L HUNTINGTON BEACH

TO: Planning Commission

FROM: Scott Hess, AICP, Director of Planning and ]E}ujlding
BY: Ethan Edwards, AICP, Associate Planner Sen
DATE: August 14, 2012

SUBJECT: MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION  NO. 11-007/COASTAL
DEVELOPMENT PERMIT NO. 11-012/CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT NO. 11-
02I/ENTITLEMENT PLAN AMENDMENT NO. 11-007/VARIANCE NO. 11-005
(PTERSIDE PAVILION EXPANSION)

APPLICANT: Michael Adams, Michael C. Adams Associates, P.O. Box 382, Huntington Beach, CA 92648
PROPERTY
OWNER: Joe Daichendt, Theory R Properties LLC, 1 Hammond Road, Ladera Ranch, CA 92694

LOCATION: 300 Pacific Coast Highway, 92648 (northeast corner of Pacific Coast Highway and Main Street)

STATEMENT OF ISSUE:

+ Mitigated Negative Declaration No. 11-007 analyzes the potential environmental impacts associated
with the implementation of the proposed project.

+ Coastal Development Permit No. 11-012/Conditional Use Permit No. 11-021 represent a request for
the following:

- To permit the demolition of approximately 400 sq. ft. of the existing structure including an
clevator 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 approximately
9,401 sq. ft. infill expansion by extending existing storefronts;

- To permit the expansion of 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;

- To permit the sale and consumption of alcoholic beverages within the restaurant areas; and,
- To permit shared parking.

¢ Entitlement Plan Amendment No. 11-007 represents a request to amend Conditional Use Permit No.
10-017 to modify the location of the existing retail carts on public and private property.

¢  Variance No. 11-005 represents a request to permit a maximum height of 68 ft. (plus up to 90 ft. for
mechanical housing) in lieu of a maximum height of 45 ft.
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+ Staff’s Recommendation:
+ Approve Mitigated Negative Declaration No. 11-007 based on the project, with mitigation, will
have no significant adverse environmental impacts.

+ Approve Coastal Development Permit No. 11-012, Conditional Use Permit No. 11-021,
Entitlement Plan Amendment No. 11-007 and Variance No. 11-005 with modifications based
upon the following:

Conformance to applicable goals and policies of the General Plan and the provisions of the
DTSP and Zoning Ordinance; and,

The development complies with all minimum development standards with exception of the
requested variance.

+ Staff’s Suggested Modifications:
Coastal Development Permit No. 11-012 and Conditional Use Permit No. 11-021

Require rooftop deck walls (including parapet, mechanical screening, glass screening, etc.) not
to be less than or exceed 42 inches in height.

Rooftop mechanical equipment (and all associated screening) shall be setback 15 feet from the
exterior edges of the building.

Require a full height (floor to ceiling) glass window at the eastern elevation of the outdoor
dining area located on the 2™ floor.

Require that the reference to new office area on the 1% floor plan be removed. Only visitor-
serving commercial uses are allowed anywhere on the ground floor.

Require the Design Review Board (DRB) to review the overall design and building massing of
the proposed project. The recommendation is to review the additions building massing and
consider additional upper-story setbacks, review the proposed colors/materials (including anti-
bird strike solutions) to ensure architectural compatibility with the existing structure and
adjacent buildings and overall Design Guidelines conformance.

Require the roof element of the eastern stairwell to contrast with the existing building roof
design (DRB)

Require that the use of the rooftop deck shall be prohibited until a revised noise study is
submitted that demonstrates compliance with the City’s noise ordinance and the design of the
deck is compatible with the surrounding uses. The noise study shall be submitted to the
Planning Division for review and approval prior to occupancy and use of the roof top deck.

Entitlement Plan Amendment No. 11-007

Revise the proposed cart locations to comply with Conditional Use Permit No. 10-017
(Pierside Pavilion Carts) conditions of approval and code requirements.

Variance No. 11-005

Require that the maximum building height is decreased from top of parapet height of 68° to
62 to match the height of the existing building.
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RECOMMENDATION:

Motion to:

A. “Approve Mitigated Negative Declaration No. 11-007 with findings and mitigation measure
(Attachment No. 1);”

B. “Approve Coastal Development Permit No. 11-012, Conditional Use Permit No. 11-021, Entitlement
Plan Amendment No. 11-007, and Variance No. 11-005 as modified with findings and suggested
conditions of approval {Attachment No. 1).”

ALTERNATIVE ACTION(S):

The Planning Commission may take altemative actions such as:

A. “Deny Mitigated Negative Declaration No. 11-007, Coastal Development Permit No. 11-012,
Conditional Use Permit No. 11-021, Entitlement Plan Amendment No. 11-007, and Variance No. 11-
005 with findings for denial.”

B. “Continue Mitigated Negative Declaration No. 11-007, Coastal Development Permit No. 11-012,
Conditional Use Permit No. 11-021, Entitlement Plan Amendment No. 11-007, and Variance No. 11-
005 and direct staff accordingly.”

PROJECT PROPOSAL:

Mitigated Negative Declaration No. 11-007 analyzes the potential environmental impacts associated with
implementation of the proposed project.

Coastal Development Permit No. 11-012 and Conditional Use Permit No. 11-021 represents a request for
the following:

A. To permit the demolition of 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 approximately 9,401 sq. ft. infill expansion
by extending existing storefronts pursuant to Chapter 245 Coastal Permit of the Huntington Beach
Zoning and Subdivision Ordinance (HBZSO) and Section 3.3.1.3 Permitted Uses of the Downtown
Specific Plan (DTSP).

B. To permit the sale and consumption of alcoholic beverages within the restaurant arcas pursuant fo
Section 3.3.1.3 Permitted Uses of the DTSP.

C. To permit the expansion of 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. ft. of office pursuant to Section 3.3.1.3 Permitted Uses of the
DTSP.

D. To permit shared parking pursuant to Chapter 231 Off-Street Parking and Loading Provisions of the
HBZSO and Section 3.2.26.9 Other Parking Considerations of the DTSP.
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Entitlement Plan Amendment No. 11-007, represents a request to amend Conditional Use Permit No. 10-
017 to modify the location of the existing retail carts on public and private property pursuant to Chapter
241.18 Changed Plans of the HBZSO.

Variance No. 11-0035, represents a request to permit a maximum height of 68 ft. (plus up to 90 ft. for
mechanical housing) in lieu of a maximum height of 45 ft. pursuant to Section 3.3.1.8, Maximum Building
Height, of the DTSP.

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. fi.

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
ground floor storefronts within existing arcades. The table below describes the existing area, proposed
infill area, new building area, and total building area for the project:

| Existing S.F. Pr(;;;al;ﬁl] SF New Building SF Tota?S.F.
Retail 15,406 4,501 5,526 25,433
Office 54,182% 3,323* 18,118 74,501
Restaurant 19,829 1,577 4,128 26,654
TOTAL 89,415 9,401 21,772 126,588

*includes 400 sq. ft. demo area

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 by adding 10,527 sq.
ft. of retail, 5,705 sq. ft. of restaurant, and 21,441 sq. ft. of office. The changes required entitlement plan
amendment applications (discussed in the Background section below) to modify the mix of allowable
uses; however the overall square footage never exceeded the maximum cap of 90,000 sq. ft. The current
request will expand the overall square footage and establish a new cap of approximately 126, 588 sq. ft.,
thus requiring a new conditional use permit and coastal development permit for review and approval.
Approximately 10,027 sq. ft. of retail area is proposed on the first level facing the perimeter of the
building, approximately 5,508 sq. ft. of office space and approximately 1,577 sq. ft. of restaurant mfill
area is located behind or within the interior portions of the first level. Approximately 4,967 sq. ft. of
restaurant area is proposed on the second level and approximately 7,135 sq. ft. of office area is proposed
on the third level and approximately 6,837 sq. ft. of office area is proposed on the forth level
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.
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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 project will be constructed in three overlapping phases over an approximately 12 month period with
all existing businesses to remain open. Phase I 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. The entire work of this
phase will continue for approximately four months, with two months of this time devoted to constructing
the elevator within the new tower.

Phase 11 will commence with the demolition of the existing tower and stairs and the placement of steel
columns and beams through the roof and floor of the first level of the parking structure. The parking
structure will continue to operate during construction; however some existing parking spaces may be
temporarily unavailable. The property will continue to share up to 300 parking spaces within the adjacent
municipal parking structure located at 200 Main Street during the construction phases. The entire Phase
II will encompass seven months of construction time with the use of an on-site crane/hoist and scaffolding
to accomplish mterior and exterior construction.

Phase III will commence upon completion of the addition with renovations to the walkways along PCH,
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 to the ‘drip line’; and
minor cosmetic changes will be made to the building. These include painting of the entire building,
painting the glazing metals to match the new addition, patching and repairing stucco, and upgrading the
lighting systems and landscape around the property. This phase will continue for three months.

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 architecture of the proposed building consists of a contemporary design theme, which includes
materials such as light colored smooth stucco finish, tower clements, flat roof and glass railing systems.

Background:

The Planning Commission approved Conditional Use Permit No. 88-07 with Special Permits and Coastal
Development Permit No. 88-03 to develop a mixed-use project with a 90,000 square foot entertainment
complex, including retail, office and a 6-plex movie theater (Pierside Pavilion) in addition to a 130-unit
condominium project (Pier Colony). The developer and the City’s Redevelopment Agency entered into a
Disposition and Development Agreement (DDA) to develop the property. In 1990 the Planning
Commission approved Conditional Use Permit No. 90-37 and Coastal Development Permit No. 90-21 to
modify the original mix of uses by reducing the square footage of retail uses and increasing the square
footage of restaurant uses. In 2009, the Planning Commission approved Entitlement Plan Amendment
No. 07-01 to eliminate the theater use and increase retail, office and restaurant square footage. Most
recently, the Director approved Entitlement Plan Amendment No. 11-05 (minor amendment) to amend the
mix of uses originally established by Conditional Use Permit No. 90-37 and Coastal Development Permit
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No. 90-21 and amended by Entitlement Plan Amendment No. 07-001 by increasing the maximum office
square footage. A comparison of the changes over time is shown in the table below.

