁaehm&at—#?;—
= Project-blarrats
6 City of Huntingten Beach Geotechnical Tnputs Report City of Huntington Beach Plarming &

Building Dept. (see #1)

7 FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Map (Deceruber 3, 2009)
8 CEQA Ajr Quality Handbook “

7 South Coast Air Quality Management District {1993}
9 City of Huntington Beach CEQA Procedure Handbook “
10 Trip Generation Handboole, 7% Edition, Institute of Traffic “

Engineers
11 Adrport Environs Land Use Plan for Joint Forces Training “
Base Los Alarmitos (Oct. 17, 2002)
12 State Seismic Hazard Zones Map City of Huntington Beach Planning &
Building Dept. {see #1}
13 City of Huntington Beach Municipal Code City of Huntington Beach City Clerk’s
Office (see #2)
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14 2010 Urban Water Management Plan
i5 Water Quality Management Plan
Prepared by W.J. McKeever, Inc. (February 2012)
16 Noise Impact Analysig
(November 2011)
17 City of Huntington Beach Emergency Management Plan
18 Adr Guality Tinpact
Prepared by Urban Crossroads (September 2011)
19 - Traffic Study
Prepared by Minagar & Associates, Jo. (February 2012)
26 Code-Reauirementsbotter Ofareh-10120
\y) RVANAV IS ALl 2 s kg
21 Downtown Specific Plan EIR
22 Downtown Specific Plan EIR — Mitigation Measures
23 Project Mitigation Measure
24 Greenhouse Gas Analysis
Prepared by Urban Crossroads (June 2012)
25 Geotechmical Report

Prepared by Petra (October 2011)
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DTSP Prosram ETR

Mitigation Measures Applicable to Proposed Project

MM"42:‘! E}unng construction, demolifion and remade! activities, the following Best Available Confral Measure shall be
implemented where feasible:

» Dust Confrol
. Apply soil stabilizers o inactive aress.
. Prepare a high wind dust conlrol pfan and implement plan elements and terminate soil disfurbance when winds
exceed 26 mph.

. Stabifze praviously disfurbed areas if subsequent construction is delayed.
Water exposed surfaces and haul roads 3 fimes par day.
Cover alf stock piles with tarps.
Replace ground cover i disturbed areas as soon as feasibis.
Reduce speeds on unpaved roads to less than 15 mph.

e Exhaust Emissions

. Require 20-day low-NORxR fune-ups for off-road equipment..

. Limit allowable idling to & minutes for frucks and heavy equipment.
Utilize equipment whose engines are equipped with diesel exidation catalysfs if avallable.
Utilize diese! parlfculate filter on heavy equipment where feasible,

. Utilize low emission mobile construction equipment.

. Utilize existing power sources when available, minimizing the use of higher polluting gas or diese! generators.
Configure construction parking to minimize traffic inferference.
Pian construction to minimize lane closures on existing strests.
A ful listing of construction: emission controls is included in e Air Quality Assessment for Hundington Eeach
Downtown Specific Plan dated April 13, 2008 (Appendix B).

+ Painfing and Coatings

. Use low VOG coatings and high pressure-low volume sprayers.

M 4.2-2: The City shall require by contract specifications that all diesel-powered equipment used would be retrofitted with after-
treatment products {e.q., engine catalysfs and ofher fechnofogies available at the ime construction commences) fo tha extent that
they are readily available and cost effecfive when construction activities commence. Contract specifications shall be included in
the proposed project construction docurnents, which shall be approved by the City of Huntingfon Beach.

MM 4.2-3: The City shall require by confract specifications that affernafive fuel construction egquipment (e.g.. compressed natural
gas, liguid patroleum gas, and urleaded gasoling) would be ufilized to the extent feasibie at the time construction activities
tommence. Confract specifications shall be included in ths proposed project construction documents, which shall be approved by
the City of Huniingion Beach.

M 4.2-4: The City shall require that developers within the project sife use locally available building materials such as concrete,
siucco, and interior finishes for construction of the project and associated infrastucture.

MM 4.2-5: The City shall reguire devedopers within the project sfte to establish a construstion management plan with Rainbow
Disposal fo divert a fargst of 50% of consiruction, demeliion, and site cdlearing waste.

MM 4.6-6: The City shall require by confract specifications that construction equipment engines will ba maintained in good
condifion and in proper fune per manufacturer's spectiication for the duration of construction, Confract specifications shall be




included in the proposed project construction documents, which shali be approved ty the City of Hunfington Beach.

MM 4.2-7: The City shalt require by confract specifications that consiruction-related equipment, including heavy-duty equipmant,
motor vehicles, and portabe equipment, shall be tumed off when not in use for more Han five minutes, Diesel-fueled commercial
motor vehicies with gross vehicular weight rafings of greater than 10,000 pounds shll be fursied off whan not in use for more than
five minutes. Contract specications shalt be included in the proposed project construction documents, which shall be approved
by the City of Huntingtor: Beach.

MM 4.2-8: The City shall require that any new development within the Specific Plan area provide signs within loading dock areas
clearly visibie o fruck drivers. These signs shall state that trucks cannot idle in excess of five minutes per frip.

MM 4.2.9: The City shall require by confract specifications that elecirical outlets are included in the building design of future
oading docks to allow use by refrigerated delivery frucks. Fufure project-specific applicants shall reguire that all defivery frucks do
not idle for more than five minutes. If loading and/or unioading of perishable goods wouid oceur for more than five minutes, and
continual refrigeration is required, ail refrigerated delivery trucks shall use the slechrical oullets o continue powering the fruek
refrigeration units when the delivery fruck enging is tumed off.

1M 4.2-10: The City shall requice that any new development within fhe project site provide a bullefin board or a kiesk in the lobby
of each proposed structure that identifies the locations and schedules of nearby fransit opportunities.

MM 4.2-11: The property owner/developer of individual projects within the DTSP will reduce operation-related emissions through
implementation of practices idantified in SCAGMD's CEQA Handbook and the URBEMIS v9.2.4, scme of which overiap. Spedific
measures are delineated in the DTSP Air Quality Assessment (Volume 1, Appendix B).

MM 4.2-12: The following measures, based on thess sourcss, shall be implemented by the property applicant to reduce criteria
poliufant emissions from projects associated with the DTSP Update. Addifionally, support and compliance with the AQMP for the
bashn are the most important measures fo achieve this goal. The AQMP includes improvement of mass transit facilifies and
impiementation of vehicular usage reduction programs. Additionafly, energy conservation measures are includsd.

«  Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Measures

1. Provide adaquate ingress and egress at &f enfrances fo public facilities fo minimize vehicke idling at curbsides.
Presumably, this measure would improve traffic flow into and out of the parking lot. The air quality benafifs are
incalculable because more speciic datals required. ’

2. Provide dedicaied fum lanes as appropriate and provide roadway improvemnents at heaily congested roadways.
Again, the areas wheré this measure would be applicable are the intersections in and near the project area.
Presumably, fiese measures would improve traffic flow. Emissions would drop as a result of the higher traffic speeds,
but to an unknown extent

3. Synchronize fraffic signals. The areas where this measure would be applicable are roadway intersections within the
project area. This measure would be more effeciive if the readways beyond the project imits are synchronized as
well. The air quality benefits are incalcutable because more specific data is reguired

4. Ensure that sidewalks and pedesfrian paths are installed fhroughout the project arsa.

»  Energy Fficient Measures

4. improve themmal infegrity of the buildings and reducs themmal load with auiomated time clocks or occupant sensors.
Reduging the heed to heat or coct steuciizes by Emproving thermal infegrity will result in a reduced expenditure of
energy and a reduction in poliutant emissions.

2. Install energy efficient streef lighting.
3. Capture weste heat and reemploy it in nonresidential bulidings. This measure is applicable to the commercia




buiidings in e project.

4. Provide lighter color roofing and road malerials and free planning programs to comply with the AQMP Miscellansous
Sources MSC-01 measure. This measure reduces the need for cooling energy in the summer.

5. iniroduce window glazing, wall insulation, and efficient ventilation methods,

6. Install low-emission water healers, and uss built-in, energ)?—eﬂicient abpiiances.

'mi‘ﬁru'i-_4.1n4— : t;‘ﬁor io fhe onset of ground disturbance activities, the project developer shall implement the following mitigation
measure which entalls nesting surveys and avoidance measures for sensifive nesiing and MBTA species, and appropriate agency
gonsultation,

. Nesting habitat for protected or sensifive species:
1. Vegetafion removal and consiruction shad ocour between September 1 and January 31 whenever feasible.

2. Prior to any consiruction or vegetation removal between February 15 and August 31, anesting survey shall be
conducted by a qualified biologist of all habitats within 500 feet of ths construcfion area. Surveys shal! be conductad
n0 less than 14 days and no more than 30 days prior to commencement of construction acfivities and surveys will be
conducted in aceordance with California Department of Fish and Game {CDFG) protocol as appficable. if no acfive
hests are identified on or within 500 feet of the construction site, no further mifigation is necessary. A copy of the pre-
conslruction survey shall be submitied fo the City of Hunfington Beach, If an acfive nest of a MBTA protecied spacies
is identified onsite {per established thresholds), a 250-foot no-work buffer shall be mainiained between the nest and
construction activity. This buffer can be reduced in consultation with CDFG and/or 1.3, Fish and Wildlife Service.

Completion of the nesting cycle shall be determined by a qualified omithologist or biologist

: Cultural Resour,
MM 4.3-2: During construction activifies, if archaeological and/or paizoniologicat resources are encounterad, he confractor shall

be responsibie for immediate noffication and securing of the site area immediately. A qualified archaeologist and/or paleontelogist
approved by the City of Huntington Beach Planning Director shail be retained to establish procedures for tmporarily halting or
redirecting work fo permit sampling, idenification, and evaluation of cultural resource finds. # major archaeological andfor
paleontologica! resources are discovered that require long-term halting or redirecting of grading, a report shall be prepared
idenfifying such findings to the City and the County of Orange. Discovered cultural resources shall be offered o the County of
Orange or its designee on a first-efusa: basis.

WM 4.3.-3: During construction activilies, if human reinains are discovered, work shall be halied and the contracior shall confact
the City's designated representafive on the project ang the Orange County Coroner unfl a determinafion can be made as fo the
fkelhood of addifional human remains in the area. If the remains are thought to be Nafive American, the coroner shall notify the
Native American Hertage Commission who will ensure that proper treatment and disposition of the TeMains OCcurs.

gy

MM 4.4-1: Future development in the DTSP area shall prepare a grading plan, subject to view and approval by the City's
development services departments, to contain the recommendations of the required final soifs and geotechnical report. These
recommendations shall be implemented in the design of the project, including but not fimited to meastres associated with site
neeparation, fil placement, temporary shoring and permanent dewatering, groundwater seismmic design features, excavation
stability, foundations, suils stabilization, establishrment of deep foundations, concrete slabs and pavements, surface drainage,
cement type and colTosion measures, erosicn coniol, shoring and Infernal bracing, and plan review.




area, including propertfies utilized for of production activides, proposed for development to assure that any hazardous |
materialsicontaminated soils present on the property are identified and remadiated in accordance with Cily specifications 422, 429 1
and 431-92. All native and imported soils associated with a project shall meat the standards outlined in City Specification No. 431- |
92 prior to approval of grading and building plans by the Huntington Beach Fire Department. Additionally, afl work at a project site

shall comply with the City's Public Works Department requirements (.., haul route permits).

M 4.5.2: I the event that previously unknown or unidenfified soil andior groundwater contaminalion that could present a threat fo
human haalth or the environment is encountered during consiruction in the project area, construction activifies in the immediate
vicinity of the contamination shall cease immediately. [f contamination is encountered, a Risk Management Plan shall be prepared 3
and implemented that 1) identifies the contaminants of concem and the potential risk each contaminant would pose to human
health and the environment during construction and post-deveiopment and 2) describes measures {0 be faken 1o protect workers
and the public from exposure to potential sife hazards. Such measures could nclude a range of opfions, Including, but not limited
to, physical sits controls during consfruciion, remediagion, long-term monitoring, post-development maintenance or access
firitations, of sowmie combination thereof. Depending on the nature of contamination, if any, appropriate agencies shall be nofified
(e.g., Hunfington Beach Fire Department). if neaded, a Site Health and Safety Plan that meets Occupational Safefy and Heaith l
Administrafion requiremnents shalt be prepared and in place prior o commencement of work in any contaminated area. ' :

: Lot Quali

MM 4.6-1: Prior fo issuance of any grading o7 building permits and/or prior to recordation of any subdivision rmaps, the applicant of
any new development or significant redevelopment projects shall submit fo the Department of Public Works a Water Quality
Management Plan (WQMP) emphasizing implementation of LID principies and addressing hydralogic conditions of concern.
WQMPs shall be in compliance with the current California Regional Water Quaiity Control Board (RWQCB) Santa Ana Region,
Waste Discharge Requirements permit, and afl Federal, State and focal reguiations.

MM 4.6-7- Prior to issuance of any grading or building permits, a hydrology and hydraulic analysis shall be submitied fo the
Departrment of Pubfic Works for review anc approval (10-, 25-, and 100-year storms &nd back-to-back storms shall be analyzed).
In addifion, fhis study shall inclisde 24-hour peak back-to-back 100-year storms for onsile detention analysis. The dreinage
improvements shall be designed and construcied as required by the Deparfment of Public Works o mitigate impact of increased
runof due o development, or deficient, downsream systems. Design of all necessary drainage improvements shall provide
mifigation for afi rainfall event frequencies up to & 100-year frequency.

M 4.6-4: Prior bo the issuance of a bufiding permit, the deveioper or applicant shall submit detafled Landscape Architeciural
plans by a State Licensed Landscape Architect that shall include & designed irrigation system that efiminates surface runoff and
meets the City's Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance (MC-14.52) requirements and & detailed planiing plan that specifies i
appropriate Calffornia Nafive and other waler conserving plants materias. In addition, there shall be a maintenance program
submitied that addresses the use of feriilizers and pesticides to mest the requirements of the City Integrated Past Managament, |
Pesficide and Fertilizer Management Guidelines, the Water Quality Management Plan, and the County Drainage Area Master
Plan. These plans shall be reviewed and approved by the City of Huntington Beach Public Works and Planning Depariments. The
fandscaping shall be installed and maintained in conformance with the approved plan, the maintenance program and the City
Zoning and Subdivision Ordinance requirements.

MM 4.8-1; Noise aﬁenuahoﬁ devices shallbe used on @ né{rﬂéﬁm equipment, and construction staging areas shall be located :
as far as possible from any residences or other noise sensitive receplors. :

MU 4.8-3: Prior to issuance of bulding permits, a detailed noise assessment shall be prepared for mixed-use and commercial
projects within 50 feet of any residence to ensure that fhese sources do not exceed the City's Noise Ordinancs fimiis. The
assessment shall be prepared by a qualified acoustical engineer and shall document the noise generation characieristics of the
proposed equipment and the projected noise levels at the nearest residzntial use, Compliance with the City's Noise Ordinance
shall be demonstrated and any measures required to comply with the Noise Ordinance and reduce impacts fo tess-than-
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significant levels shall be included in the profect plans. The report shali e completed and approved by the City prior fo isstanca
of project approval.

MM 4.10-1: New construction within the: Downtown Spacific Plan Area shall be designed to provide for safety measures (e.9.,
alarm systems, security lighting, ofher or-site security measures and crime prevention fhrough environmental design policies) and
subject to the review and approval of the City Planning Department and Hunfingtor Beach Police Depariment.

MM £.10-2: Subject ko the City's annual budgetary process, which considers avallable funding and the sfafiing levels needed o
provide acceptable response time for fire and police services, the City shall provide sufficient funding to maintain the City's
standard, average level of service through the use of General Fund monies.

Eute CE b Era
MM 4.43-1: To ensure that fhere are no adverse impacts associated with the fufure Downtown Specific Plan development projects
during construction, Applicant'developer/ bufidericontractor shall coordinate with uflity and service organizations priof fo the
commencement of construction.

MM 4.13-2; Individual development projects within the Downtown Specific Plan Area will require connections to existing waier,
sewer, and uiffity fines in the City and may require construction of new water pipeline faciiifies. All connections fo existing watsr
and wastewater infrastructure will be designed and constructed per the requirements and standards of fie City of Huntington
Beach Pubfic Works Dapartment. Connections o any OCSD sewer ine shafl be designed to OCSD standards. Such instaliation
shalt be coordinated, raviewed, and approved by the appropriate City departments and applicable agencies.

MM 4.13-3: Each development project is required o implesnent separafe water conservation measures that support major water '
conservation efforts. The following water saving technologies can be implemended on a project basis o comply with statewide
water goals and water consarvafion measures that can further assistin meefing the 20% reduction goal.

. Walerless urinals should be specified in &t public areas, including restaurants and commercial bathrooms.

. Lowiush foilets should be instalied in ali new residential units and encouraged through rebates or other incentives in
existing homes.

«  Low-flow shower heads and water faucefs should be reguired in all new residenfial and commercial spaces and
encouraged in existing developed properties.

»  Waer effcient kitchen and laundry room appliances should be encourage through rebates for both residential and
commercial unis.

«  Landscaping should be completed with: drought tolerant plants and native species.

«  Imigation plans should use stmart coniroliers and have ssparated irigation meters.

MM 4.43-4: As individual development occurs within the Downtown Specific Plan area, additional hydraulic studies shall ba
performed to vesify that wator pipes will adequately support each spagific project. A sewsr study shall be prepared for Public
WWorks Department review and approval. A fourizen (14) day or longer fiow test data shali be included in the study. The location
and number of monitoring test sites, not to excead three, to be determined by the Public Works Depariment.

MV 4.13-5: As individual developmenf ooeurs within the Downfown Specific Plan Area, each development shall be required o
pay for the development's fair share of infrastructure improvements fo glecirical systems per Southern California Edison
requirements.




Description of Bmpact

Tree relocation

Attachment No. 6

Summary of Mitigation Measures

WVhitication Measure

BIO 1 Tree replacement of any existing mature frees on-site shall be done
in accordance with the requirements of Chapter 232—TLandscape
Improvements. For the trees to be relocated, an arborist report shall be
submitted and include the following:

a. Trees shall be transplanted by a qualified tree service to be approved

b.

by the City of Huntington Beach Public Works Department.

Detailed specifications and procedures for the tramslocation of the
identified trees.

The relocated trees shall be maintained and guaranteed to be alive and
thriving after four years by a qualified tree service or arborist to be
approved by the City of Huntington Beach Public Works Department.
The trees shall be surveyed every six months for a period of four years -
as to their viability. The survey shall be submitted to the Public Works
Department for review. In the event that any tree is not surviving, it
shall be replaced with the same type and size of tree.

A letter from the developer stating that the recommendations of the
Consulting Arborist will be followed.
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Associate Planner
City of Huntington Beach Planning and Building Department

2000 Main Street RECEIVED
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Dept. of Planning
& Building
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Rod Albright
200 PCH # 141
-Huntington Beach, CA 92648

Dear Mr. Edwards:

| want to document my opposition to the adoption of the Mitigated Negative Declaration of
the Pierside Pavilion Expansion Project (300 Pacific Coast Highway, Huntington Beach, CA).

My wife and | have lived in Huntington Beach at Pier Colony for more than 20 years. During
that time there have been many businesses that have failed on that side of the Pierside
Pavilion. Retail space on the first floor at this corner has been mostly vacant. We believe that
serious safety issues will occur as a result of the proposed modification to Pierside Pavilion.
Moving storefronts closer to Pacific Coast Highway and closing off the open area at the south
east corner will severely limit the space between Pier Colony, Pierside Pavilion and Pacific Coast
Highway.

In the Downtown Specific Plan 2.5.6 Special permits shall only be allowed when, in the opinion
of the approval authority, significantly greater benefits from the project can be provided than
would occur if all the minimum requirements were met. It goes on to state that it not to be
detrimental to the general health, welfare, safety and convenience of the neighborhood or city
in general, nor detrimental or injurious to the “value of property” or improvements of the
neighborhood or of the city in general. Clearly this building would greatly affect the property
value of Pier Colony

The origina! CUP no.88-7 dated April 5, 1988 states that the “residential portion of the project
shall be elevated to a maximum of 8 feet above existing grade for the creation of a greater
physical separation of the residential from the commercial portions of this project” this tells me
that the planning commission truly recognized that the residential and commercial should
maintain as much separation as possible. Furthermore the planning commission put in place
that the residential could have a site coverage of 59% whereas the commercial site coverage
60%. And as | add the existing Pierside Pavilion 89,415 and their proposed 37,173, this brings

1|Page
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their site coverage to a total of 126,588. The total of the two parcels (based on CUP 88-7) are
170,912 sq ft, and with the Pierside Expansion, the commercial site coverage would be approx
75%.

It also states that the numbers of units were reduced from 160 to 130 to create a greater
separation between residential and commercial portions of the project and provide for a better
overall building profile and “to provide greater view opportunities”

Pier Colony was built with greater upper building setbacks to enhance the ocean experience.
The Pierside expansion hopes to build a 4 story building just 15 feet from Pacific Coast Hwy with
only one small setback.

This Proposed Expansion {(MND) should not be aliowed. There are many other opportunities for
the developer to maximize the open area courtyard without infringing on their good neighbors,
and the citizens of Huntington Beach.

rodalbright@aol.co ' _
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RECEVER

| JUL 18 2012
- Fthan Edwards 2ept. of Planning
Associate Planner & Building
City of Huntingtos Beach
Planning & Building Department
2000 Main Stregt
- Huntington Beach, CA 92648

RE: Commenis to the propesed project “Pierside Pavilion Expansion”
Dear Sir

1 arn an owner and resident of a property at Pier Colony (200 Pacific Coast Highway), 2ad am
- writing this in response to the proposed project “Pierside Pavilion Expansion”

The Project:
1t 15 sny understending that the propossd project will expand the current building at 300 Pacific
Coast Highway (Pierside Pavilion) significanily. The portion of the building between Pier Colony
and Pierside Pavilion closest te Walnut Ave will be extended cleser to Pier Colony, and a new
building will be built in addition to the current building at the southeast comner of the existing

- building. From the meeting on 710, it would appear that the driving factor behind this addition is
to add fo existing office space avaitable to the current office tepant. A significant portion of the

- new addition will be devoted 1 an unknown restaurast with the intention of incrensing foot traffic

 for the current tenant Sparks. Space will be reserved as per the cities requirements on the ground

. flgor for visitor serving commercial use.

: My concems with the project are outlined as follows;

. A: Residential Buffers

. As per Section 3.2.21 of the Downtown Specific Development Plan, residential buffers are to be
left between commercial businesses and residential arcas. According to section 2, noise acd odor

. generating activitics associated with commercial activity are not permitted within 50° of a

- residential area. The proposed restaurant is within 50° of the edge of Pier Colony, and by

- definition an alcohol serving restanrant with cutdoor seating will craate both noise and odor

' The map included on the Dewntown Specific Development Plan did sot specifically show on it the

: area between Pier Colony and Pierside Pavilion, but by definition should be included.

- B: Public Open Space

' As per Section 3.3.1,15 of the Downtown Specific Development Plan, Public Open Space, part 1
states that “Public open space and pedestrian access shall be required for development projects in

. order to assure a predominantly visitor-serving, pedestrian orientation.” While in theory areas of

. the ground floor of the proposed development bave been set aside for that purpose, no conerete

- tenants bave been shown as interested in the preperty. In addition, even current tenants in the

~ existing building do not seem to meet the definition of visitor serving. Vacancy and turnover rates
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© in that area of the building are high, and while empty storefronts may satisfy the letter of the law as
. per the development plan, they obviously do not fit the spirit of the plan.

- C: Landscaping and Greenery

As per Section 3.3.1.15 of the Downtown Specific Development Plan, Public Open Space, part 5

* states that “30% minimum of the public open space area shall contam landscaping, including shade
trees, accent trees, and other soft landscaping. Hard surfaced areas and specialty paving shall also

- be incorporated into the public open space design.” According to the plans released by the

- developer, 1,555 square feet of the 8,880 square feet of open space 1s considered landscaped. This
. is 17.5%. In addition, from the plans released by the developer, it would appear that some of the

- area considered landscaped would actually be area considered to be a part of Pier Colony. This

- should not be included in the calculations for Pierside Pavilion.