Theater 30,000 sq.ft. 30,000 sq.it. N/A N/A
Retail 23,575 sq.ft. 12,624 sq.ft. 19,000 sq.ft. 19,000 sq.ft.
Office 15,925 sq.ft. 15,925 sq.ft. 51,000 sq.ft. 55,000 sq.ft.

Restaurant 16,500 sq.1t. 26,731 sq.ft. 29,000 sq. 1. 29,000 sq.1i.
Subtotal 86,000 sq.ft. 85,280 sq.1t. 99,000 sq.ft. 103,000 sq.ft.

Total Gross 90,000 sq.ft. 90,000 sq.ft. 90,000 sq.ft. 90,000 sq.1t.
Area Cap

The modifications to the mix of uses shown above were to allow additional capacity in each land use
category to allow flexibility to meet future market demands provided that the project total square footage
did not exceed the existing building square footage (90,000 sq. ft.).

Public Meetings:

The applicant held two public neighborhood meetings to engage surrounding neighbors and anyone
interested in the proposed project. The first meeting was held on July 10, 2012, (11:30 AM) at Spark
Woodfire Grill located on the subject property. Approximately 30 people were in attendance including
residents/owners of Pier Colony, downtown business owners, Planning Commissioners and staff. The
applicant gave an overview of the project including the display of plans and renderings. Several attendees
asked questions and commented in opposition to the proposal. Common opposition issues included the
proposed height, design compatibility, increased noise, decreased views, decreased property value, and
safety. A second meeting was held on July 10, 2012 (6:00 PM) at Harbour View Clubhouse, located at
16600 Saybrook Lane. Three people were in attendance. Again the applicant gave an overview of the
project and answered questions.

Study Session Summary:

The project was presented at the Planning Commission study session on July 24, 2012, The Planning
Commission asked if any design issues were raised by the Design Review Board (DRB) and if staff will
respond to the draft Mitigated Negative Declaration comments. Staff responded that the DRB did review
the design and recommended one condition of approval; and that staff would provide a response to
comments as an attachment in the public hearing staff report. Additionally, there were a few members of
the public who commented on issues related to the proposed design including lack of compatibility,
increased pedestrian congestion and noise. No further questions or follow up items were asked of staff.
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ISSUES:

Subject Property And Surrounding Land Use, Zoning And General Plan Designations:

Subject Property M->30-d-sp-pd (Mixed-Use —30 DTSP (Downtown Retail/Office/Restaurants
du/ac — design overlay — specific Specific Plan - /Parking
plan overlay — pedestrian overlay) | District 1)
North of Subject Property | M->30-d-sp-pd DTSP (District 1) Retail/Restaurants/
(across Walnut Avenue) Parking Structure
South of Subject Property | CV-d-sp (Commercial Visitor — DTSP (District 6) Pier/Restaurants/Beach
(across Pacific Coast Hwy) | design overlay — specific plan
overlay)
West of Subject Property | M->30-d-sp-pd DTSP (District 1) Retail/Office
{across Main Street)
East of Subject Property | M->30-d-sp-pd DTSP (District 1) Residential
Condominiums

General Plan Conformance:

The General Plan Land Use Map designation on the subject property is M->30-d-sp-pd (Mixed-Use 30
du/ac — design overlay — specific plan overlay — pedestrian overlay). The proposed project is consistent
with this designation and the goals, policies, objectives, and implementation program of the City’s
General Plan as follows:

A. Land Use Element
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.

Objective —LU 7.1:  Accommodate the development of a balance of land uses that provides for
commercial, employment, entertainment, and recreation needs of existing and future residents, and
provides employment opportunities for residents of the City and the surrounding region and
captures visitor and tourist activity. '

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

Objective — LU 10.1: Provide for the continuation of existing and the development of a diversity
of retail and service commercial uses that are oriented to the needs of local residents, serve the
surrounding region, and capitalize on Huntington Beach’s recreational resources.

Policy LU 10.1.4: Require that commercial buildings and sites be designed to achieve a high
level of architectural and site layout quality.

Policy — 10.1.8: Require that entertainment, dninking establishments, and other similar uses
provide adequate physical and safety measures prevent negative impacts on adjacent properties.
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Goal LU 11: Achieve the development of projects that enable residents to live in proximity to
their jobs, commercial services, and entertainment, and reduce the need for automobile use.

Policy 11.1.7: Require that mixed-use development projects be designed to achieve a consistent
and high quality character, including the consideration of architectural treatment of building
elevations to convey the visual character of multiple building volumes and individual storefronts.

The design of the project as amended by staff's suggested modifications promotes the
development of a mixed-use building that conveys a unified, high-quality visual image and
character that is intended to expand the existing development pattern of Downtown Huntington
Beach. The City’s Design Review Board has reviewed the proposed architecture, colors and
materials 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 proposed project as modified 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 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’s public areas and open space
incorporate enhanced hardscape and landscape materials consistent with the DTSP Design
Guidelines. The proposed project will provide a wide arrange and diversity of commercial uses
and cater to the needs of local residents and residents in the surrounding region. The project will
provide additional commercial uses that will encourage tourism to the site and the surrounding
area. The project will facilitate employment opportunities and will not impact the subject site and
surrounding area.

B. Urban Design Element

Policies UD 1.1.2: Reinforce Downtown as the City’s historic center and as a
pedestrian-oriented commercial and entertainment/recreation district by requiring new
development be designed to reflect the Downtowns historical structures and adopted
Mediterranean theme.

Policies - UD 2.1.]: Require that new development be designed to consider coastal views in its
massing, height, and site orientation.

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 architecture of the proposed building consists of a
contemporary design theme, which includes materials such as light colored smooth stucco 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 along PCH, will not be impacted by
the proposed project. The proposed project will be located across PCH, away from nearby scenic
vistas (i.e., pier and beach), and will not have a substantial adverse effect to these scenic resources.
To ensure architectural compatibility, staff recommends that the building massing be reviewed by
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the Design Review Board. The recommendation is to review the addition’s building massing and
consider additional upper-story setbacks, review the proposed colors/materials to ensure
architectural compatibility with the existing structure and adjacent buildings and overall Design
Guidelines conformance.

C. Coastal Element

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

Goal C 3: Provide a variety of recreational and visitor-serving commercial uses for a range of
cost and market preferences

Policy C 3.2.3: Encourage the provision of a variety of visitor-serving commercial establishments
within the Coastal Zone, including, but not limited to, shops, restaurants, hotels and motels, and
day spas.

Policy C 3.4.2: Enhance the Municipal Pier and surrounding area to function as the “hubs™ of
tourist and community activity.

The development as amended by staff’s suggested modifications consists of the expansion of a
mixed-use project, which includes visitor-serving commercial located on the ground floor for
retail establishments. 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 area. Public services are currently available to the project site, as well as the
surrounding parcels, and the project includes improvements to existing infrastructure to ensure
adequate service after project implementation. The project site is also located near established
points of attraction, including the Huntington Beach Municipal Pier, and is intended to reinforce
the vicinity as a major visitor-serving district.

Zoning Compliance:

This project is located in District No. 1, Downtown Core Mixed-Use of SP5 - CZ (Downtown Specific
Plan — Coastal Zone), which establishes the area as the downtown for the City by creating a more urban
atmosphere, encouraging relatively higher intensity development, and promotes visitor-serving mixed-use
commercial, office, and residential developments. With the exception of the variance and incorporation
of the suggested modifications and conditions of approval the project complies with the minimum
requirements of the base zone. In addition, a list of City Code Requirements, Policies, and Standard Plans
of the Huntington Beach Zoning & Subdivision Ordinance and Municipal Code has been provided to the
applicant (Attachment No. 4) for informational purposes only.

Urban Desien Guidelines Conformance:

The project is subject to the DTSP — Design Guidelines which provide the minimum qualitative design
expectations for the downtown. All development is required to comply with the spirit and intent of the
design guidelines. Building forms and facades influence cohesiveness, comfort, and aesthetic pride and at
the same time promote general pedestrian activity, encourage shopping, and increase a sense of security.
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Where commercial mixed-use buildings are neighbors to residential buildings or where infill buildings are
being constructed, consideration of scale, detail, and matenals is very important. The massing and scale
of structures should remain in harmony with the surrounding natural setting and existing structures. Tall
buildings should be made less imposing by stepping back from the street level on elevations above the
ground floor; and monolithic facades should be broken by horizontal and vertical articulation.

The most intense development and activity occurs 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 corners of the
intersection with 4 stories each and heights that reach up to 71 feet high and architectural features that are
90 feet high. Additionally, to the east of Pierside Pavilion is Pier Colony, a 4 story, 130-unit residential
condominium building. All three buildings share a common theme that includes Mediterranean
architectural elements, and exceed the maximum height of 45 feet allowed by the DTSP. Additionally,
they all provide multiple setbacks on upper stories creating a “wedding-cake” effect to increase variation
and to minimize the vertical emphasis of the buildings. Furthermore, this design approach fosters a high
level of articulation, visual interest, and enhances public and private views.

The proposed building is an expansion of the existing Pierside Pavilion development. The intent of the
design is to contrast with the existing and surrounding buildings by providing a more contemporary
architectural theme that includes materials such as light colored smooth stucco finish with horizontal
reveals, large window glazing systems, tower elements, a flat roof and glass railing systems. The building
provides one upper-story setback at 13°-4” for the 2™ story (10° average setback required by the DTSP)
and then the facade runs vertically and continuously without offset to the top of the building.

The project includes a variance request to exceed the maximum height 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 existing building height
and floor plates to allow for more efficient access and internal circulation. However, the 4th floor top
plate exceeds the minimum required floor height and as such, staff recommends a condition of approval to
decrease the building height from top of parapet of 68 feet to 62 feet. This would allow for the proposed
design intent to match floor plates and at the same time, limit the extent of the variance request to exceed
the maximum height. Additionally, the DTSP limits the height of walls on a rooftop deck to 427 in
height. If the wall is greater than 427, the area is then considered a story (5™ and would not comply with
the General Plan. Staff is suggesting a condition of approval to limit the overall height of rooftop deck
walls to not less than or greater than 42” in height.