- D: Public View
- As per Section 3.3.1.14 of the Downtown Specific Development Plan, “Development proposals in
- District 1 located between Pacific Coast Highway and Walnut Avenue shall include a public view
" analysis. Setbacks may be increased and site coverage, density and building heights may be
reduced as necessary to protect public views of the ocean. Provision of public viewing locations
- from within a development may be required to offset adverse impacts of the development proposal
- on public views of the ocean.” T have not seen any public release of said public view analysis.

This proposed development will severely curtail the views of the ocean from Walnut Ave. Based

- on the drawings released by the developer, views of the ocean will be decreased by 50% from the
south side of that pedestrian corridor, and a similar amount from the northern side of the pedestrian
corridor.

E: Safety.
The proposed development extends the western edge of the building to approximately 10° from
- Pacific Coast Highway. This replaces a very large public open space that is a community gathering
- area for many. The pedestrian corridor between Pier Colony and Pierside Pavilion is a heavily
* trafficked route to the ocean from inland areas, and the addition of a new building will force all of
- that fraffic closer to Pacific Coast Highway, a high speed thoroughfare. Vehicle/pedestrian
_ inferactions are virtually unavoidable, and will most likely eventually result in a lawsuit against the

 city.

- The addition of planters and trees at the immediate border between the sidewalk and the road has
- the potential to decrease driver visibility of the sidewalk as well as increase the severity of

- potential vehicular accidents in that area. The area between 279 Street and Main Street, on Pacific
- Coast Highway, has a huge volume of pedestrian traffic, particularly m the summer. Instances can
- be observed daily where pedestrians are jaywalking there, or trying to cut across traffic lanes to
beat the walk signal to cross Pacific Coast Highway. Reducing the ability of drivers on Pacific

+ Coast Highway to observe the entirety of the sidewalk can only lead to accidents. Unfortunately

- too, the downtown area does see a significant number of drivers driving under the influence of

- aleohol, and adding more distractions and obstacles within the immediate vicinity of the street can
- only lead to an increase in both the number as well as severity of accidents.

- F: Future Development.

- In Section 1.4.3.6 of the Downtown Specific Development Plan, Pedestrian Environment, the Plan
states “In addition to issues with parking, development standards, and design guidelines, a focus of
- concern in the downtown is the pedestrian nature of the area. It is crucial that the downtown be a

- pedestrian-oriented environment. There is also a desire fo minimize the areas of pedestrian and
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- vehicle conflict to direct pedestrian traffic flows away from vehicle traffic flows, as well as a desire
. to accommodate bicycle interplay.”

- Looking south down Pacific Coast Highway from Main Street, there are currently wide sidewalks
and open areas leading south. The addition of a new building in the proposed location will serve as
* a natural pedestrian block, preventing pedestrian traffic from progressing south on Pacific Coast

- Highway. Given that there are developments in several stages of completion throughout that area,
reducing pedestrian traffic towards those areas will inhibit further growth. For any future growth
to be successful in the block to the south of the current Dairy Queen, pedestrian traffic must
naturally flow from Main Street.

- G: Decreased width of alleyway/pedestrian access to ocean

- As a part of this proposed development, the existing pedestrian corridor between Pier Colony and

- Pierside Pavilion will be narrowed. There is currently a private access open space on the second

floor baicony along the southern edge of the buiiding, underneath which is public access open area.

. This ground floor public access open space represents between 30%-50% of the width of the
corridor leading to the ocean from Walnut Ave. Extending the ground floor of the existing

~ building south will significantly decrease the access to the ocean from Walnut Ave.

H: Noise
- The city of Huntington Beach commissioned a study to determine the potential noise impacts of the
- proposed project. As a part of this, long term (4 day) readings were taken of ambient noise levels
in the pedestrian corridor between Pier Colony and Pierside Pavilion. These readings were taken
from Friday, October 28 2011 through Monday, October 31 2011.

~ As pointed out in city documentation, the downtown area experiences significant scasonality in
trafiic patterns, with peak pedestrian traffic occurring between Memorial Day and Labor Day every

- year. 1 question the validity of a noise study performed in late fall, when pedestrian traffic is at a

i mininun.

In addition, a significant amount of the measured noise is coming from the existing Black Bull
. restaurant and bar at the southeastern corner of the project, a use that has already been the source of
- a multitude of noise complaints.

~ The noise study itself uses measurements taken 10 years prior to this study at a restaurant in

- Rancho Mirage, which is a small (10% population of Huntington Beach, trending toward an older

. demographic) town in the Palm desert. Nowhere in the noise study are details of the measurements
- taken, or their relevance to the proposed development. At a bare minimum, detail should be

- included showing the number of tables, any on site mitigation at the reference location, foot traffic

. at the reference location, and some detail on microphone heights used in testing. In addition, the

- testing was performed in January of 2002. The Palm Springs area, like downtown Huntington

- Beach, will experience seasonality in their visitors, and I question if measurements taken in

. January would match those taken at a time when visitors to the area are at their peak.

- The noise study assumes that noise from the proposed development will propagate from the source
- ontward equally; while this proposed development will be at both corners of what is proposed to be
- essentially a long hard lined tunnel (the pedestrian corridor between Pier Colony and Pierside
Pavilion). This corridor already has the propensily to channel and focus sound; the proposed
narrowing will only exacerbate that sitnation. Some modifications to the measurements need to be
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made to account for this impact. In addition, the proposed new restaurant will cover 2 floors, both
- with outside seating, and the noise impact of each should be evaluated both separately as well as in
conjunction with the other.

- Further study should be done to determine the impact of the noise at multiple elevations. Pier
Colony has homeowners on 4 floors; a thorough noise study must include the impact at each level
of the residential area given that the proposed development plans te include noise generating

- aspects on mulitiple floors.

- In addition, the noise impact study did nothing to account for the narrowing of the pedestrian
corridor between Pier Colony and Pierside Pavilion. Assuming pedestrian traffic remains the same

- or increases with the addition of new businesses in that area, channeling those same people through

' a smaller area, now covered in glass and concrete, will increase the intensity of noise in the
residential area.

I: Construction Noise
- Construction is anticipated to last 12 months, with self imposed hours of operation between 8AM
~and 5PM. (Shrs per day) Based on the noise study submitted, the noise involved in the
construction will range from a low of 76dB in the Physical Improvements stage to a high of 89dB
- in the Site Preparation stage. Again, I would challenge these estimations, as the majority of the
- work will be performed in an area that is basically a narrow concrete tunnel, which has a
- propensity to focus and reflect sound rather than allow it to dissipate.

- Even should these assumptions prove to be accurate, these are very high sound levels to subject a

- residential area to. According to OSTA, 21CFR Part 1910, “Protection against the effects of noise
. exposure shall be provided when sound levels exceeded those shown in Table G-16” (21CFR

- 1910.95¢a)). The accompanying table shows sound levels down to 85d3, which is within even the
- optimistic estimates shown on the noise study. These noise levels are considered by OSHA to be

~ dangerous, and would require mitigation even in an industrial facility, let alone a residential area.

¥ Design
As per Section 1.4.3.5 of the Downtown Specific Development Plan, Design Character “Existing
" design regulations encourage adherence to a Mediterranean style of architecture. A desire exists to
- provide opportunities for a broader interpretation of the Mediterranean architectural style. The
revised design guidelines found in this Specific Plan encourage this architectural variation in
~downtown.”

. Both Pier Colony and the existing building at Pierside Pavilion were designed with the

- Mediterranean style of architecture in mind, and the two buildings complement each other. While

- there is room within the Downtown Specific Development Plan for a broader interpretation of the

~ Mediterranean style of architecture, the plans as shown thus far by the developer have been a

- significant departure from that. Case in point, at the meeting on 7/10, the developer explicitly

. stated that the intention was to create 2 building that would stand out visually from the surrounding

- buildings. This new building would be separate in design from the remainder of Main Street, and
would further serve to isolate anything developed south on Pacific Coast Highway.

K: Traffic

Traffic along Pacific Coast Highway is already heavy, particularly in the summer months. It is not
~ uncommon to sit at a red light for multiple cycles before enough room opens up to allow for traffic

to flow through an intersection. Obviously the worst intersections are the three locations where
 Pacific Coast Highway intersects the immediate downtown area, and this proposed development
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- will canse further congestion at each of them. I have not seen a formal traffic study for this
- proposed development, has there been one completed?

. Conclustons:

Development in the downtown area is a desirable, perhaps even vital opportunity for the city to

- grow, and by extension improve property values and quality of life for those of us who are lucky
- epough to reside bere. However, these opportunities should not be used by developers to push
upon the city projects that are ill conceived, not within the spirit of the Downtown Specific

- Development Plan, and frankly ill-suited to serve the general public.

- The proposed development at Pierside Pavilion seems to be a solution looking for a problem, and
~ does not appear to satisfy many of the provisions of the Downtown Specific Development Plan.
No study has been made as to how this project will impact other developments both proposed as
- well as begun, and the proposed project has the potential to inflame further tensions between
- neighbors in the downtown area. While not within the purview of this discussion, it may be
- worthwhile to study in more detail the true visitor serving aspect of the current building and issues
- therein prior to moving forward with this proposal.

- 1 would be happy to discuss my concern with you in greater detail at your convenience, and 1 look
 forward to hearing your responses to my comments. If the proposed project does go forward, I
reserve my right to pursue any and all options available to me to appeal the decision, both through
- administrative appeals as well as via the court system.

Thank Yon,for your tie

- Thomas Connolly
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Diept. of Planning
Ethan Edwards & Bulldinguly 16, 2012
Associate Planner
Huntington Beach Planning and Building Dept
200 Main Street
Huntington Beach, CA 92648

Dear Mr. Edwards

After reviewing the Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Pierside Pavilion Expansion Project, | was
prompted to write and express my displeasure and disagreement with the project on several counts.

As a resident homeowner in Pier Colony condominium, | believe that this proposal to encroach on an
existing finished plaza, built to code, according to the Downtown Specific Plan is detrimental to all of us
who purchased there in good faith. We believed that the existing buffers between commercial and
residential properties would be maintained according to Section 3.2.21 of the Downtown Specific Plan.
We believed we were not purchasing adjacent to a vacant lot, but a finished site that wouid be
maintained as it was builf and meant to be. It is a public space used as a through fare to the ocean by
the public and a gathering space. It provides light and air in an otherwise closely built downtown area.

The proposed project would negatively impact the public view as well as the views of Pier Colony
residents. Section 3.3.1.14 of the Downtown Specific Plan requires a public view analysis. It states
“Setbacks may be increased and site coverage, density and building heights may be reduced as
necessary to protect public views of the ocean”. This expansion proposal, requests the complete
opposite, asking for a variance to increase the allowable height thereby diminishing the view from
Walnut St. and the West side of Pier Colony condominiums.

Others against the project are focusing on the excess noise the project will produce, the increase in
traffic, obstruction of light and the lack of parking. All of these are reasonable arguments to not allow
this expansion. |, however feel this ugly proposed box of a building, squeezed into the Mediterranean
architecture that defines our portion of Pacific Coast Highway ruins the beautiful current approach to
down town Huntington Beach. Please consider the lack of aesthetics related to this project as one more
reason to disallow it.

Sincerely,

2@ S e Lo

Carol M. McCann
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Associate Planner o e
RECENER
City of Huntington Beach Planning and Building Department ~CEIVED

2000 Main Street JUL ?} 6 2012
Huntington Beach, CA 92648 |

Dept. of Planning
Dear Mr. Edwards, & Building

| write to oppose the adoption of the Mitigated Negative Declaration of the Pierside Pavilion Expansion
Project (300 Pacific Coast Highway, Huntington Beach, CA ).

| own and live in Units 424 and 426 with my wife Carol in Pier Colony Condominiums at 200 Pacific Coast
Highway. On our baloneys we look directly at the Pierside Pavilion building. We moved there in 1991 for.
my job with Hughes Aircraft Co, rented at Pier Colony for a yearand a half, bought 424 at an auction in
1993. We subsequently acquired 426 in 2000 and with City and Pier Colony Board of Directors approval
we connected the two units to give us 2200 square feet of living space on the most desirable floor in
Pier Colony.

I served 20 years in the Air Force, retired in 1986, worked in the Aerospace Industry for 14 years and
worked for Walt Disney Imagineering for 7 years. | retired from Disney in 2006. Carol and | have lived
frugally and have paid off both morigages for units 424 and 426. We now live a comfortable life with
pensions and no mortgage payments sharing as often as possible our Pier Colony dream with our four
children and six grandchildren.

The proposal documented in Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration No. 11-007 is seriously flawed. The
idea of constructing a four story , 90 feet high, 27,772 sq ft mixed-use, visitor serving/ office building and
9,401 sq ft infill expansion by exisisting storefronts in the narrow spaces between Pier Pavilion, Pier
Colony and Pacific Coast Highway is absurd.

During the 21 years we have lived in Pier Colony we have observed the creation and dissolution of many
businesses at the south east corner of Pierside Pavilion. Most of the time the retail space on the first
floor at this corner has been vacant. The congestion and noise on this corner has increased significantly.
We believe that serious safety issues will occur as a result of the proposed modification to Pierside
Pavilion. Moving storefronts closer to Pacific Coast Highway and closing off the open area at the south
east corner will severely limit the space between Pier Colony, Pierside Pavilion and Pacific Coast
Highway resulting in acute pedestrian dangers which don’t exist today.

The noise analysis commissioned by the city is seriously flawed. Data from other cities were used at less
than maximum sound generation from traffic noise. The heavy period for downtown Huntington Beach
as I'm sure you're aware is between Memorial Day and Labor Day. There was no noise data taken at all
during this period. Also the intensification of the sound due to the closing in of space between Pier
Colony and Pierside Pavilion { the canyon effect ) was ignored completely. As a result, any conclusions
based on the data obtained to date are highly questionable.

Many of my colleagues who reside at Pier Colony have written you letters addressing code issues and
variances with the current downtown development plan. Also, some have addressed the original intent
of the downtown development plan of the late 1980s. We feel that the Pier Colony residents have lived
up to their responsibilities to the community and deserve a fair and impartial judgment on a project




which affects their property value and the quality of their lives. We believe that judgment should
maintain the current profile of the Pier Pavition building as much as possible and addresses our concerns
about safety and environment affecting the entire community.

Sincerely,

Thomas E McCann
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| WWW.CAHDALAW. COM . (858) 755-3741

July 11,2012

SENT VIA FAX AND U.S. MAIL
TO: (714) 374-1540

Ethan Edwards

Associate Planner

City of Huntington Beach
Planning & Building Department
2000 Main Street

Huntington Beach, CA 92648

"Re: Comment of Huntington Pier Colony Homeowners Association in
Opposition to Adeption of Mitigated Negative Declaration for Pierside
Pavilion Expansion Project (300 Pacific Coast Highway)

Dear Mr, Edwards:

This office serves as legal counsel to the Huntington Pier Colony Homeowners Association
(“Association”). As you may know, Huntington Pier Colony is a condominium development
comprised of 130 residential dwellings located at 200 Pacific Coast Highway. directly adjacent to
the site of the proposed Pierside Pavilion expansion. On behalf of the Association and its members,
we are contacting you to express our client’s strong opposition to the adoption of the Draft Mitigated
Negative Declaration and continuing concerns regarding the planned expansion of Pierside Pavilion.

As vou know, our clients’ homes are located immediately adjacent to the Pierside Pavilion, the
project being separated from the existing structure by only a narrow alleyway. The proposed
expansion will inevitably have an extreme adverse impact on our clients’ daily lives, as well as their
property values. Of particular concern are issues of noise, safety and traffic congestion during the
anticipated twelve month construction period and thereafter. Section X of the Mitigated Negative
Declaration indicates that during construction of the project, noise levels on the site may increase
from normal construction vehicles such as concrete trucks and a backhoe as well as other equipment
and tools. The report states that, “Construction of the project will create short-term noise impacts,”
however, the construction will be anything but short term. Rather, construction is anticipated to take



Ethan Edwards

City of Huntington Beach
Planning & Building Department
July 11, 2012

Page -2-

approximately twelve months. Once construction is completed, significant noise impacts are
anticipated from restaurant terrace activities, including approximately 6,146 sq. ft. of outdoor dining
on the second floor and the rooftop deck, with the second floor terrace spanning the length of the
alleyway separating the project from the existing residences and extending back to Walnut Avenue.
Clearly, such eutsids dining activities, which will be most prevalent during the nighttime hours, will -
have more than an minimal impact on our homeowners” use and quiet enjoyment of their homes.

The Association and its members are also concerned with the increase in traffic, both vehicular and
pedestrian, that will result from the planned expansion, as well as the parking congestion that will
occur on the streets surrounding Pier Colony. The project proposes to add 10,527 sq. ft. of retail,
5,705 sq. ft. of restaurants, and 21,441 sq. ft of office space without providing for any additional
parking. The increase in traffic to and from the Pavilion generated by the new restaurant and retail
space combined with the lack of any additional parking will only contribute to the already congested
conditions on the streets immediately surrounding Pier Colony. In addition, the year-long
construction of the project is expected to result in interruptions to traffic circulation, including
pedestrian and bicycle flow, which will interfere with our homeowners’ ability to access their homes.

The owners at Pier Colony are further concerned with the effect that the development will have on
the value of their homes. The increased noise and light emissions from the expansion will inevitably
impact the desirability of the homes in Pier Colony, and the proposed construction of a four-story
building will significantly impair the view and light from condominium homes located on the
northwest side of Pier Colony. As planned, the four-story building will exceed maximum height
requirements of the Zoning Code and Specific Plan, requiring the granting of a variance, a variance
without any factual basts and totally contrary to the laws of California. The reduction in front
sethack along PCH and planned infilling of open arcade areas within the footprint of the existing
building with a four-story structure will essentially block-in the residential complex and eliminate
the existing views of condominiums bordering the Pavilion. The impact on views from the
condominiums has not been addressed in the Mitigated Negative Declaration and will adversely
affect property values.

For all of the reasons stated above, as well as the dictates of common decency, the Huntington Pier
Colony Homeowners Association, whose members will be greatly impacted by the construction and
existence of the proposed expansion, objects to the proposed project and urges the Planning
Commission not to adopt the Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration.
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Ethan Edwards
City of Huntington Beach

Planning & Building Department

July 11,2012
Page -3-

The proposed structure is an eyesore and inconsistent with the architectural theme for the area. Why,
so the developer can have roof top dining and drinking all to the extreme detriment of the citizens
of Huntington Beach. At best, approval would surely create a private and public nuisance for the
residential units next door and the public at large.

~ Should you have any questions concerning the foregoirig, please do not hesitate to contact this office.

JP/SF/jk

ce.

Board of Directors,

Very truly yours,

FELDSOTT & LEE

By: /Av - m V ) 7
JACQUELINE PAG

By:

(’_\%Tﬁ\!LEY FELDSOTF "

Huntington Pier Colony Homeowners Association
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Council Member Keith Bohr

Council Member Joe Carchio

Council Member Matthew Harper
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Comtnissioner Blair Farley
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City of Huntington Beach papt. of Planning

Planning & Building Department & Buiiding

ATTN: Ethan Edwards
2000 Main St.
Huntington Beach, CA 92648

Re: Pierside Pavilion Expansion Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration No. 11-007
Dear Mr. Edwards,

| am writing to express the following concerns with the Pierside Pavilion Expansion Draft
Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND} No. 11-007.

Land Use and Planning

Visitor-Serving Commercial Overlay

The General Plan consistency analysis on p. 6 of the MND states:

“The proposed project utilizes mixed-vertical uses in accordance with the
patterns and distribution of use within the Land Use Map of the City of
Huntington Beach General Plan. Commercial uses such as retail establishments
will be located within the first story as reguired by the Visitor-Serving
Commercial Overlay, restaurant uses on the second floor and rooftop, and office
uses on the third and fourth floors. The project will be consistent with this
policy.”

However, elsewhere throughout the MND, project narrative, and project plans, there are
references to “retail/office” or “office” uses designated for the additional ground floor square
footage being proposed for this project.

General Plan Coastal Element Policy C1.1.3 states:

“The use of private lands suitable for visitor serving commercial recreational

facilities designed to enhante pubic opportunities for coastal recreation shalf
have priority over private residential, general industrial, or generafl commercial

development, but not over agriculture or coastal-dependent industry.”
(emphasis added)
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The Downtown Specific Plan (DTSP) is the implementation vehicle for the above policy within
the downtown portion of the Coastal Zone. The DTSP defines visitor-serving facilities as:

“Public and private developments that provide accommodations, food, and
services, including hotels, motels, timeshares, campgrounds, restaurants, retail
sales, cultural uses, and amusement areas for tourists.” {emphasis added)

DTSP Section 3.3.1.3 Permitted Uses implements the Coastal Element C 1.1.3 policy giving
priority to visitor-serving commercial uses {emphasis added):

1) Visitor-serving commercial uses are required for all ground floor square footage
in the District 1 Visitor Serving Commercial Overlay, (see Figure 3-22a.):

a) Within the Lake Street overlay, all uses permitted on the ground floor of
District 1 are allowed. In addition, single-family residential, multi-family
residential, and offices are allowed at the ground floor street frontage {see
Figure 3-22hb.}.

The legend for DTSP Figure 3-22a depicting the boundaries of the Visitor Serving
Commercial Overlay states:

“Visitor Serving Commercial Overlay (District 1): Alf ground floor square footage

within the Visitor Serving Commercial Overlay shall be visitor-serving commercial

uses. Non-Visitor Serving Commercial uses may be permitted only above the
ground floor within this overlay area.” (emphasis added})

Note that the DTSP defines the Lake Street Overlay as a use-superset of the Visitor
Serving Commercial Overlay with several additional ground floor uses including offices.
Thus, office uses are not valid ground floor uses within the Visitor Serving Commercial
Overlay or else they would not need to be explicitly enumerated for the Lake Street
Overlay.

The Visitor Serving Commercial Overlay was a suggested DTSP maodification by the
Coastal Commission that was accepted by the city council on August 15, 2011. City staff
supported this modification in their recommendation to council in the August 15, 2011
staff report:

“The Coastal Commission suggested the Visitor-Serving Commercial Overlay
modification to ensure that visitor-serving commercial uses would remain
proportional to other lower priority uses such as residential and office uses in
the areas with the highest volume of visitors, closest to the beach and along
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Main Street. Staff believes this modification is a good compromise and will serve
its intended purpose as well as further the goals of the DTSP to promote tourism
and become a destination for residents and visitors.”

This project’s inclusion of new ground-floor office square footage appears to be
inconsistent with Coastal Element Policy C 1.1.3 and DTSP Section 3.3.13. The staff
language in this section of the MND needs to specifically address the issue of ground-
floor office uses for this project.

Biclogical Resources

Bird Strikes due to Reflective Glass Surfaces

This project proposes a tall expansion building on the coast with a high proportion of the coast-
facing side of the building consisting of glass or other reflective/transparent materials.

Bird strikes were a serious problem with the coastal Brightwater residential development’s
glass perimeter wall until special transparent anti-bird stickers were added.

What potential mitigation strategies exist if the proposed project experiences undue bird
strikes after construction?

Aesthetics

Potential Shade and Shadow Impacts to Pler Colony

This project proposes an expansion building where the 76ft-tall edge of the new building is just
50ft away from the adjacent Pier Colony residential building. Pier Colony residents are
concerned about potential shade and shadow impacts, yet no impact studies have been done
as part of this MND.

The recent Beach-Warner Mixed Use and Beach-Ellis Mixed Use projects are approximately the
same height as the proposed project but are located at greater distance from sensitive
residential uses, yet shade and shadow impact studies were performed per discretionary BECSP
mitigation measure MM 4.1-1.

The DTSP lacks a similar shade/shadow mitigation measure, but does include mitigation
measure CR 4.1-1 that limits light spill onto adjacent properties. But light and shadow are two
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sides of the same coin, and due to the close proximity of Pier Colony, understanding of the
potential shadow impacts would be prudent.

Third Street Public View Corridor

General Plan Coastal Element Policy C 4.2.3 reguires preservation of public view corridors:

“Promote the preservation of significant public view corridors to the coastal
corridor, including views of the sea and the wetlands through strict application
of local ordinances, design guidelines and related planning efforts, including
defined view carridors.”

The original Pierside Pavilion / Pier Colony project {aka Main Pier Phase |) was entitled by CUP
88-7 and CUP 88-3. This project included the vacation of Third Street between Walnut and PCH
in order to consolidate two full blocks into a single project, with the visitor-serving uses on the
half of the site west of Third Street, and the residential portion on the half of the site east of
Third Street. The April 5, 1988 planning commission staff report notes that:

“The residential portion of the project, located on the eastern half of the parcel
farthest from Main Street and the pier, has been designed as a separate use
from the adjacent visitor-serving uses through the use of view, light and air
corridors.”