The project currently includes large proportions of glazing which may become a bird-strike issue. Bird
strikes can be a result of large areas of glass or other reflective/transparent materials; however this issue
was not previously reviewed. 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 recommendations to address the building’s size and scale to ensure further compatibility with
the surrounding neighborhood (see discussion under Design Review Board below) and staff recommends
that the Planning Commission condition the project to have it reviewed by the DRB to review the massing
and consider additional upper-story setbacks, and review colors/materials (including anti-bird strike
solutions) to ensure architectural compatibility with the existing structure and adjacent buildings.
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The project as proposed does not fully comply with the DTSP — Design Guidelines with regard to
building design. Continuity among individual buildings in the area contributes to comununity identity,
levels of pedestrian activity, and economic vitality. Design solutions for the proposed building should
take into account the physical scale of the area and adjacent buildings and their architectural design,
colors and materials. However, with staff’s suggested modifications, the design would be brought into
greater conformance with the DTSP — Design Guidelines.

Environmental Status:

Staff has reviewed the environmental assessment and determined that no significant impacts are
anticipated as a result of the proposed project that could not be mitigated to a level of insignificance with
proper design and mitigation measures. Subsequently, draft MND No. 11-007 (Attachment No. 5) was
prepared with mitigation measure pursuant to Section 240.04 Environmental Review of the HBZSO and
the provisions of the California Environment Quality Act (CEQA). The mitigation measure identifies tree
replacement requirements removal of any existing mature trees (Attachment No. 1).

Draft MND No. 11-007 was advertised and made available for a thirty (30) day public review and
comment period, which commenced on June 14, 2012 and ended on July 16, 2012. A total of 13
comment letters were received during the review period.

A Response to Comments and Errata was prepared and is included as Attachment No. 6.

Prior to any action on Coastal Development Permit No. 11-012, Conditional Use Permit No. 11-021,
Entitlement Plan Amendment No. 11-007, and Variance No. 11-005, the Planning Commission must
review and act on MND No. 11-007. Based on the initial study of the project, staff is recommending that
the MND be approved with suggested findings and mitigation measure.

Coastal Status:

The proposed project is located within the non-appealable jurisdiction of the Coastal Zone. Coastal
Development Permit No. 11-012 is being processed concurrently with Conditional Use Permit No. 11-
021, and Variance No. 11-005. The proposed project, as conditioned, complies with the zoning code
(with exception to the requested variance) and Coastal Zone requirements, and is consistent with the
Coastal Element of the General Plan. '

Redevelopment Status: Not Applicable.

Desion Review Board:

The Design Review Board (DRB) originally reviewed the proposed design on May 12, 2011 and
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
came back before the DRB for their official recommendation at the June 14, 2012 meeting. The DRB
reviewed the project and supported the overall design including the same massing and height originally
reviewed. Staff recommended that additional offsets including upper-story setbacks are incorporated to
deemphasize the sheer massing; consider alternative colors, materials and finishes to provide additional
articulation; and to incorporate the same or similar window design and/or canopies of the existing
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building into the proposed expansion. The DRB took action on the project and recommended approval
with only one modification to change the roof element of the eastern stairwell to contrast with the existing
building roof design.

The DRB recommendation has been made suggested condition of approval No. l.a for the proposed
project. The applicant concurs with the DRB recommended modification above; however, staff
recommends that the Planning Commission condition the project to have it reviewed by the DRB to
review the massing and consider additional upper-story setbacks, and review colors/materials (including
anti-bird strike solutions) to ensure architectural compatibility with the existing structure and adjacent
buildings. This would potentially allow an opportunity for greater design compatibility with the existing
building and adjacent/nearby buildings such as Pier Colony and Oceanview Promenade. The project as
proposed does not fully comply with the DTSP — Design Guidelines with regard to building design.
Continuity among individual buildings in the area contributes to community identity, levels of pedestrian
activity, and economic vitality. Design solutions for the proposed building should take into account the
physical scale of the area and adjacent buildings and their architectural design, colors and materials.
However, with staff’s suggested modifications, the design would be brought into greater conformance
with the DTSP — Design Guidelines (See discussion under Urban Design Guidelines Conformance)

Other Departments Concerns and Requirements:

The Depariments of Planning & Building, Economic Development, Community Services, Fire, Police,
and Public Works have reviewed the application and identified comments and applicable code
requirements (Attachment No. 4). The Police Department included typical conditions of approval that
includes limiting the use of the rooftop deck to the proposed 2" floor restaurant only and enhanced
surveillance and security for the building.

Public Netification:

Legal notice was published in the Huntington Beach/Fountain Valley Independent on August 2, 2012, and
notices were sent to property owners of record (and tenants) within a 500 ft. radius of the subject
property, individuals/organizations requesting notification (Planning Division’s Notification Matrix),
applicant, and interested parties. As of August 6, 2012, no communication regarding the project has been
received.

Application Processing Dates:
DATE OF COMPLETE APPLICATION: MANDATORY PROCESSING DATE(S):

March 28, 2012 September 28, 2012 (Within 6 months of complete
application)

Coastal Development Permit No. 11-012/Conditional Use Permit No. 11-021/Entitlement Plan

Amendment No. 11-007/Variance No. 11-005 were filed on October 14, 2011. Environmental

Assessment No. 11-007 was deemed complete on March 28, 2012 and the project is required to be
processed within 6 months after the application (including environmental review) 1s deemed complete.
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ANALYSIS:

The primary issues to consider with this request are the suggested project modifications, consistency with
the General Plan, compliance with the DTSP, and compatibility with the surrounding land uses. The
major site plan issues are the variance request to exceed the maximum height, and design compatibility.

Staff’s Suggested Modifications

Staff is suggesting the following modifications to support the proposed project, and in some instances to
ensure compliance with the Downtown Specific Plan including Design Guidelines and General Plan.

Require rooftop deck walls (including parapet, mechanical screening, glass screening, etc.) not
to be less than or exceed 42 inches in height. (Condition of Approval No. 1.e) — See
discussion under General Plan, Land Use Compatibility and Variance below.

Rooftop mechanical equipment (and all associated screening) shall be setback 15 feet from the
exterior edges of the building. (Condition of Approval No. 1.1) — See discussion under
Downtown Specific Plan below.

Require a full height (floor to ceiling) glass window at the eastern elevation of the outdoor
dining area located on the 2" floor. (Condition of Approval No. 1.d) — See discussion under
Alcohol Sales/Restaurants below.

Require that the reference to new office area on the 1% floor plan be removed. Only visitor-
serving commercial uses are allowed anywhere on the ground floor. (Condition of Approval
No. 1.h) — See discussion under Downtown Specific Plan below.

Require the Design Review Board (DRB) to review the overall design and building massing of
the proposed project. The recommendation is to review the additions building massing and
consider additional upper-story setbacks, review the proposed colors/materials (including anti-
bird strike solutions) to ensure architectural compatibility with the existing structure and
adjacent buildings and overall Design Guidelines conformance. (Condition of Approval No.
1.b) — See discussion under Design Guidelines below.

Require the roof element of the eastern stairwell to contrast with the existing building roof
design. (DRB) (Condition of Approval No. 1.a) — See discussion under Design Guidelines
below.

Revise the proposed cart locations to comply with Conditional Use Permit No. 10-017
(Pierside Pavilion Carts) conditions of approval and code requirements. (Condition of
Approval No. 1.j) — See discussion under EPA-Retail Carts below.

Require that the maximum building height is decreased from top of parapet height of 68” to
62° to match the height of the existing building. (Condition of Approval No. 1.c) — See
discussion under Downtown Specific Plan and Variance-Maximum Height below.

Prohibit the use of the rooftop deck until a revised noise study is submitted that demonstrates
compliance with the City’s noise ordinance and the design of the deck is compatible with the
surrounding uses. The noise study shall be submitted to the Planning Division for review and
approval prior to occupancy and vse of the roof top deck. (Condition of Approval No. 7) -
See discussion under Alcohol Sales/Restaurants below.
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Discussion of each is included in several sections of the analysis below:

General Plan

The project is located within the Main Street/PCH “Core” Community District and Subarea of the Land
Use Element of the General Plan which has a maximum density/intensity of 4-stories. As proposed, the
use does not comply with the General Plan because the height of the roof deck parapet, glass &
mechanical screen walls exceed 427, and therefore constitutes as a 5 story. However, with staff’s
suggested modification to lower the roof deck walls to a maximum and not less than 427, the proposed
project will comply by utilizing 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, and not exceed the 4-story
maximum. Commercial uses such as retail establishments will be located within the first 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 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 area. Public services
arc currently available to the project site, as well as the surrounding parcels, and the project includes
improvements to existing infrastructure to ensure adequate service after project implementation.

Downtown Specific Plan

The design of the project as modified promotes development of a mixed-use building that conveys a
unified, high-quality visual image and character that is intended to expand the existing development
pattern of downtown Huntington Beach. The project’s public areas and open space incorporate enhanced
hardscape and landscape materials consistent with 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.

Section 3.3.1.3 Penmitted Uses of the DTSP requires that visitor-serving commercial uses are required for
all ground floor square footage in the District 1 Visitor Serving Commercial Overlay. The submitted
plans indicate that new office is proposed on. the ground floor. Staff is recommending a condition of
approval that would require any reference to new office area on the 1% floor to be removed from the plans.
While the use complies with the base zoning district and all applicable land use plans, the project includes
a request for a variance to exceed the maximum height 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 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 circulation. However, the existing 4th floor top plate exceeds the minimum
required floor height and as such, staff recommends a condition of approval to decrease the building
height from top of parapet of 68 feet to 62 feet. This would allow for the proposed design intent to match
floor plates and at the same time, limit the extent of the variance request to exceed the maximum height.
The proposal to deviate from the maximum height, as conditioned, will not result in the development
being disproportionate to the building height of surrounding developments due to the existing height of
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surrounding buildings. This deviation will not result in significant environmental impacts such as
increased noise, aesthetics, and lighting.

Lastly, all exterior mechanical equipment is required to be screened from view on all sides and rooftop
mechanical equipment is required to be setback a minimum of 15 feet from the exterior edges of a
building. The plans show mechanical equipment with screening within the minimum setback. Therefore,
staff recommends a condition of approval to require that all rooftop mechanical equipment (and
associated screening) be setback a minimum of 15 feet from the exterior edges of the building.

Design Guidelines

As mentioned previously, the Design Review Board (DRB) originally reviewed the proposed design on
May 12, 2011 and 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 came back before the DRB for their official recommendation at the June 14, 2012
meeting. The DRB reviewed the project and supported the overall design including the same massing and
height originally presented. Staff recommended that additional offsets including upper-story setbacks are
incorporated to deemphasize the sheer massing; consider alternative colors, materials and finishes to
provide additional articulation; and to incorporate the same or similar window design and/or canopies of
the existing building into the proposed expansion. The DRB took action on the project and recommended
approval with only one modification to change the roof element of the eastern stairwell to contrast with
the existing building roof design.

The DRB recommendation has been made a suggested condition of approval No. 1.a for the proposed
project. The applicant concurs with the DRB recommended modification above; however, staff
recommends that the Planning Commission condition the project to have the DRB review the massing and
consider additional upper-story setbacks, and review colors/materials (including anti-bird strike solutions)
to ensure architectural compatibility with the existing structure and adjacent buildings. This would
potentially allow an opportunity for greater design compatibility with the existing building and
adjacent/nearby buildings such as Pier Colony and Oceanview Promenade and bring the project into
closer conformance with the DTSP — Design Guidelines.

Land Use Compatibility

Staff supports the proposed project, as modified based on the stated purpose of District 1- Downtown
Core Mixed-Use of the DTSP, which is to establish the area as the downtown for the City by creating a
more urban atmosphere, encouraging relatively higher intensity developments with viable visitor-serving,
coastal dependent and coastal-related commercial and residential uses that are consistent with the Coastal
Act. This district is a prime mixed-use location within the Downtown and provides visitors and residents
with numerous opportunities for visitor-serving as well as year round commercial uses. The addition of a
mix of uses including commercial, restaurant with alcohol sales and consumption, and office uses will
enhance and support the district in this high intensity urban part of Downtown.

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

View Analysis

The applicant submitted a public view analysis consisting of renderings of the completed project
at varying angles (See Afttachment No. 2). The renderings illustrate that existing public views,
such as views looking north and south along PCH, will not be impacted by the proposed project.
The project proposes to maintain the existing corridor width between Pierside Pavilion and Pier
Colony; however with the proposed location of the expansion building, some private views may
be obstructed. Protection of private views is not required pursuant to the DTSP. Nevertheless,
staff recommends that the Planning Commission condition the project to have the DRB review the
massing and consider additional upper-story setbacks, to ensure architectural compatibility with
the existing structure and adjacent buildings. This would not only potentially allow an opportunity
for greater design compatibility with the existing building and adjacent/nearby buildings such as
Pier Colony and Oceanview Promenade, but will ensure that existing views are maintained and
enhanced through compatible building design and bring the project into closer conformance with
the DTSP — Design Guidelines. The proposed project is located across PCH, away from nearby
scenic vistas (i.e., pier and beach), and will not have a substantial adverse effect to these scenic
resources.

Alcohol Sales/Restaurants

The proposed restaurant areas are located on the 2™ story with outdoor patio dining and a roof top
deck. The applicant provided a noise study that concludes that impacts related to noise will be
less than significant based on screen walls on the roof top deck at 8 feet high. However, staff
suggests a modification to reduce the roof deck walls (including parapet, glass and mechanical
screening walls) to not less than and a maximum of 42" inches to comply with the maximum
height of the General Plan. The submitted noise study anticipated noise attenuation from the
proposed 8-foot deck walls. A reduction of these walls will invalidate the noise study and
necessitate a revised study to verify compliance with the City’s Noise Ordinance and compatibility
with surrounding uses. Therefore, staff suggests a condition of approval that prohibits the use of
the rooftop deck until a revised noise study is submitted that demonstrates compliance with the
City’s noisge ordinance.

The proposed restaurant use with alcohol is subject to comply with standardized conditions of
approval pursuant to City Council Resolution No. 2011-06 (Attachment No. 8). These standard
conditions pertain to limiting the scope of operations to ensure that any proposed establishment
functions primarily as a bona fide restaurant and to assure that potential impacts to the surrounding
properties are minimized. Some of the standard conditions include: the restaurant and outdoor
dining area will be conditioned to close at 12:00 AM (midnight), a minimum of 70% of the net
floor area shall be designated as dining area, full food service menus shall be served until 1 hour
before closing, alcoholic drinks shall not be included in the price of admission, no minimum drink
requirement, alcohol shall remain on the premises, etc. Additionally, the Police Department
suggests several conditions of approval to ensure public safety such as: requiring the rooftop use
to be in conjunction with the 2" floor restaurant, and enhanced surveillance and security.
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Additionally staff recommends a condition of approval that requires a full height (floor to ceiling) glass
window at the eastern elevation of the outdoor dining area located on the 2" floor. This was described in
the noise study; however the submitted elevations do not accurately reflect this design feature. Staff is
also suggesting a condition of approval to address noise issues as a result of non-emergency vehicles
accessing the existing fire lane on the east side of the project (adjacent to Pier Colony). The proposed
condition would limit the access to emergency vehicles only. No other service or commercial vehicles
would be permitted.

Moreover, the use is subject to noise regulations to further ensure compatibility with surrounding
properties. With the suggested modifications and conditions of approval, the proposed uses, including
restaurants with the sale and service of alcoholic beverages and outdoor dining area will not result in
increased parking, safety, or noise issues, above that expected in a typical mixed-use environment. The
project, with staff’s suggested modifications, is consistent with scope and intent of the development in the
downtown and supported by the General Plan and the Downtown Specific Plan.

Variance — Maximum Height

The project includes a request for a variance to exceed the maximum height of 45 feet. The project
proposes four stories with a building height of 68 feet topped with 8-foot glass screen and mechanical
equipment walls and an architectural tower (housing for elevator and stairwell) up to 90 feet high.

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 circulation.
However, the existing 4th floor top plate exceeds the minimum required floor height and as such, staff
recommends a condition of approval to decrease the building height from top of parapet of 68 feet to 62
feet. This would allow for the proposed design intent to match floor plates and at the same time, limit the
extent of the variance request to exceed the maximum height. Also, as mentioned previously, the roof top
walls including glass & mechanical screen walls exceed 42” and therefore constitutes as a 5% story which
is inconsistent with the DTSP and General Plan. However, staff suggests a modification to lower the roof
deck walls to a maximum and not less than 427, this will further reduce the overall height of the building.
Although not requested, it should be noted that a variance to a General Plan requirement (i.e. 4-story
maximum) cannot be applied for.

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 along PCH, will not be impacted by the proposed project. However, staff recommends that the
DRB review (again) the massing and consider additional upper-story setbacks, and review
colors/materials (including anti-bird strike solutions) to ensure architectural compatibility with the
existing connecting structure and adjacent buildings. This would not only potentially allow an
opportunity for greater design compatibility with the existing connecting building and adjacent/nearby
buildings such as Pier Colony and Oceanview Promenade, but will ensure that public views are
maintained and enbhanced through compatible building design and bring the project into closer
conformance with the DTSP — Design Guidelines. The proposed project will be located across PCH,
away from nearby scenic vistas (i.c., pier and beach), and will not have a substantial adverse effect to
these scenic resources.

The proposal to deviate from the maximum height, as modified, will not result in the development being
disproportionate to the building height of surrounding developments due to the existing height of
surrounding buildings. This deviation will not result in significant environmental impacts such as
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increased noise, aesthetics, and lighting. Therefore, staff supports the request for the variance as
modified, to facilitate floor height consistency and access/internal circulation efficiency between the
existing building and proposed addition.

Shared Parking

A total of 530 parking spaces are required for the proposed project and the existing development. The
project requires 90 spaces for retail uses, 288 spaces for restaurant uses, and 152 spaces for office use
pursuant to Section 3.2.26 of the DTSP. The property currently shares up to 300 of the 826 parking
spaces within the adjacent municipal parking structure located at 200 Main Street pursuant to prior
entitlements and an existing Owner Participation Agreement (OPA). A total of 296 parking spaces will
be provided on-site within the existing subterranean parking area and a minimum of 234 parking spaces
will be utilized via shared parking within the adjacent municipal parking structure pursuant to Section
3.2.26.11 District 1_Special Parking Standards of the DTSP. The Pierside Pavilion development was
originally permitted in 1988 with a shared parking concept that allowed the mix of uses (including the
former theater use) to be satisfied through a combination of onsite parking and other public downtown
parking. The current request will continue to function similarly; however because the theater no longer
exists and the proposed mix of uses include a significant office use allocation, the total required parking is
reduced and will not impact the downtown. The requested shared parking is consistent with the
provisions of the DTSP, and with execution of a shared parking agreement, will have sufficient parking
spaces.

EPA — Retail Carts

The applicant is requesting an amendment to Conditional Use Permit No. 10-017 approved December 13,
2010 which permitted the establishment and operation of 18 carts and kiosks within the Pierside Pavilion
development. The request is to replace the previously approved layout (referenced in Condition of
Approval No. 1) with the current site plan dated May 4, 2012.

Below is a chronology of entitlement actions for cart and kiosks at Pierside Pavilion:

=  CDP No. 00-22/EPA No. 00-12/DR No. 00-45 — Request to permit 2 carts on public property and
4 carts on private property along Main, 4 carts on private property along PCH, and 12 carts within
the southeastern plaza area. On October 12, 2000, the DRB recommended approval to the ZA
with conditions to remove all carts & kiosks along Main and PCH. On November 15, 2000, the
ZA approved 2 carts on private property along PCH and 16 clustered within the southeasterly
plaza area for a total of 18 carts.

» EPA No. 03-14/DR No. 03-38 — Request to relocate two of the previously approved carts within
the plaza area to a new location on private property along PCH (total of 4). On October 9, 2003,
the DRB recommended approval to the ZA of one additional cart on private property along PCLH.
On November 12, 2003, the ZA denied the request to relocate two additional carts on private
property along PCH based on impacts to pedestrian circulation and public views.