The view corridor described above corresponds to vacated Third Street.

The planning commission approved the project on April 5, 1988, and subsequently approved
final Conditions of Approval on April 19, 1988. However, this project was conditioned to be
dependent on Downtown Specific Plan changes that were pending before the city council.
Quoting selected passages from the planning commission April 19, 1988 Notice of Action:

“Conditional Use Permit No. 88-7 and Coastal Development Permit No. 88-3 shall
not become effective until the proposed revisions to the Downtown Specific Plan
are approved by City Councit and in effect.”

“Tentative Tract No. 13478 shall not become effective until the proposed
revisions to the Downtown Specific Plan have been approved by City Council and
are in effect.”




“This approval represents conceptual approval only; detailed plans must be
submitted for review and the aforementioned conditions completed prior to
final approval.”

Thus final approval for this project was being deferred until after the pending DTSP
modifications enacted by Ordinance 2942 were in effect on June 15, 1988. This ordinance
made a substantial number of modifications, including the following:

“5.4.2.15 Street Vacations. The following conditions will apply to City vacation of
streets and alleys for consolidation of parcels greater than one block in size.

{f} Any development proposing the vacation of streets intei’secting PCH in
District #2 and District #3 shall provide a view corridor not less than the width of
the former street between Walnut Avenue and PCH. In addition, horizon view
corridors shall be maintained in District #10. No structures greater than five (5)
feet in height shall be allowed within such view corridor. A pedestrian easement
ten (10) feet wide shall be provided through the development generally parallel .
to the vacated street.”

This project was located in District #3 under the numbering scheme then in effect and
was thus subject to the view corridor preservation requirement due to the vacation of
Third Street.

The city council approved a second amended DDA on June 27, 1988, that laid out the
obligétions of each party including the subsequent sequencing of future milestones
including the street vacation which apparently had not yet occurred at the time the DDA
amendment was approved.

This project returned to the planning commission on October 4, 1988, for plan
modifications that were not spelled out in the minutes (I lack the staff report for that
meeting). The project returned again to the planning commission for review of updated
architectural elevations on December 6, 1938.

At some point that [ was unable to determine from city clerk archives, what was once a
single tract map (TTM 13478) split into two separate final tract maps (TR 13478 for the

residential portion, and TR 13722 for the visitor-serving portion) that were approved by
the city council on March 20, 1989 and recorded with the county on August 2, 1989.

Both final tract maps recorded with the county depict Third Street between Walnut and
PCH, so apparently it had not yet been vacated by the time the maps were recorded.




But long story short from this history lesson is that several key approvals for the project
occurred after DTSP section 5.4.2.15 was added requiring preservation of street

vacation public view corridors.

This view corridor was recognized in later projects. In a letter from applicant Jonathan
P. Chodos to the RDA regarding a February 20, 1990, presentation about the Pierside
Village project on the seaward side of PCH, a viewshed analysis map is included that
depicts the Third Street view corridor (see Exhibit 1).

Contemporary Google Earth aerial imagery as well as a site visit confirms the presence
of a public view corridor in the former Third Street location. The aeriat width of the
corridor is somewhat difficult to ascertain based on the information available to me and
so evaluating the extent of any encroachments is imprecise, but it appears that the two
existing stairwells may be in violation of the DTSP 5.4.2.15 five foot height limit in effect
at the time of their construction.

Sheet A-0 (“Site Plan / Landscape”) depicts the new footprint of the proposed
expansion. Present on this sheet are two vertical dashed lines appearing to correspond
to the Third Street vacation with the notation “60°0” View Corridor” in the very smallest
of fonts which is only readable in the native PDF copy of the plans (this is the exact
reason | ask for native PDFs). This sheet depicts major encroachment of the expansion
into the view corridor by as much as approximately 16-17ft in places.

staff needs to explain how this apparent encroachment into a public view corridor is
consistent with Coastal Element Policy C 4.2.3 and the DTSP $.4.2.15 section under
which the corrider preservation was first obligated.

At the time of this writing {July 15, 2012} there is currently uncertainty as to whether the city
has actually vacated Third Street between Walnut and PCH. The original project entitiements
and the DDA clearly proposed the vacation of Third Street. The Public Works Project
Implementation Code Requirements memo attachment page number 4.6 for the proposed
project refers to “the vacated 3™ St”. So Public Works apparently considered the street to be
vacated at the time the project requirements memo was written.

But on the other hand, the city clerk’s archives contain no record of the street being vacated,
and the project applicant asserts that the street was never vacated and thus no view corridor
preservation obligation exists.

It is instructive to return to the language of DTSP S.4.2.15 that the original entitlements were
subject to — “Any development proposing the vacation of streets intersecting PCH in District #2
and District #3 shall provide a view corridor not less than the width of the former street




between Walnut Avenue and PCH” {(emphasis added). According to that language, the view
corridor preservation obligation was incurred by proposing the vacation and thus it should be
irrelevant that the city may have dropped the ball and committed a clerical error by not
following through on finalizing the vacation.

If Third Street was not vacated as per prior plans for this site, then contemporary vacation of
the street might trigger the requirements of current DTSP Section 3.2.5 Street Vacations,
quoted in part as follows:

“Any development proposing the vacation of streets intersecting Pacific Coast Highway in
District 1 shall provide a view corridor that meets the following criteria:

1)} Shall be located between Walnut Avenue and Pacific Coast Highway.

2) Width shall be no less than the former right-of-way.

3} No permanently installed solid structures greater than 42" in height shall be allowed
within such view corridor.

4) A minimum 10’ wide public pedestrian easement shall be provided through the
development generally parallel to the vacated street.”

Planning staff needs to clarify the status of Third Street, whether there is a view corridor that
needs to be preserved free of encroachments from the proposed building envelope, and which
DTSP language applies to said view corridor.

Sincerely,

Wk D. Rivky

Mark D. Bixby

17451 Hillgate Ln

Huntington Beach, CA 92649-4707
phone: 714-625-0876

email: mark@bixby.org

Attachments:
Exhibit 1 — Chodos Pierside Village letter map depicting Third Street view corridor
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July 14,2012

Ethan Edwards

Associate Planner

City of Huntington Beach
Planning & Building Department
2000 Main Street

Huntington Beach, CA 92648
Via Fax 714-374-1648
Email:eedwards @surfcity-hb.org
Hand deliver 7/14/2012

RE: Comments to the proposed project “Pierside Pavilion Expansion”
Dear Sir:

My wife and I are the original owner and resident of a property at Pier Colony (200 Pacific
Coast Highway), and are writing this in response to the proposed project “Pierside Pavilion
Expansion”

The Project:

It is my understanding that the proposed project will expand the current building at 300 Pacific
Coast Highway (Pierside Pavilion) significantly. The portion of the building between Pier
Colony and Pierside Pavilion closest to Walnut Ave will be extended closer to Pier Colony, and
a new building will be built in addition to the current building at the southeast corner of the
existing building. From the meeting on 7/10, it would appear that the driving factor behind this
addition is to add to existing office space available to the current office tenant. A, significant
portion of the new addition will be devoted to an unknown restaurant with the intention of
increasing foot traffic for the current tenant Sparks. Space will be reserved as per the cities
requirements on the ground floor for visitor serving commercial use.

My concerns with the project are outlined as follows:

A: Residential Buffers

As per Section 3.2.21 of the Downtown Specific Development Plan, residential buffers are to be
left between commercial businesses and residential areas. According Lo section 2, nojse and
odor generating activities associated with commercial activity are not permitted within 50° of 4
residential area. The proposed restaurant is within 50° of the edge of Pier Colony, and by
definition an alcohol serving restaurant with outdoor seatin g will create both noise and odor.
The map included on the Downtown Specitic Development Plan did not specifically show on jt
the area between Pier Colony and Pierside Pavilion, but by definition should be included.

B: Public Open Space

As per Section 3.3.1.15 of the Downtown Specific Development Plan, Public Open Space, part
1 states that “Public open space and pedestrian access shall be required for development
projects i



order to assure a predominantly visitor-serving, pedestrian orientation.” While in theory areas of
the ground floor of the proposed development have been set aside for that purpose, no concrete
tenants have been shown as interested in the property. In addition, even current tenants in the
existing building do not seem to meet the definition of visjtor serving, Vacancy and turnover
rates in that area of the building are high, and while empty storefronts may satisfy the letter of
the Jaw as per the development plan, they obviously do not fit the spirit of the plan.

C: Landscaping and Greenery :

As per Section 3.3.1.15 of the Downtown Specific Development Plan, Public Open Space, part
5 states that “30% minimum of the public open space arca shall contain landscaping, including
shade trees, accent trees, and other soft landscaping. Hard surfaced areas and specialty paving
shall also be incorporated into the public open space design.” According to the plans released by
the developer, 1,555 square feet of the 8,880 squarc feet of Open space is considered
landscaped. This is 17.5%. In addition, from the plans released by the developer, it would
appear that some of the area considered landscaped would actually be area considered fo be a
part of Pier Colony. This should not be included in the calculations for Pierside Pavilion.

D: Public View

As per Section 3.3.1.14 of the Downtown Specific Development Plan, “Development proposals
in District 1 located between Pacific Coast Highway and Walnut Avenue shall include a public
view analysis. Setbacks may be increased and site coverage, density and building heights may
be reduced as necessary to protect public views of the ocean. Provision of public viewing
locations from within a development may be required to offset adverse impacts of the
development proposal on public views of the ocean.” I have not seen any public release of said
public view analysis.

This proposed development will severely curtail the views of the ocean from Walnut Ave,
Based on the drawings released by the developer; views of the ocean will be decreased by 50%
from the south side of that pedestrian corridor, and a similar amount from the northern side of
the pedestrian corridor.

E: Safety.

The proposed development extends the western edge of the building to approximately 10’ from
Pacific Coast Highway. This replaces a very large public open space that is a community
gathering area for many. The pedestrian corridor between Pier Colony and Pierside Pavilion is a
heavily (rafficked route to the ocean from intand arcas. and the addition of a new buiiding will
force all of that traffic closer 1o Pacific Coast Highway, a high speed thoroughfare.
Vehicle/pedestrian interactions are virtually unavoidable, and will most likely eventually resuit
in a lawsuit against the city.

The addition of planters and trees at the immediate border between the sidewalk and the road
has the potential to decrease driver visibility of the sidewalk as well as increase the severity of
potential vehicular accidents in that area. The area between 2" Street and Main Street, on
Pacific Coast Highway, has a huge volume of pedestrian traffic, particularly in the summer.
Instances can be observed daily where pedestrians are Jjaywalking there, or trying to cut across
traffic lanes to beat the walk signal to cross Pacific Coast Highway. Reducing the ability of
drivers on Pacific Coast Highway to observe the entirety of the sidewalk can only lead to
accidents. Unfortunately too. the downtown area does see a significant number of drivers




driving under the influence of alcohol, and adding more distractions and obstacles within the
immediate vicinity of the street can only lead to an increase in both the number as well as
severity of accidents.

F: Fumre Development.

In Section 1.4.3.6 of the Downtown Specific Development Plan, Pedestrian Environment, the
Plan states “In addition to issues with parking, development standards, and design guidelines, a
focus of concern in the downtown is the pedestrian nature of the area. It is crucial that the
downtown be a pedestrian-oriented environment. There is also a desire to minimize the areas of
pedestrian and vehicle conflict to direct pedestrian traffic flows away from vehicle traffic flows,
as well as a desire to accommodate bicycle interplay.”

Looking south down Pacific Coast Highway from Main Street, there are currently wide
sidewalks and open areas leading south. The addition of a new building in the proposed location
will serve as a natural pedestrian block, preventing pedestrian traffic from progressing south on
Pacific Coast Highway. Given that there are developments in several stages of completion
throughout that area, reducing pedestrian traffic towards those areas will inhibit further growth.
For any future growth to be successful in the block to the south of the current Dairy Queen,
pedestrian traffic must naturally flow from Main Street.