= CUP No. 10-017/DR No. 10-011 — On June 16, 2010 the ZA considered, the request to locate six
carts along Main, six carts along PCH and the remaining six carts within the plaza area fronting
PCH. The primary issues discussed during the ZA meeting included impacts to pedestrian
circulation, intensification of uses (i.e. cumulative effects of Downtown events, approved outdoor
sales onsite, and existing vending carts), and maintaining public views along Main and PCH. The
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ZA conditionally approved the request to include only two carts along Main, four along PCH and
the remaining 12 within the plaza area. On June 24, 2010 the applicant appealed the ZA’s
decision to the Planning Commission; contesting condition of approval no. 1, which limits the
number of cart locations along Main and PCH

o The Planning Commission heard the appeal of the proposed project at their regular meeting
on March 9, 2010. Due to concerns raised at the meeting by the Commission including
past actions, increased pedestrian traffic and temporary activities in the vicinity, the
Commission conditionally approved the request with no carts along Main, 6 carts along
PCH, and 8 carts within the plaza arca. The Commission unanimously approved the
applicant’s request with revised findings and revised conditions of approval. On March
18, 2010, Council Member Carchio filed an appeal of the Commission’s approval. The
primary reason for the appeal was to review the applicant’s request to permit carts on
Main.

o The City Council heard the appeal at their regular meeting on December 6, 2010. Due to
the previous concerns raised at previous meetings, staff’s recommendation remained
consistent with the Planning Commission’s approval consisting of no carts along Main, 6
carts along PCH, and 8 carts within the plaza area. The City Council approved 4 carts on
Main, 6 carts on PCH and 8 carts within the plaza area.

The Notice of Action approved by City Council on December 6, 2010 is included as Attachment No. 7.
The current request to replace the approved site plan with the current layout does not comply with the
approved conditions of approval that relate to customer queuing, 10-foot wide clear passage area adjacent
to any customer queuing areas, minimum 8-foot wide clear separation between carts, and other
restrictions limiting the placement of carts. Staff suggests a modification to amend the site plan showing
the location of carts in compliance with Conditional Use Permit No. 10-017 to ensure compatibility with
the proposed expansion. This suggestion will yield approximately 6 carts in compliance with the
requirements of CUP No. 10-017.

Summary

With the suggested modifications and conditions of approval, the proposed uses, including restaurants
with the sale and service of alcoholic beverages and outdoor dining, amendment to cart locations and
variance to maximum height will not result in increased parking, safety, or noise issues, above that
expected in a typical mixed-use environment. The project, with staff’s suggested modifications, is
consistent with scope and intent of development in the downtown and supported by the Downtown
Specific Plan, and General Plan including the Local Coastal Program.

ATTACHMENTS:

1. Suggested Findings and Conditions of Approval —Mitigated Negative Declaration No. 11-007,
Coastal Development Permit No. 11-012, Conditional Use Permit No. 11-021, Entitlement Plan
Amendment No. 11-007, and Variance No. 11-005

2. Site Plans, Floor Plans, and Elevations dated May 4, 2012

3. Project Narrative dated May 4, 2012

4. Code Requirements Letter (revised) dated August 6, 2012 (for informational purposes)
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Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration No. 11-007

Response to Comments on Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration No. 11-007
Notice of Action — Conditional Use Permit No. 10-017 (Pierside Carts)

Downtown Standard Condition of Approval — City Council Resolution No. 2011-06
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ATTACHMENT NO. 1

SUGGESTED FINDINGS AND CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION NO. 11-007/
COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT NO. 11-012/
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT NO. 11-021/
ENTITLEMENT PLAN AMENDMENT NO. 11-007/
VARIANCE NO. 11-005

SUGGESTED FINDINGS FOR APPROVAL - MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION NO.

11-007:

1.

The Mitigated Negative Declaration No. 11-007 has been prepared in compliance with Article 6 of the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines. It was advertised and made available for a
public comment period of thirty (30) days. Comments received during the comment period were
considered by the Planning Commission prior to action on the Mitigated Negative Declaration.

Mitigation measures, incorporated into the attached conditions of approval, avoid or reduce the
project’s effects to a point where clearly no significant effect on the environment will occur.

There is no substantial evidence in light of the whole record before the Planning Commission that the
project, as mitigated through the attached mitigation measures, will have a significant effect on the
environment

SUGGESTED FINDINGS FOR APPROVAL - COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT NO. 11-

012:

1.

Coastal Development Permit No. 11-012 to demolish approximately 400 sq. ft. of the exisfing
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, as modified by conditions of approval, conforms
with the General Plan, including the Local Coastal Program. The proposed project would expand a
mixed-use development on a parcel contiguous to similar uses in an established, urban, downtown
core area. Public services are currently available to the project site, as well as the surrounding parcels,
and the project includes improvements to existing infrastructure to ensure adequate service after
project implementation. The proposed project would develop visitor-serving commercial uses in the
City’s downtown core area near other established points of attraction, including the Huntington Beach
Municipal Pier; and is intended to reinforce the vicinity as a major visitor-serving district.

The project is consistent with the requirements of the CZ Overlay District, the base zoning district, as
well as other applicable provisions of the Municipal Code The proposed project as modified and
conditioned and with the variance provides a development that is consistent with the design
guidelines, and is compatible with the scale and transition of surrounding development.
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3. At the time of occupancy the proposed development can be provided with infrastructure in a manner
that is consistent with the Local Coastal Program. The proposed project as conditioned and with the
implementation of all mitigation measures will provide all necessary infrastructures to adequately
service the site and not impact adjacent development. In addition, the project provides the necessary
public improvements such as dedications, curb, gutters, and sidewalks.

4. The development conforms with the public access and public recreation policies of Chapter 3 of the
California Coastal Act. The proposed project maintains all exiting and proposed public access and
does not conflict with any public recreation policies by the provision of a development consistent with
the City’s General Plan, Coastal Element, and Downtown Specific Plan.

SUGGESTED FINDINGS FOR APPROVAL - CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT NO. 11-021:

1. Conditional Use Permit No. 11-021 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, as modified, will not be detrimental to the general
welfare of persons working or residing in the vicinity or detrimental to the value of the property and
improvements in the neighborhood. The project has been evaluated for compatibility with the
surrounding neighborhood and with the modifications and conditions of approval imposed, the project
will be designed to address the transition and scale of adjacent properties, be designed on a pedestrian
scale and character, will provide the required parking to serve the uses on site, and will meet the goals
and policies of the General Plan.

2. The conditional use permit as modified will be compatible with surrounding uses because the project
as modified is designed to be compatible with the Downtown Design Guidelines and will provide
architectural elements and features to enhance the pedestrian character and scale of the street scene
surrounding the project. In addition, the project, as modified, incorporates the proper massing and
scale, the design features of the contemporary architectural style and the colors and materials
recommended by the Design Guidelines for the Downtown.

3. The proposed mixed use development as modified, will comply with the provisions of the base
district and other applicable provisions in Titles 20-25 of the Huntington Beach Zoning and
Subdivision Ordinance. The proposed project as modified and conditioned, and with the variance
provides a development that is consistent with the design guidelines, is compatible with the scale and
transition of surrounding development, and provides consistent public improvements.

4. The granting of the conditional use permit will not adversely affect the General Plan. The General
Plan Land Use Map designation on the subject property is M->30-d-sp-pd (Mixed-Use —30 du/ac —
design overlay — specific plan overlay — pedestrian overlay). The proposed project as modified is
consistent with this designation and the goals, policies, objectives, and implementation program of the
City’s General Plan as follows:

A. Land Use Element
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.
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Objective — LU 7.1:  Accommodate the development of a balance of land uses that provides for
commercial, employment, entertainment, and recreation needs of existing and future residents, and
provides employment opportunities for residents of the City and the surrounding region and
captures visitor and tourist activity.

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

Objective — LU 10.1: Provide for the continuation of existing and the development of a diversity
of retail and service commercial uses that are oriented to the needs of local residents, serve the
surrounding region, and capitalize on Huntington Beach’s recreational resources.

Policy LU 10.1.4: Require that commercial buildings and sites be designed to achieve a high
level of architectural and site layout quality.

Policy — 10.1.5: Require that entertainment, drinking establishments, and other similar uses
provide adequate physical and safety measures prevent negative impacts on adjacent properties.

Goal LU 1. Achieve the development of projects that enable residents to live in proximity to
their jobs, commercial services, and entertainment, and reduce the need for automobile use.

Policy 11.1.7: Require that mixed-use development projects be designed to achieve a consistent
and high quality character, including the consideration of architectural treatment of building
elevations to convey the visual character of multiple building volumes and individual storefronts.

The design of the project as amended by staff's suggested modifications promotes the
development of a mixed-use building that conveys a unified, high-quality visual image and
character that is intended to expand the existing development pattern of Downtown Huntington
Beach. The City’s Design Review Board has reviewed the proposed architecture, colors and
materials 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 proposed project as modified 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 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’s public areas and open space
incorporate enhanced hardscape and landscape materials consistent with the DTSP Design
Guidelines. The proposed project will provide a wide arrange and diversity of commercial uses
and cater to the needs of local residents and residents in the surrounding region. The project will
provide additional commercial uses that will encourage tourism to the site and the surrounding
area. The project will facilitate employment opportunities and will not impact the subject site and
surrounding area.
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B. Urban Desion Element

Policies UD 1.1.2; Reinforce Downtown as the City’s historic center and as a
pedestrian-oriented commercial and entertainment/recreation district by requiring new
development be designed to reflect the Downtowns historical structures and adopted
Mediterranean theme.

Policies - UD 2.1.1: Require that new development be designed to consider coastal views in its
massing, height, and site orientation.

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 architecture of the proposed building consists of a
contemporary design theme, which includes materials such as light colored smooth stucco 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 along PCH, will not be impacted by
the proposed project. The proposed project will be located across PCH, away from nearby scenic
vistas (i.e., pier and beach), and will not have a substantial adverse effect to these scenic resources.
To ensure architectural compatibility, staff recommends that the building massing be reviewed by
the Design Review Board. The recommendation is to review the additions building massing and
consider additional upper-story setbacks, review the proposed colors/materials to ensure
architectural compatibility with the existing structure and adjacent buildings and overall Design
Guidelines conformance.

C. Coastal Element

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

Goal C 3: Provide a variety of recreational and visitor-serving commercial uses for a range of
cost and market preferences

Policy C 3.2.3: Encourage the provision of a variety of visitor-serving commercial establishments
within the Coastal Zone, including, but not limited to, shops, restaurants, hotels and motels, and
day spas.

Policy C 3.4.2: Enhance the Municipal Pier and surrounding area to function as the “hubs” of
tourist and community activity.

The development as amended by staff’s suggested modifications consists of the expansion of a
mixed-use project, which includes visitor-serving commercial located on the ground floor for
retail establishments. 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 area. Public services are currently available to the project site, as well as the
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surrounding parcels, and the project includes improvements to existing infrastructure to ensure
adequate service after project implementation. The project site is also located near established
points of attraction, including the Huntington Beach Municipal Pier, and is intended to reinforce
the vicinity as a major visitor-serving district.

SUGGESTED FINDINGS FOR APPROVAL — ENTITLEMENT PLAN AMENDMENT NO. 11-

007:

1.

Entitlement Plan Amendment No. 11-007 for the relocation of 18 commercial carts and kiosks within
the Pierside Pavilion development as modified will not be detrimental to the general welfare of
persons working or residing in the vicinity or detrimental to the value of the property and
improvements in the neighborhood. As conditioned, the parallel orientation of carts and kiosks with
Main Street and Pacific Coast Highway will not impede pedestrian access and will maintain public
views. The location of the carts and kiosks are designed to complement existing businesses and
activate pedestrian corridors while remaining cognizant of adjacent residences by mimmizing
placement in close proximity to adjacent residential uses (i.e., Pier Colony). Based upon the
conditions imposed, including compliance with the requirements of CUP No. 10-17, the operation will
not impact pedestrian circulation, nor will the operation impact the surrounding businesses and
residential uses.

The entitlement plan amendment as modified will be compatible with surrounding uses because the
ancillary operation of commercial carts and kiosks is consistent with the zoning designation and does
not represent a significant change from the existing commercial use. The site currently includes carts
and kiosks and the conditional use permit will allow for the modified continuation of this ancillary
use.

The proposed entitlement plan amendment as modified will comply with the provisions of the base
district and other applicable provisions in Titles 20-25 of the Huntington Beach Zoning and
Subdivision Ordinance. As conditioned, the project complies with all aspects of the Downtown
Specific Plan including parking, onsite circulation, and setbacks. Carts and kiosks are permitted
within the Downtown Specific Plan with the approval of a conditional use permit.

The granting of the entitlement plan amendment as modified will not adversely affect the General
Plan. It is consistent with the Land Use Element designation of M->30-d-sp-pd (Mixed-Use —30
duw/ac — design overlay — specific plan overlay — pedestrian overlay) on the subject property. In
addition, it is consistent with the following goals and policies of the General Plan:

Land Use Flement

Goal LU 7: Achieve a diversity of land uses that sustain a City’s economic viability, while
maintaining the City’s environmental resources and scale and character.

Policy LU7.1.1  Accommodate existing uses and new development in accordance with the Land
Use and Density Schedules.

Goal LU 11 Achieve the development of projects that enable residents to live in proximity to their
jobs, commercial services, and entertainment, and reduce the need for automobile use.
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Policy LU 15.2.2 Require that uses in the Pedestrian Overlay District be sited and designed to
enhance and stimulate pedestrian activity along the sidewalks. Assure that areas between building
storefronts and public sidewalks are visually and physically accessible to pedestrians.

The proposed carts and kiosks as modified increases the economic viability of the downtown by
providing additional shopping opportunities, additional employment opportunities and captures visitor
and tourist activity within the downtown. The project site is located in a mixed-use district of the
downtown area and within walking distance of several downtown parking facilities as well as
residential uses thus reducing the need for automobile use and increasing the need for pedestrian
amenities. The carts and kiosks will further stimulate pedestrian activity along Main Street and
Pacific Coast Highway. As conditioned, the carts will comply with the approved conditions of
approval that relate to customer queuing, 10-foot wide clear passage area adjacent to any customer
queuing areas, minimum 8-foot wide clear separation between carts, and other restrictions limiting the
placement of carts. to ensure that the area is physically accessible to pedestrians which is consistent
with other cart and kiosk locations in the downtown.

SUGGESTED FINDING FOR APPROVAL — VARIANCE NO. 11-005:

1. The granting of Variance No. 11-003 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 will not
constitute a grant of special privilege inconsistent with limitations upon other properties in the vicinity
and under an identical zone classification. Staff recommends a condition of approval to decrease the
building height from top of parapet of 68 feet to 62 feet. This would allow for the proposed design
intent to match floor plates and at the same time, limit the extent of the variance request to exceed the
maximum height. The proposal to deviate from the maximum height, as conditioned, will not result in
the development being disproportionate to the size and scale of surrounding developments due to the
existing height of surrounding buildings. Therefore, granting of the variance request will not result in
a grant of special privilege because it allows the expansion project to remain consistent with the
existing and surrounding structures. Therefore, approval of the request will not constitute a grant of
special privilege as the variance will allow further improvement to the site and surrounding area.

2. Because of special circumstances applicable to the subject property, including size, shape, and
Jocation, the strict application of the zoning ordinance is found to deprive the subject property of
privileges enjoyed by other properties in the vicinity and under identical zone classification. The
expansion project is constrained by special circumstances which include the existing building height.
The existing building has a 4™ floor top plate height of 59°-6” and staff recommends a condition of
approval to decrease the building height from top of parapet of 68 feet to 62 feet. This would allow
for the proposed design intent to match floor plates and at the same time, limit the extent of the
variance request to exceed the maximum height. The inability to match floor plates is found to
deprive the property of privileges enjoyed by other properties in the vicinity and under identical zone
classification.

3. The granting of a variance is necessary to preserve the enjoyment of one or more substantial property

rights. The requested variance as modified is necessary in order to allow floor plates to match and
ensure construction feasibility and adequate internal circulation. The DTSP requires a maximum
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height of 45 feet. In this case, the project cannot provide efficient circulation and construction
feasibility. Consequently the strict application of the DTSP would deprive the property owner of the
right to improve the property to meet the objectives for community character and compatibility.

4. The granting of the variance as modified will not be materially detrimental to the public welfare or
injurious to property in the same zone classification and is consistent with the General Plan. The
development of 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 will
not be materially detrimental to area due to existing height of surrounding buildings and
recommended condition of approval to decrease the building height from top of parapet of 68 feet to
62 feet. This would allow for the proposed design intent to match floor plates and at the same time,
limit the extent of the variance request to exceed the maximum height. The proposal to deviate from
the maximum height, as conditioned, will not result in the development being disproportionate to the
size and scale of surrounding developments due to the existing height of surrounding buildings. The
variance in maximum height will not result in detrimental impacts, but rather improve construction
feasibility and internal circulation. The granting of the variance will not adversary affect the General
Plan. Tt is consistent with the Land Use Element designation of M->30-d-sp-pd (Mixed-Use —30
du/ac — design overlay — specific plan overlay — pedestrian overlay) on the subject property.
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SUGGESTED CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL — COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT NO. 11-

012/CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT NO. 11-021/ENTITLEMENT PLAN AMENDMENT NO. 11-

007/ VARIANCE NO. 11-005:

1. The site plan, floor plans, elevations, and section clevations dated May 4, 2012, shall be the
conceptually approved design with the following modifications:

a.

]-

The roof element of the eastern stairwell shall contrast with the existing building roof
design (DRB)

The Design Review Board (DRB) to review the overall design and building massing of the
proposed project. The recommendation is to review the additions building massing and
consider additional upper-story setbacks, review the proposed colors/materials (including
anti-bird strike solutions) to ensure architectural compatibility with the existing structure
and adjacent buildings and overall Design Guidelines conformance.

The height of the building expansion shall be decreased from top of parapet height of 68
to 627 feet to match the height of the existing building

Full height (floor to ceiling) glass window shall be provided at the eastern elevation of the
outdoor dining area of located on the 2™ floor.

Rooftop deck walls (including parapet, mechanical screening, glass screening, etc.) shall
not be less than or exceed 42 inches in height.

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

Accurately dimension all existing and proposed public improvements (i.c. sidewalk widths,
curb return radii, bus turnout geometry, curb-to-building face dimensions, driveway width,

ete.). (PW)
Reference to new office area on the 1% floor plan shall be removed. Only visitor-serving
commercial uses shall be allowed anywhere on the ground floor.

Rooftop mechanical equipment (and associated screening) shall be setback 15 feet from the
exterior edges of the building.

Revise the cart locations to comply with Conditional Use permit No. 10-017 (Pierside
Pavilion Carts) conditions of approval and code requirements.

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

a. At least 14 days prior to any grading activity, the applicant/developer shall provide notice in
writing to property owners of record and tenants of properties within a 500-foot radius of the
project site as noticed for the public hearing. The notice shall include a general description of
planned grading activities and an estimated timeline for commencement and completion of
work and a contact person name with phone number. Prior to issuance of the grading permit, a
copy of the notice and list of recipients shall be submitted to the Planning and Building
Department.

3. Prior to submittal for building permits, the following shall be completed:
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a.

One set of project plans, revised pursuant to Condition of Approval No. 1, including the
recommendation by the Design Review Board shall be submitted for review and approval by
the Director. A revised set of plans shall be submitted for inclusion in the entitlement file.

Zoning entitlement conditions of approval, code requirements identified herein and code
requirements identified in separately transmitted memorandum from the Departments of
Planning and Building, Fire, and Public Works shall be printed verbatim on one of the first
three pages of all the working drawing sets used for issuance of building permits (architectural,
structural, electrical, mechanical and plumbing) and shall be referenced in the sheet mndex.
The minimum font size utilized for printed text shall be 12 point.

4. During demolition, grading, site development, and/or construction, the following shall be adhered

to:

- p

SN B S

Construction equipment shall be maintained in peak operating condition to reduce emissions.
Use low sulfur (0.5%) fuel by weight for construction equipment.

Truck idling shall be prohibited for periods longer than 5 minutes.

Attempt to phase and schedule activities to avoid high ozone days first stage smog alerts.
Discontinue operation during second stage smog alerts.

Ensure clearly visible signs are posted on the perimeter of the site identifying the name and
phone number of a field supervisor to contact for information regarding the development and
any construction/ grading activity.