Gt Decreased width of alleyway/pedestrian access to ocean

As a part of this proposed development, the existing pedestrian corridor between Pier Colony
and Pierside Pavilion will be narrowed. There is currently a private access open space on the
second floor balcony along the southern edge of the building, underneath which is public access
open area. This ground floor public access open space represents between 30%-50% of the
width of the corridor leading to the ocean from Walnut Ave. Extending the ground floor of the
existing building south will significantly decrease the access to the ocean from Walnut Ave,

H: Noise

The city of Huntington Beach commissioned a study to determine the potential noise impacts of
the proposed project. As a part of this, long term (4 day) readings were taken of ambient noise
levels in the pedestrian corridor between Pier Colony and Pierside Pavilion. These readings
were taken from Friday, October 28 2011 through Monday, October 31 2011,

As pointed out in city documentation, the downtown area experiences significant seasonality in
traffic patterns, with peak pedestrian traffic occurring between Memorial Day and Labor Day
every year. I question the validity of a noise study performed in late fall, when pedestrian traffic
is at & minimum.

In addifion, 4 significant amount of the measured noise is coming from the existing Black Bull
restaurant and bar at the southeastern corner of the project, a use that has already been the
source of a multitude of noise complaints.

The noise study itself uses measurements taken 10 years prior to this study at a restaurant in
Rancho Mirage, which is a small (10% population of Hunungton Beach, treading toward an
older demographic) town in the Palm desert. Nowhere in the noise study are details of the
measurements laken, or their relevance to the proposed development. At a bare minimum, detaj)
should be included showing the nuraber of tables, any on site mitigation at the reference
location, foot traffic at the reference location. and some detail on microphone heights used in
testing. In addition, the testing was performed in January of 2002 The Palm Springs area. like




downtown Huatington Beach, will experience seasonality in their visitors, and I question if
measurements taken in January would match those taken at a time when visitors to the area are
at their peak. ‘
The noise study assumes that noise from the proposed developmment will propagate from the
source outward equally; while this proposed development will be at both corners of what is
proposed to be essentially a long hard lined tunnet (the pedestrian corridor between Pler Colony
and Pierside Pavilion). This corridor already has the propensity to channel and focus sound; the
proposed narrowing will only exacerbate that situation. Some modifications to the
measurements need to be made to account for this impact. In addition, the proposed new
restaurant will cover 2 floors, both with outside seating, and the noise impact of each should be
evaluated both separately as well as in conjunction with the other.

Further study should be done to determine the impact of the noise at multiple elevations. Pier
Colony has homeowners on 4 floors; a thorough noise study mmst include the impact at each
level of the residential area given that the proposed development plans to include noise
generating aspects on multiple floors.

In addition, the noise impact study did nothing to account for the narrowing of the pedestrian
corridor between Pier Colony and Pierside Pavilion. Assuming pedestrian traffic remains the
same or increases with the addition of new businesses in that area, channeling those same
people through a smaller area, now covered in glass and concrete, will increase the intensity of
noise in the residential area.

I: Construction Noise

Construction is anticipated to last 12 months, with self imposed hours of operation between
8AM and SPM. (Shrs per day) Based on the noise study submitted, the noise involved in the
construction will range from a fow of 76dB in the Physical Improvements stage to a high of
89dB in the Site Preparation stage. Again, I would challenge these estimations, as the majority
of the work will be performed in an area that is basically a narrow concrete tunnel, which has a
propensity to focus and reflect sound rather than allow it to dissipate.

Even should these assumptions prove to be accurate, these are very high sound levels to subject
a residential area to. According to OSHA, 21CFR Part 1910, “Protection against the effects of
noise exposure shall be provided when sound levels exceeded those shown in Table G- 167
(Z1CFR 1910.95(a)). The accompanying table shows sound levels down to 85dB, which is
within even the optimistic estimates shown on the noise study. These noise levels are
considered by OSHA 1o be dangerous, and would require mitigation even in an industrial
facility, let alone 4 residential area.

J: Design

As per Section [.4.3.5 of the Downtown Specific Development Plan, Design Character,
“Existing design regulations encourage adherence to a Mediterranean style of architecture. A
desire exists to provide opportunities for a broader interpretation of the Mediterranean
architectural style. The revised design guidelines found in this Specific Plan encourage this
architectural variation in downtown.”

Both Pier Colony and the existing building at Pierside Pavilion were designed with the
Mediterranean style of architecture in mind, and the two buildings complement each other.
While there is room within the Downtown Specific Development Plan for 2 broader
interpretation of the Mediterranean style of archirecture. the plans as shown thus far by the




developer bave been a significant departure from that. Case in point, at the meeting on 7/10, the
developer explicitly stated that the intention was to create a building that would stand out
visually from the surrounding buildings. This new building would be separate in design from
the remainder of Main Street, and would further serve to isolate anything developed south on
Pacific Coast Highway.

K: Traffic

Traffic along Pacific Coast Highway is already heavy, particularly in the summer months. It is
not uncommon to sit at a red light for multiple cycles before enough room opens up to allow for
traffic to flow through an intersection. Obviously the worst intersections are the three locations
where Pacific Coast Highway intersects the immediate downtown area, and this proposed
development will cause further congestion at each of them. I have not seen a formal traffic
study for this proposed development, has there been one completed?

Conclusions:

Development in the downtown area is a desirable, perhaps even vital opportunity for the city to
grow, and by extension improve property values and quality of life for those of us who are
lucky encugh to reside here. However, these opportunities should not be used by developers to
push upon the city projects that are ill conceived, not within the spirit of the Downtown Specific
Development Plan, and frankly ill-suited to serve the general public.

The proposed development at Pierside Pavilion seems to be a solution looking for a problem,
and does not appear to satisfy many of the provisions of the Downtown Specific Development
Plan. No study has been made as to how this project will impact other developments both
proposed as well as begun, and the proposed project has the potential to inflame further tensions
between neighbors in the downtown area. While not within the purview of this discussion, it
may be worthwhile to study in more detail the true visitor serving aspect of the current building
and 1ssues therein prior to moving forward with this proposal.

Our homeowners association would be happy to discuss our concern with you in greater detail
al your convenience, and I lock forward to hearing your responses to my comments. If the
proposed project does go forward, I reserve my right to pursue any and all options available to
me to appeal the decision, both through administrative appeals as well as via the court system.
Thank You for your time
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July 11,2012

Ethan Edwards

Associate Planner RECEIVED
City of Huntington Beach

Planning & Building department juL 1612012
2000 Main St '

Dept. of Planning

Huntington Beach, Ca. 92648 2 Building

Dear Mr. Edwards:

My name is Gary Baker and I am a resident/property owner of Pier Colony
located at 200 Pacific Coast Hwy. Huntington Beach, directly adjacent to the proposed
expansion for Pierside Pavilion, located at 300 Pacific Coast Hwy.

I am asking you to consider several areas of great impact that this project will
have on our community and to deny the Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) for the
Pierside Pavilion Expansion project.

Noise

With the expansion and the new roof top dining area and reopening of public
spaces (terraces) the noise impact will be greatly increased resonating directly in the
living spaces of Pier Colony residents. I am sure you are aware of our on shore air flow
patterns and that this proposed project will push the noise directly into the living spaces.
Also the “corridor” as it is referred to will also resonate the noise from skateboarding,
foot traffic, etc. The new proposed building will create a tunnel effect causing an echo
effect from the glass and concrete building. Being solid and straight by design, the sound
has no where to go but to the adjacent residential homes.

Safety

The creation of the new wall of glass building will be a potential for crime, break
tns, drug dealing, and an excellent hiding place for late night activities. The new building
would create protection for the criminal as law enforcement would not be able to have
direct view on break-ins, vandalism, fights, dealing of drugs, homeless, etc. We know
this is a probable situation as when the renovation of the Mann Theater was happening
the construction trailer was a bathroom, drug dealing, fight arca as well as homeless
Jiving under the trailer. Not attractive to our tourism traffic. Several of Pier Colony
residents had unwanted persons on their patio/ balconies.

Traffic

As you know traffic, parking etc. is a premium in downtown Huntington Beach.
Currently during our peak season (May thru Sept) public parking garages are full, strect
parking is full and traffic is bustling, searching for a parking space. Again we know how
much impact this has as the city has provided the civic center with shuttle service to help
eliminate some of this problem. With the expansion project more auto and foot traffic
will be congesting our streets. This will not help our tourism, our local retailers, and
downtown businesses. The request for a variance, 15 feet from Pacific Coast Hwy, would
surely be a possible tragedy for the pedestrian traffic, strollers, bicycles, etc. that the
Hyatt, Waterfront Hilton, and eventually Pacific City hope to bring to-our downtown
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Ethan Edwards

Associate Planner

City of Huntington Beach
Planning & Building department
Page 2

In the Downtown Specific Plan 2.5.6 Special permits shall only be allowed when,
in the opinion of the approval authority, significantly greater benefits from the project can
be provided than would occur if all the minimum requirements were met. It goes on to
state that it not to be detrimental to the general health, welfare, safety and convenience of
the neighborhood or city in general, nor detrimental or injurious to the “value of
property” or improvements of the neighborhood or of the city in general. Clearly this
building would greatly affect the property value of Pier Colony
In 3.2.14 # 7 states all buildings shall be sited to reduce odor, noise, light and glare and
visual and other conflicts between commercial and residential uses. This proposed
building is not consistent with the current architecture of Huntington Beach downtown,
plus adding a four story building fifteen feet (actually 13° after trees and planters) from
Pacific Coast Hwy cannot be pleasing to the eye or a warm reception for our tourism
traffic.

In 4.2.1.2 # Buildings should be designed to take advantage of ocean view by providing
windows, balconies, stairway landings and other design features. Pier Colony has met
these requirements and the Pierside Expansion would drastically reduce the view,
interfere with lifestyle, and general well being for Pier Colony residents and guests.

I am sure you are aware of the original CUP no.88-7 dated April 5, 1988 where it
states that the “residential portion of the project shall be elevated to a maximum of 8 feet
above existing grade for the creation of a greater physical separation of the residential
from the commercial portions of this project” this tells me that the planning commission
truly recognized that residential and commercial should maintain as much separation as
possible. Furthermore the planning commission put in place that the residential could
have a site coverage of 59% whereas the commercial site coverage 60%. And as I add the
existing Pierside Pavilion 89,415 and their proposed 37,173, this brings their site
coverage to a total of 126,588. The total of the two parcels (based on CUP 88-7) are
170,912 sq ft, and with the Pierside Expansion, the commercial site coverage would be
approx 75%.

Tt also states that the numbers of residential units were reduced from 160 to 130 to
create a greater separation between residential and commercial portions of the project,
provide for a better overall building profile and “to provide greater view opportunities”
Pier Colony was built with greater upper building setbacks to enhance the ocean
experience. The Pierside expansion hopes to build a 4 story building just 15 feet from
Pacific Coast Hwy with only one small setback.

This Proposed Expansion (MND) should not be allowed. There are many other
opportunities for the developer to maximize the open area courtyard without infringing
on their good neighbors, citizens, and visitors of Huntington Beach.

Looking forward to your response.
Thank you

Vi

y Baker




RECEIVED

131012
Ethan Edwards Dept. o_f Eianning
Associate Planner & Building
HB Planning & Bldg Dept.
2000 Main Street

Huntington Beach, CA92648

Mr. Edwards:

T am a resident of Pier Colony, which would be adjacent to the Pierside
Pavilion Expansion proposed for 300 Main Street in Huntington Beach.

As a resident of the downtown area for more than 12 years, I know that
any project of this nature will have a very adverse effect on the entire
downtown area. Not only does it add another bar to a community over-
saturated with them, you can be sure that crime and health violations by
inebriated patrons will increase and seriously impact the quality of life that
we enjoy and further tarnish the reputation of our city in this regard.

In addition, the community will lose the open space of the original design
of 300 Main Street. "Wedging" the 4-story building of the new project
between two complementary and compatible buildings that now co-exist
there, will be an eyesore and probably encourage further development
once the architectural beauty we currently enjoy is destroyed.

Too many residents, citizens and visitors to our beautiful downtown area
will be victimized by this project that has no apparent "upside." Let's not
compromise all the design integrity invested in our downtown renewal.
The expansion is of value only to the developer, who seeks to profit from
the talent and dedication of those who preceded him.