5. The structure cannot be occupied, the final building permit(s) cannot be approved, and a
Certificate of Occupancy cannot be issued until the following have been completed:

a.

All improvements must be completed in accordance with approved plans, except as provided
for by conditions of approval.

The applicant shall obtain the necessary permits from the South Coast Air Quality
Management District and submit a copy to the Planning Division.

Compliance with all conditions of approval specified herein shall be verified by the Planning
and Building Department.

All building spoils, such as unusable lumber, wire, pipe, and other surplus or unusable
material, shall be disposed of at an off-site facility equipped to handle them.

A shared parking agreement shall be executed via an amended Owner Participation Agreement
(OPA) providing a minimum of 234 parking spaces off-site. A copy of the agreement shall be
submitted for inclusion in the entitlement file.

6. Prior to the sale of alcoholic beverages, a license shall be obtained from the Alcoholic Beverage
control (ABC). All conditions contained in the ABC license shall be adhered to. (PD)

7. Use of the rooftop deck shall be prohibited until a revised noise study is submitted that
demonstrates compliance with the City’s noise ordinance and the design of the deck is compatible
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with the surrounding uses. The noise study shall be submitted to the Planning Division for review
and approval prior to occupancy and use of the roof top deck.

8. Restaurant uses shall comply with the following:

a.

Restaurants with sale and service of alcohol shall comply with City Council Resolution
No. 2011-06 — Standard Conditions of Approval for Eating and Drinking Establishments
with Alcoholic Beverage Sales. (PD)

There shall be no public or private restaurant use of the proposed rooftop by anyone other
than in conjunction with an approved 2-story restaurant and maintenance personnel for the
purpose of maintaining or repairing the building. (PD)

Any existing restaurant shall separately amend their current CUP before expanding their
business. CUP amendments shall include security plans, locations where alcohol is
permitted, and types and permitted areas of allowed entertainment. (PD)

Restaurants shall employ a video surveillance security system with a 1-month video
library. The minimum requirements for the cameras shall be: color, digital recording to
DVR and able to record in low light. All entrances, exits and perimeter areas shall be
under video surveillance. FElectronic copies of video shall be made available to the
Huntington Beach Police Department within 24 hours of a request. Digital recordings
shall be made available for viewing on-scene upon request by police officers conducting
investigations. (PD)

Additional security for the building and parking areas shall be provided. The number of
required security officers shall be determined by the Police Department upon completion
of the project. The number of required security officers shall be modifed at the discretion
of the Police Department based on crime rates, number of patrons visiting the Pierside
Pavilion, types of businesses, hours of operation, and during special events such as 4th of
July and US Open of Surfing. (PD)

9. All applicable conditions of approval pursuant to Conditional Use permit No. 10-017 (Pierside
Pavilion Carts) shall remain in effect.

10. The existing fire lane on the east side of the project shall be limited to access for emergency
vehicles only. No other service or commercial vehicles shall be permitted.

11. Tree replacement of any existing mature trees on-site shall be done 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 translocation 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
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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.

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

12. The development services departments (Planning & Building, Fire, and Public Works) shall be
responsible for ensuring compliance with all applicable code requirements and conditions of
approval. The Director of Planning and Building may approve minor amendments to plans and/or
conditions of approval as appropriate based on changed circumstances, new information or other
relevant 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 action. If the proposed changes are of a substantial nature, an
amendment to the original entitlement reviewed by the Planning Commission may be required
pursuant to the provisions of HBZSO Section 241.18.

13. Incorporating sustainable or “green” building practices into the design of the proposed structures
and associated site improvements is highly encouraged. Sustainable building practices may
include (but are not limited to) those recommended by the U.S. Green Building Council’s
Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) Program certification
(http://www.usebe.org/DisplayPage.aspx?CategorylD=19) or Build It Green’s Green Building
Guidelines and Rating Systems
(http://www.builditgreen.org/index.cfm?fuseaction=guidelines).Prior to submittal for building
permits, the following shall be completed:

INDEMNIFICATION AND HOLD HARMLESS CONDITION:

The owner of the property which is the subject of this project and the project applicant if different from
the property owner, and cach of their heirs, successors and assigns, shall defend, indemnify and hold
harmless the City of Huntington Beach and its agents, officers, and employees from any claim, action or
proceedings, liability cost, including attorney’s fees and costs against the City or its agents, officers or
employees, to attack, set aside, void or annul any approval of the City, including but not limited to any
approval granted by the City Council, Planning Commission, or Design Review Board concerning this
project. The City shall promptly notify the applicant of any claim, action or proceeding and should
cooperate fully in the defense thereof.
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REVISED
NARRATIVE
(05/04/2012)

Location:

Business:

Reqguest;

Pierside Pavilion .
New Conditional Use Permit and Coasial Development Permit and
other Entitlements

RECEIVED
300 Pacific Coast Highway MAY (4 7012
Pierside Pavilion Expansion ' egt, of Pranming
& Building

(New retail, restaurant & office uses)

To expand the allowed uses in the Pierside Pavilion project from
the previously approved limits (Entilement Plan Amendment No.
07-01), in order to create new in-fill square footage on the existing
building and construct a new building fo expand the overall project
as follows:

New CUP Proposal | Existing Enfilement | Change
{EPA No. 07-01)
Retail 30,000 sf. 18,000 sf, +11,000 sf.
Restaurant® 35,000 sf. 20,000 sf. +7,000 sf.
Office 76,000 sf 51,000 sf, +25,006 sf.
Total 142,000 sf. 99,000 si. +43,000 sf,

“With slcohol and ottdoor 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 Permits for reduction of front yard setback along
PCH
Variancea
o Building height deviation from four stories 45’ plus 10’
meechanical housing and roofline variation, {o four stories
68’ plus 10" roofline variation and a mechanical housing
element up to 99’ to match 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 fo accommodate the proposed
project layout. The existing number of approved caris
will not be increased
Planed Sign Program Amendment (To be submitted at a later
date)
o To amend the existing sign program to accommodate
the new proposal (PSP 80-7(R})
Design Review Board
¢ Revised building elevations
o Design Guidelines checklist
o Colors and Materials pallet
o Landscape Plans with vending carts and street furniture

.ﬁTTﬁiCHE&%E&ZT NO._2.




Project Description:

o Amended Planned Sign Program.

The request wilt require a further Amendment to the new Owner
Participation Agreement approved by City Council in July, 2008.

To create a new four level building adjacent to Pacific Coast
Highway, on the eastern side of the project site, as an expansicn to
the existing Pierside Pavilion development. In addition the existing
building proposes modifications 1o create additional square footage
by inilling portions of the current structure, in closing the arcade
areas and other areas all within the footprint of the existing building.
The new project wili be a combination of in-fill development and
new construction added o the existing building. The naw project
as currenily designed will result in the following:

IN-FILL NEW EXISITNG TOTAL
Retall 4501 s, 8,045 sf. 15,406 sf. 27952 st
Restautant™ | 1,577 sf. 11,143 sk 23,230 sf. 35,920 sf.
Office 3,323sf 15,544 si. 85,617 sf, 74,454 sf.
9,401 sf. 34,672 sf, 04253 sf. 138,326 sf.
*With alcohol and ouidoor dining

However anticipaling that some modifications may eccur through
the design review process the request is to establish an allowance
for each use as identified in the project request.

The new Conditional Use Permit and Coastal Development Permit
are to allow the additions 1o 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 levei and the upper two
levels. New restaurant space, with alcohol, s also proposed on the
second fevel. Existing retail uses will be expanded with the
proposed in-fill square footage along Main Street 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 Owner 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
profection and is located within 350 feet of the project site. The
project has also been approved for valet parking (Conditional Use
Permit No. 90-37).



A Special Permit is being requested lo address the reduction in

froni setback along Pacific Coast Highway. The requestis to
encourage a continuation of the building facade along Pacific Coast
Highway and create an aesihetically pleasing appearance

facilitating a more innovative architectural design and allowing the
development to better adopt to 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 Street (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
building 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 prormote a befter living environment and provide
maximum use of the land in terms of site layout and design.”
This request will allow the new construction to match the
setback line of the condominiums fo the south.

A Varance is being request to allow the proposed building to match
the floor plate elevations with the existing structure. In crder to
accommodate a compatible architectural design with the new
portions of the project and the existing building. The Infill 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 limited to four
stories and match the elevations with the existing building with
similar roof top design features and mechanical housings. The
Variance is necessary fo allow a design concept that wilt combine
two buildings fo appear as ohe integrated development.

Site Hisfory: Pierside Pavilion was the first Redevelopment Project in
downtown Huntington Beach. The project was approved in
1988 with Conditionat Use Permit No. 88-7 and Coastal
Development Permit 88-3. The project was amended in
1990 with Conditional Use Permit No. 90-37 and Coastal
Devslopment Permit No. 90-21. |n 2009 it was further
Amended with Entittement Plan Amendment No. 07-01.
Outdoor dining and vending carts were approved with Conditional
Use Permit No 10-17.
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Zoning and :

General Plam The property is zoned Downtown Specific Plan No. 5 (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 (1/18/2010).

Surrounding Uses: North-Parking Structure/Restaurants/Retail
: East-Retail/Residential
South-Residential Condominiums
West-Retall/Restaurants

Environmental .
Status: 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 submitted with supplemental special studies.
Land Use
Compatibility: The proposed 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 cther
businesses within the downtown area.