Very truly yours,
: "%)ﬁf;//? ol

Robert Bryant

Unit 348 Pier Colony

200 Pacific Coast Highway
Huntington Beach, CA 92648
714-960-6091




July 13", 2012
Ethan Edwards
Associate Planner RECEINVED
City of Huntington Beach
Planning & Building Department

RE: Mitigated Negative Declaration of the Pierside Pavilion Expansion
Dear Mr. Edwards,

| am writing to oppose the adoption of the Mitigated Negative Declaration No. 11-007 for the Project Title Pierside Pavilion

Expansion.

| own unit 320 in Pier Colony, and | have been living here for 8 years. | moved to Huntington Beach a few years after |
completed college, and purchased my first property here in the condominium complex. Up until about 4 years ago or
whenever the Biack Bull Chophouse was introduced to downtown, | had enjoyed a very peaceful and quiet living situation.
With the introduction of the Black Bull, my weekend days are now interrupted by drunken patrons smoking on the outdoor
patio for brunch and dinner, and my nights are long with the dull thud of bass vibrations and fights in the 3" street corridor
right below my bedroom. | befieve that the City was sold a false bill of goods with regard to what the Black Bull was supposed
to be, and 1 don't want to see that repeated with this new Pierside Pavilion expansion project. The Black Bull has an outside
“dining patio” and at this point, | think everyone knows that it more of a designated smoking and drinking area then itis a
place to sit down and enjoy a meal. Below are my concerns with the proposed Pierside Pavilion expansion that will add to the
negative experience that | have had with Pierside Pavilion tenants over the past several years.

Faulty noise analysis relating to this MND

1. The noise analysis that is submitted as a part of this MND was not performed diligently. The contractor that was
hired by the City did not take into account the noise levels as heard by Pier Colony residents from either the Pier
Colony balconies, or inside the Pier Colony living spaces. The results that you see in the report are not representative
of what can actually be heard from our building. This noise analysis needs to be performed again, and needs to take
the comments above into consideration.

2. The addition of another outdoor dining area, just like the Black Bull patic, will introduce more disruptive behavior,
such as intoxicated patrons and after-hours activity on the 3" street corridor. [f you do not already know, the
corridor between the two buildings acts as a sound chamber and all noises in this alleyway are amplified. For
example, | can throw a dime off my 3" floor balcony and hear it hit the ground and roll, in the middle of the day with
heavy traffic on both sides of the corridor. You can only imagine how loud voices are at 2am.

| hope that you will consider the points in this letter before approving this project. Please contact me with any questions, or if
you would like to survey the proposed building site from the viewpoint of my condo unit.

Sincerely,

Jeft Smith
200 PCH #320 Pier Colony
805-708-4290
jsmith@govplace.com




Bill Garrisi
200 Pacific Coast Highway, #123
Huntington Beach, CA 92648
Ethan Edwards
Associate Planner
City of Huntington Beach
Planning & Building Department
2000 Main Street
Huntington Beach, CA 92648

RE: Comments to the proposed project “Pierside Pavilion Expansion”
Dear Sir:

I am an owner and resident of a property at Pier Colony {200 Pacific Coast Highway), and am writing this in
response to the proposed project “Pierside Pavilion Expansion”. Based on the information given in the project
documentation, | believe this proposed project would not be an asset to the downtown area. Some of my
concerns are outlined below, and with that information, | would ask the Mitigated Negative Declaration be
denied.

The Project:

It is my understanding that the proposed project will expand the current building at 300 Pacific Coast Highway
(Pierside Pavilion) significantly. The portion of the building between Pier Colony and Pierside Pavilion closest to
Walnut Ave will be extended closer to Pier Colony, and a new building will be built in addition to the current
building at the southeast corner of the existing building. From the meeting on 7/10, it would appear that the
driving factor behind this addition is to add to existing office space available to the current office tenant. A
significant portion of the new addition will be devoted to an unknown restaurant with the intention of
increasing foot traffic for the current tenant Sparks. Space will be reserved as per the cities requirements on the
ground floor for visitor serving commercial use.

My concerns with the project are outlined as follows:

A: Residential Buffers

As per Section 3.2.21 of the Downtown Specific Development Plan, residential buffers are to be left between
commercial businesses and residential areas. According to section 2, noise and odor generating activities
associated with commercial activity are not permitted within 50 of a residential area. The proposed restaurant
is within 50’ of the edge of Pier Colony, and by definition an alcohol serving restaurant with outdoor seating will
create both noise and odor.

The map included on the Downtown Specific Development Plan did not specifically show on it the area between
Pier Colony and Pierside Pavilion, but by definition should be included.

B: Public Open Space

As per Section 3.3.1.15 of the Downtown Specific Development Plan, Public Open Space, part 1 states that
“public open space and pedestrian access shall be required for development projects in

order to assure a predominantly visitor-serving, pedestrian orientation.” While in theory areas of the ground
floor of the proposed development have been set aside for that purpose, no concrete tenants have been shown
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as interested in the property. In addition, even current tenants in the existing building do not seem to meet the
definition of visitor serving. Vacancy and turnover rates in that area of the building are high, and while empty
storefronts may satisfy the letter of the law as per the development plan, they obviously do not fit the spirit of
the plan.

C: Landscaping and Greenery

As per Section 3.3.1.15 of the Downtown Specific Development Plan, Public Open Space, part 5 states that “30%
minimum of the public open space area shall contain landscaping, including shade trees, accent trees, and other
soft landscaping. Hard surfaced areas and specialty paving shall also be incorporated into the public open space
design.” According to the plans released by the developer, 1,555 square feet of the 8,880 square feet of apen
space is considered tandscaped. This is 17.5%. In addition, from the plans released by the developer, it would
appear that some of the area considered landscaped would actually be area considered to be a part of Pier
Colony. This should not be included in the calculations for Pierside Pavilion.

D: Public View

As per Section 3.3.1.14 of the Downtown Specific Development Plan, “Development proposals in District 1
located between Pacific Coast Highway and Walnut Avenue shall include a public view analysis. Setbacks may be
increased and site coverage, density and building heights may be reduced as necessary to protect public views of
the ocean. Provision of public viewing locations from within a development may be required to offset adverse
impacts of the development proposal on public views of the ocean.” | have not seen any public release of said
public view analysis.

This proposed development will severely curtail the views of the ocean from Walnut Ave. Based on the
drawings released by the developer, views of the ocean will be decreased by 50% from the south side of that
pedestrian corridor, and a similar amount from the northern side of the pedestrian corridor.

E: Safety

The proposed development extends the western edge of the building to approximately 10" from Pacific Coast
Highway. This replaces a very large public open space that is a community gathering area for many. The
pedestrian corridor between Pier Colony and Pierside Pavilion is a heavily trafficked route to the ocean from
inland areas, and the addition of a new building will force all of that traffic closer to Pacific Coast Highway, a high
speed thoroughfare. vehicle/pedestrian interactions are virtually unavoidable, and will most likely eventually
result in a lawsuit against the city.

The addition of planters and trees at the immediate border hetween the sidewalk and the road has the potential
to decrease driver visibility of the sidewalk as well as increase the severity of potential vehicular accidents in
that area. The area between 7™ gireet and Main Street, on Pacific Coast Highway, has a huge volume of
pedestrian traffic, particularly in the summer. Instances can be observed daily where pedestrians are jaywalking
there, or trying to cut across traffic lanes to beat the walk signal to cross Pacific Coast Highway. Reducing the
ability of drivers on Pacific Coast Highway to observe the entirety of the sidewalk can only lead to accidents.
Unfortunately too, the downtown area does see @ significant number of drivers driving under the influence of
alcoho!, and adding more distractions and obstacies within the immediate vicinity of the street can only lead to
anincrease in both the number as well as severity of accidents.

" ¥: Future Development

In Section 1.4.3.6 of the Downtown Specific Development Plan, Pedestrian Environment, the Plan states “in
addition to issues with parking, development standards, and design guidelines, a focus of concern in the
downtown is the pedestrian nature of the area. It is crucial that the downtown be a pedestrian-oriented




environment. There is also a desire to minimize the areas of pedestrian and vehicle conflict to direct pedestrian
traffic flows away from vehicle traffic flows, as well as a desire to accommodate bicycle interplay.”

Looking south down Pacific Coast Highway from Main Street, there are currently wide sidewalks and open areas
leading south. The addition of a new building in the proposed location will serve as a natural pedestrian block,
preventing pedestrian traffic from progressing south on Pacific Coast Highway. Given that there are
developments in several stages of completion throughout that area, reducing pedestrian traffic towards those
areas will inhibit further growth. For any future growth to be successful in the block to the south of the current
Dairy Queen {Pacific City), pedestrian traffic must naturally flow from Main Street.

G: Decreased width of alleyway/pedestrian access to ocean

As a part of this proposed development, the existing pedestrian corridor between Pier Colony and Pierside
Pavilion will be narrowed. There is currently a private access open space on the second floor balcony along the
southern edge of the building, underneath which is public access open area. This ground floor public access
open space represents between 30%-50% of the width of the corridor leading to the ocean from Walnut Ave.
Extending the ground floor of the existing building south will significantly decrease the access to the ocean from
Walnut Ave.

H: Noise

The city of Huntington Beach commissioned a study to determine the potential noise impacts of the proposed
project. As a part of this, long term (4 day) readings were taken of ambient noise [evels in the pedestrian
corridor between Pier Colony and Pierside Pavilion. These readings were taken from Friday, October 28 2011
through Monday, Cctober 31 2011.

As pointed out in city documentation, the downtown area experiences significant seasonality in traffic patterns,
with peak pedestrian traffic occurring between Memorial Day and Labor Day every year. | question the validity
of a noise study performed in late fall, when pedestrian traffic is at a minimum.

In addition, a significant amount of the measured noise is coming from the existing Black Bull restaurant and bar
at the southeastern corner of the project, a use that has already been the source of a multitude of noise
complaints.

The noise study itself uses measurements taken 10 years prior to this study at a restaurant in Rancho Mirage,
which is a small (10% population of Huntington Beach, trending toward an older demographic) town in the Palm
desert. Nowhere in the noise study are details of the measurements taken, or their relevance to the proposed
development. At a bare minimum, detail should be included showing the number of tables, any on site
mitigation at the reference location, foot traffic at the reference location, and some detail on microphone
heights used in testing. In addition, the testing was performed in January of 2002. The Palm Springs area, like
downtown Huntington Beach, will experience seasenality in their visitors, and | question if measurements taken
in January woutd match those taken at a time when visitors to the area are at their peak.

The noise study assumes that noise from the proposed development will propagate from the source outward
equally; while this proposed development will be at both corners of what is proposed to be essentially a long
hard lined tunnel (the pedestrian corridor between Pier Colony and Pierside Pavilion). This corridor already has
the propensity to channel and focus sound; the proposed narrowing will only exacerbate that situation. Some
maodifications to the measurements need to be made to account for this impact. In addition, the proposed new
restaurant will cover 2 floors, both with outside seating, and the noise impact of each should be evaluated both
separately as well as in conjunction with the other.



Further study should be done to determine the impact of the noise at multiple elevations. Pier Colony has
homeowners on 4 floors; a thorough noise study must include the impact at each level of the residential area
given that the proposed development plans to include noise generating aspects on multiple floors.

In addition, the noise impact study did nothing to account for the narrowing of the pedestrian corridor between
Pier Colony and Pierside Pavilion. Assuming pedestrian traffic remains the same or increases with the addition
of new businesses in that area, channeling those same people through a smaller area, now covered in glass and
concrete, will increase the intensity of noise in the residential area.

I; Construction Noise

Construction is anticipated to last 12 months, with self imposed hours of operation hetween 8AM and 5PM.
{(9hrs per day) Based on the noise study submitted, the noise involved in the construction will range from a low
of 76dB in the Physical Improvements stage to a high of 89dB in the Site Preparation stage. Again, | would
challenge these estimations, as the majority of the work will be performed in an area that is basically a narrow
concrete tunnel, which has a propensity to focus and reflect sound rather than allow it to dissipate.

Even should these assumptions prove to be accurate, these are very high sound levels to subject a residential
area to. According to OSHA, 21CFR Part 1910, “Protection against the effects of noise exposure shall be
provided when sound levels exceeded those shown in Table G-16” (21CFR 1910.95(a)). The accompanying table
shows sound levels down to 85dB, which is within even the optimistic estimates shown on the noise study.
These noise levels are considered by OSHA to be dangerous, and would require mitigation even in an industrial
facility, let alone a residential area.

J: Design

As per Section 1.4.3.5 of the Downtown Specific Development Plan, Design Character, “Existing design
regulations encourage adherence to a Mediterranean style of architecture. A desire exists to provide
opportunities for a broader interpretation of the Mediterranean architectural style. The revised design
guidelines found in this Specific Plan encourage this architectural variation in downtown.” Further guidelines for
this can be found in Section 3.2.14, Mixed Use Projects. In subsection 3 “Architectural style and use of quality
materials shall be consistent throughout an entire mixed-use project”. in Subsection 7 “All buildings shall be
sited to reduce odor, noise, light and glare, and visual and other

conflicts between commercial and residential uses.”

Both Pier Colony and the existing building at Pierside Pavilion were designed with the Mediterranean style of
architecture in mind, and the two buildings complement each other. While there is room within the Downtown
Specific Development Plan for a broader interpretation of the Mediterranean style of architecture, the plans as
shown thus far by the developer have been a significant departure from that. Case in point, at the meeting on
7/10, the developer explicitly stated that the intention was 1o create a building that would stand out visually
from the surrounding buildings. This new building would be separate in design from the remainder of Main
street, and would further serve to isolate anything developed south on Pacific Coast Highway.

In addition, District 2 of the Downtown Specific Development Plan (Pacific City), details setbacks, distance from
Pacific Coast Highway, and other design requirements that will allow the proposed Pacific City development to
blend in with the current architecture and look of the existing buildings at Pier Colony and Pierside Pavilion.
Should the proposed building go forward as planned at Pierside Pavilion, the existing design criteria for Pacific
City will serve to further emphasize the differences between all other construction along Pacific Coast Highway
and the proposed Pierside Pavilion expansion.




I: Traffic

Traffic along Pacific Coast Highway Is already heavy, particularly in the summer months. It is not uncommon to
sit at a red light for multiple cycles before enough room opens up to allow for traffic to flow through an
intersection. Obviously the worst intersections are the three locations where Pacific Coast Highway intersects
the immediate downtown area, and this proposed development will cause further congestion at each of them. |
have not seen a formal traffic study for this proposed development, has there been one completed?

. Conclusions:
Development in the downtown area is a desirable, perhaps even vital opportunity for the city to grow, and by
extension improve property values and quality of life for those of us who are lucky encugh to reside here,
However, these opportunities should not be used by developers to push upon the city projects that are il
conceived, not within the spirit of the Downtown Specific Development Plan, and frankly ill-suited to serve the
general public.

The proposed development at Pierside Pavilion seems o be a solution looking for a problem, and does not
appear to satisfy many of the provisions of the Downtown Specific Development Plan. No study has been made
as to how this project will impact other developments both proposed as well as in progress, and the proposed
project has the potential to inflame further tensions between neighbors in the downtown area. While not
within the purview of this discussion, it may be worthwhile to study in more detail the true visitor serving aspect
of the current building and issues therein prior to moving forward with this proposal.

Failure to adhere to a strict interpretation of the guidelines set forth in the Downtown Specific Development
Plan would also set a dangerous precedent for future development in the downtown area. There are currently
several vacant lots in the close vicinity of this area, and should the precedent be set that the Downtown Specific
Development Plan can be modified to this extent, any developer interested in building would be expected to
request their own variances. This would make it very difficult to achieve the overall desired look of the
downtown area.

[ would be happy to discuss my concern with you in greater detail at your convenience, and | look forward to
hearing your responses to my comments. If the proposed project does go forward, | reserve my right to pursue
any and all options available to me to appeal the decision, both through administrative appeals as well as via the
court system.

Thank you for your time

M

Bill Garrisi
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA—RUSINESS. TRANSPORTATION AND HOUSING AGENCY Fdmund G. Brovm Jr., Govemor

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

District 12

3337 Michelson Drive, Suite 380 ﬁﬁﬁjgivﬁg
Irvine, CA 92612-8894 ’

Tel: (949) 724-2000 ' N Fi J
For o) ot JUL 162312 oo poner

Dept. of Planning
FAX & MAIL# Building

July 12, 2012

Ethan Edwards File: IGR/CEQA
Associate Planner ‘ SCH#: 2012061044
City of Huntington Beach Log #: 3018

2000 Main Street : SR-1

Huntington Beach, CA 92648

Slibject: 300 Pacific Coast Highway (PCH) at Main Street
Dear Mr. Edwards,

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the Pierside Pavilion Expansion, Draft
Mitigated Negative Declaration No. 11-007. The proposed project would result in construction of a
Four story structure 90 feet high, approximately 27,772 square feet of Mixed-Use for visitor
serving/office building, 9,401 sq. ft. of infill expansion by extending storefronts, adding 10,527 sq. fi. of
retail, 5,705 sq. ft. of restaurant, 21,441 sq. ft. of office, 3,069 sq. {t. outdoor terrace and 6, 146 sq. ft. of
outdoor dining. The nearest State route to the pIOJ ect 1s SR-1.

The California Department of Transportation (Department), District 12 is a commenting agency
on this project and has the following commennts:

1. The Department’s Traffic Operations Branch requests all applicants to use the method
outlined in the latest version of the Highway Capacity Manual (HHCM) when analyzing
traffic impacts on State Transportation Facilities. The use of HCM 1s preferred by the
Department because it is an operational analysis as opposed to the Intersection Capacity
Utilization (ICU) method, which is a planning analysis. In the case of projects that have
direct impacts on State Facilities, the Department recommends that the traffic impact
analysis be based on HCM method. Should the project require an encroachment permit,
Traffic Operations may find the Traffic Impact Study based on ICU methodology
inadequate resulting in possible delay or denial of a permit by the Department. All input
sheets, assumptions and volumes on State Facilities including ramps and intersection

. analysis should be submitted to the Department for review and approval,

“Caltrans improves mobility across California”
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The traffic impact on the state transportation system should be evaluated based on the
Department’s Guide for the Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies which is available at:
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hg/traffops/developserv/operationalsystems/reports/tisguide.pdf.
Please ensure the EIR includes appropriate mitigation measures to offset any potential
impacts. The effect of this project on State facilities will potentially be significant unless
mitigated properly.

2. If any project work (e.g. storage of materials, street widening, emergency access improvements,
sewer connections, sound walls, storm drain construction, street connections, ete.) will occur in
the vicinity of the Department’s Right-of-Way, an encroachment permit 1s required prior to
commencement of work. Please allow 2 to 4 weeks for a complete submittal to be reviewed and
for a permit to be issued. When applying for an Encroachment Permit, please incorporate
Environmental Documentation, SWPPP/ WPCP, Hydraulic Calculations, Traffic Control Plans,
Geotechnical Analysis, Right-of-Way certification and ali relevant design details including
design exception approvals. For specific details on the Department’s Encroachment Permits
procedure, please refer to the Department’s Encroachment Permits Manual. The latest edition of
the manual is available on the web site: http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/traffops/developserv/permits/

3. All work performed within the Departinent’s Right-of~-Way shall be in accordance with the
Department’s Standard Specifications, Standard Plans, Encroachment Permit manual, and the
Califormia MUTCD. '

Please continue to keep us informed of this project and any future developments, which could potentialty
impact State transportation facilities. If you have any questions or need to contact us, please do not
hesitate to contact Farhad Edward Khosravi at ed_khosravi@dot.ca.gov or (949) 724-2338.

W

'sopher Herre, Branch Chief
Local Development/Intergovernmental Review




TO:

FROM:

RECENED

Tess Nguyen, Associate Planner JUL 17 2012
HB Environmental Board Dept. of Planning
& Building

SUBJECT: ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT NO. 11-007 (Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration—

DATE:

Pierside Pavilion Expansion)

July 16, 2012

The Environmental Board reviewed this project on July 5, 2012. We are pleased to provide our comments, and
project suggestions summarized below:

1.

~

Concerns:

. Page 2-3 regarding document readability and clarity:

e The Board is concerned with the readability-and clarity of both the text and aftached diagrams.
Square footage totals in text and summary charts to not match. The PDF document security was
also set to prevent easy demonstration of this problem. This impairs our ability o read and
comment in line, and thus perform our assigned responsibilities.

Traffic flow and Level of Service:

s The Minagar Study results and implications are not sufficiently documented.

Storm water, Flooding, Solid Waste Generation and Sustainability Options:

o The DTSP notes flooding during storms: Section 26 (c) is silent on this topic.

Energy Benchmarking and market competitiveness:

o The large expanse of west facing glass windows and other energy /comfort factors.

e No useful information is provided regarding the ways that cost effective Title 24 — CalGreen
challenges will be addressed in ways that benefit the owner and tenants over the life of this
building.

Land Use Planning
e Section (a), on page 6, paragraph 5 Comment: It is the concern of the Environmental Board

that no accommodation has been made for the removal of the existing public areas and open
space in the proposed construction which was previously designated in the original Pierside
Pavilion.

Request for a Variance

e Section (a), on page 6, paragraph 4 Comment: Less than significant impact - The
Environmental Board agrees, with the stipulation that Bird Strike mitigation efforts be
incorporated into the installation of glass walls, dividers, and/or windows. ‘

V. Air Quality
s Section {a-e), on page 15, paragraph 2, Comment: This is the only reference to refuse

collection. There is no reference to the inclusion of recycling collection containers or services
for the expanded development identified in this Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration
anywhere. This would include containers during the construction phase of the project, and
subsequent long-term recycling collection services. The State of California has mandatory
commercial recycling, as mandated by legislation, AB341.

o Section (a-e), on page 15, paragraph 4, Short Term Construction Comment: This is the only
reference to demolition.




IL.

1.

hitp://www.surfcityusa.com/surf-city-ecotourism/sustainable

8. Utlities and Service Systems

e 2. Clarification/Error Correction Required Section (f) on page 27, paragraph 4, Rainbow
Disposal’s Transfer Station has a design capacity of 4,000 tons per day. Section (f) on page
27, paragraph 5, The reference to the California Integrated Waste Management Board
(CIWMB) is in error. The correct title of this State oversight agency is The California
Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery (CalRecycle), previously known as the
California Integrated Waste Management Board (CIWMB).

» Recycling Services - The Environmental Board is concerned that the reference to commercial
and construction waste does not adequately address the need and incorporation of recycling
for construction and demolition materials (C/D) during the project; nor does it adequately
address the inclusion of commercial recycling containers and the subsequent service of said
recycling of commercial waste for the entire building as mandated by State of CA legislation,
AB341. '

e Omission of AB 341 Section (g) on page 28, paragraph 1There is no reference or defined
requirements regarding State of CA legislation, AB341.

s appropriate recycling of paint products and other stains and varnishes should be identified in
this document.

Project Suggestions

We request the owner utilize these simple and effective tools in order to properly address the
following areas of concern:

1. Justification for accepting a LOS D needs to be better justified and the lack of parking, bike
opportunities, public shuttle services, and related mobility topics identified and addressed.

2. The board suggests that the owner request City Water experts or the HB Chamber of Commerce
Business Sustainable Action Committee to recommend steps to reduce storm water runoff through
landscaping, retention, green roof strategies, etc. as well as HB Chamber/ Visitors Bureau
sustainable restaurant best practices listed herel. The options can reduce your operating costs and
improve your public image.

3. The board suggests energy benchmarking as early as possible in the design stage. Voluntary
LEED criteria are well known, but mandatory energy benchmarking is to become law on January 1,
2013 (AB 531; was AB 1103). The board suggests utilizing known LEED practices for energy
efficiency with window placement, screening, tinting, awnings, landscaping etc.

4. The board suggests accommodation for public areas with seating access, bicycle parking and
community art installations should be incorporated.

5. The board suggests adequate enclosure for both refuse and recycling be included in this proposal
along with collection containers and service contracts. Show how the project will comply with
AB341.

6. The board suggests the addition of onsite recycling throughout the duration of the project. It is
further recommended that a portion of the construction and demolition waste be utilized for public
art on the proposed site.

7. The board suggests the recycling of C/D materials which will significantly address carbon
emissions reduction identified by State of CA legislation, AB32.




In summary, we believe that both public and developer interests in a vibrant, successful, and cite-friendly
project can be reasonably and effectively strengthened through consideration of the above suggestions. As

always, we remain available and eager to assist in any way the stakeholders deem appropriate. Thank you again
for the oppottunity to be of service.

Respectfully submitted

Michael Marshall, Chairman, HB Environmental Board

1. httpy//www.surfcityusa.com/surf-city-ecotourism/sustainable