ATTACHMENT NC._z24
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Summary of Develepment Standards District 1
Commercial or Mixed-Use Section
REQUIRED PROPOSED
- Minimum Parce! Size 25’ sfreet frontage & 14C' street frontage & | 3.3.1.5
2,500 sf net area 76,650 sf net area
Maximum Site Coverage None required 3.3.1.6
Maximum Density 50 dufae NIA 3.3.1.7
Minimum Building Height 25 N/A 3.3.1.8
Maximum Building Height *28,000 sf net sita area; 68" & 4 stories plus 3318
45" & 4 stories, pius 10’ roofiine variation &
mechanical housing & mechanical tower
roofling varation
Upper Story Setback (374" story) 10° average 10" avg. (3 & 47 33.1.9
- stories)
Front Yard Setback 0 -Max. 815" PCH 5 Min. 3.3.1.10
Interior Side yard Setback 1o 30 33.1.11
Exterior Side yard Setback Equal fo frord setback=5' | 28 33141
Corner Setback 25 48' 3.3.1.12
Rear Yard Setback 3 7.5 ) 3.3.1.13
Public Open Space B% = 3,834 sf 16,374 sf (21%) 3.3.1.14
08252011

e
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Proposed Infill

¢ Existing S.F SF. New Buiiding Area . Total S.F.
First Flobr '
Retail
Suite 101 3,800 ,
Sufte 108A 855 .
Sulte 1068 550 :
Suite 107A 1,215 )
Suite 1078 1,008 4501 5526 *
Suite 108 3,225
Misc 367 :
Commissary 1.088 l
15,406 4501 5538 25,433 :
Restaurant
Suite 112 5344 !
Suste 113 3,678 il ' ’
0,323 1577 0 10,865 }
Cfice ' ;
. Suits 108 ' 790 :
“£'Suite 110 860 - .
Suite 111 708 : ) I
Suite 114 680 52543+ :
Suite 148 1,405 2,989 _
Suite 120 350
- Misa 738 ‘ oo
Common/iobby
5530 2,988 11,138 i
Sub Total 30,358 9,067 47 470 '
ECEIVE
Second Floor REGEIVED -
Restaurant May 14 704 '
Suite 201 5488 _ s ' Har 04 2012 ©o
Suite 202 5,017 ’ Dept of Planning P
10,505 0 4,128 14,633 & Buylilding
Office _ : b
Suite 203 8,442
Suite 204 18,385
" . Comnon 839 )
24,827 0 . 839 25,666
Sub Total : 35332 i 4967 40,298 ?
Third Floor :
{Office
Suite 303 A018
Suite 304 857
Suite 305 9,039 167 SA73
Suite 310 2,570
Misc 231
Commen 1,785
16,515 167 6,968 23 950
Sub Toial - 15,815 167 5,968 23,850
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Office
~ Suite 405 3,002
- Suite 408 2 673 167 5473
Miso 1,148 -
Commen 1,487
6,916 167 6670 13,747
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Roof Deck

Commeon 1,122 1,122

0 0 1,122 1,122

Sub Total 0 ¢] 1,122 1,122|
Sub Total Retail 45,406 4,501 ' 5,526 25,433
Sub Total Office 54,182 3,323 18,118 74,501
Sub Toial Restaurant 19,827 1,577 4,128 26,654
Total 89,415 9,401 C 27,772 126,588
Terraces
First Floor 0 4] g v}
Second Floor 3886 412 G665 BOBT
Third Flogr 2581 ] 938 3559
Fourth Floor 1188 o 0 11986
Roof 0 0 0 o
Total Terraces TI63 1412 1657 10832
Outdoor Dining
First Floor 302 0 0 302
Second Fioor 403 . 0 2222 5625
Third Flony 0 Q 0 [l
Fourth Floor 0 G 0 0
Roof 4 O 3924 3924
Tofal Outdoor Dining 3705 Q B146 9851




City of Huntington Beach

2000 MAIN STREET CALIFORNIA 92648

DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND BUILDING
www.huntingtonbeachca.gov

Planning Division Building Division

7145365271 714.536.5241
August 6, 2012

Michael Adams
PO Box 382
Huntington Beach, CA 92648

SUBJECT: COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT NO. 11-012/CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT
NO. 11-021/VARIANCE NO. 11-005 /ENTITLEMENT PLAN AMENDMENT NO.
11-007/ENVIRONMENTAL  ASSESSMENT NO. 11-007 (PIERSIDE
EXPANSION) — Code Requirements Letter (REVISED)

Dear Mr. Adams,

In order to assist you with your development proposal, staff has reviewed the project and
identified applicable city policies, standard plans, and development and use requirements,
excerpted from the City of Huntington 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 shouid 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 Zoning and
Subdivision Ordinance to require that your project satisfy the following development standards.
If you would like 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 714-536-5561 or at ethan.edwards@surfcity-hb.org and/or the respective source
department {contact person below).

Sincere]z,

Fthan Edwards, AICP
Associate Planner

Enclosure

XC: Khoa Duong, Building and Safety Division -~ 714-872-6123
Steve Begart, Public Works — 714-536-1682
Arvar Elkins, Police Department — 714-960-8825
Joe Morelli, Fire Department - 714-536-5531
Steven Fong, Police Department - 714-536-5960
Herb Fauiand, Planning Manager
Jason Kelley, Planning Department
Project File

G \Edwards\Planning Commission\Pierside Pavilion Expansiom\Comments\Code Letter Final 2.docx 5, T.“{« n ol EA AT
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CITY OF HUNTINGTON BEACH

PUBLIC WORKS INTERDEPARTMENTAL
COMMUNICATION

PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION CODE REQUIREMENTS

DATE: AUGUST 3, 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: MAY 4, 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 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-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 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 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 . minimum front yard setback in lieu of a minimum of 15 f. 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 as
stated above. The items below are to meet the City of Huntington Beach’s Municipal Code (HBMC),
Zoning and Subdivision Ordinance (ZSO), Department of Public Works Standard Plans (Civil, Water and
Landscaping) and the American Public Works Association (APWA) Standards Specifications for Public
Works Construction (Green Book), the Orange County Drainage Area management Plan (DAMP), and
the City Arboricuttural and Landscape Standards and Specifications. The list is intended to assist the
applicant by identifying requirements which shall be satisfied during the various stages of project
permitting, implementation and construction. If you have any questions regarding these reguirements,
please contact the Plan Reviewer or Project Planner.

G Engineering Division DEVELOPMENT\Conditions R01ZVPCH 300 (Pierside Pavilion mprovementshAugust 3 20120 PCH 300 (Pierside Payilion) Dev

Pl
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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 of California shall be
prepared by a licensed surveyor or engineer and submitted to Public Works for review and approval.
The dedication shall be recorded prior to issuance of a grading permit.

. The following dedications to the City of Huntington Beach shall be shown on the Precise Grading
Plan. (ZS0 230.084A)

a. A 2.5-foot wide right-of-way dedication for pedestrian access and public utilities along the Main
Street frontage is required. (ZSO 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 to the State of California shall be shown on the Precise Grading Plan.
(ZS0 230.084A)

a. A right-of-way dedication (varying in width, from 5-foot wide adjacent to the existing bus turnout to
4-foot wide at the site's easterly end) for pedestrian access and public utilities along the Pacific
Coast Highway frontage is required. The subject dedication shall provide for a total minimum
sidewalk dedication pursuant to the Downtown Specific Plan, Section 3.3.1.10. (ZS0O 230.84,
DTSP)

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

. A Street Improvement Plan, prepared by a licensed Civil Engineer, shall be submifted to the Public
Works Department for review and approval. (MG 17.05/ZS0 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 gutter 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. (ZSO 230.84)

¢. 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 constructed along the project’s Main Street frontage.
(DTSP)

e. Any lost on-street parking (resulting from Code Requirement No. 5.d above) shail be replaced at
a one-to-one ratio within walking distance of the existing site pursuant {o HBZSO Section 231.28.
(DTSP)

f. The existing non-conforming ADA access ramp at the southeast corner of Pacific Coast Highway
and Main Street shall be removed and replaced with an ADA compliant access ramp, per
Caltrans Standard Plan ABBA. (ZSO 230.84, ADA)

g. The existing half-width street paving at the project’s Main Street frontage shall be removed and
reconstructed with enhanced concrete consistent with the special paving guidelines as specified
in the Downtown Specific Plan. (DTSP)



Page 3 of 7

8. A Precise Grading Plan, prepared by a Licensed Civil 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 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 condition 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. (ZS0 230.84)

b. The existing domestic water service(s) currently serving the existing development may potentially
be utilized if it is (they are) of adequate size, conform to current standards, and are in working
condition as determined by the Water Inspector. If the property owner elects to utilize the existing
water service(s), any non-conforming water service(s), meter(s), and backflow protection
device(s) shall be upgraded to conform to the current Water Division Standards. Alternatively, a
new separate domestic water service(s), meter(s) and backflow protection device(s) may be
installed per Water Division Standards and shall be sized to meet the minimum requirements set
by the California Plumbing Code (CPC). (ZSO 230.84)

c. The existing irrigation water 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 Utilities Division. If the property owner elects to utilize the existing water
service(s), all non-conforming water meters and backflow protection devices shall be upgraded to
conform to the current Water Division Standards. Alternatively, @ new separate irrigation water
service(s), meter(s) and backflow protection device(s) may be installed per Water Division
Standards. (ZSO 232)

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

7. The developer shall submit for approval by the Fire Department 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 uitimately require that a 12-inch
waterline to be constructed along the northeastetly 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 ultimate construction of the public 12-inch waterline will require some form of impact
fees to be paid by the property owner for the proposed development. The impact fees have yet to be
determined at 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 that coverage has been obtained under
the Waste Discharge Requirements for Discharges of Storm Water Runoff Associated with
Construction and Land Disturbance Activities (Order No. 2009-0009-DWQ) [General Construction
Permit] by providing a copy of the Notice of Intent (NOI) submitted to the State of California Water
Resources Control Board 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 Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) conforming to the current National
Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) requirements shall be submitted to the Department
of Public Works for review and acceptance. A copy of the current SWPPP shall be kept at the project
site and another copy to be submitted to the City. (DAMP)
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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, shali be submitted to the Department of Public Works for review and

acceptance. The WQMP shall address Section Xl of the MS4 Permit and all current surface water
quality issues.

11. The project WQMP shall include the following:

a.
b.
C.

k.

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

Addresses Site Design BMPs (as applicable) such as minimizing impervious areas, maximizing
permeability, minimizing directly connected impervious areas, creating reduced or “zero
discharge” areas, and conserving natural areas.

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

Incorporates Treatment Control BMPs as defined in the DAMP.

Generally describes the long-term operation and maintenance requirements for the Treatment
Control BMPs.

Identifies the entity that will be responsible for iong-term operation and maintenance of the
Treatment Controi BMPs.

Describes the mechanism for funding the long-term operation and maintenance of the Treatment
Control BMPs. :

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

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 returned 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 17" Site Plan in .TIFF format (400 by 400 dpi minimum).

ii. 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.

The applicant shall return one CD media to Public Works for the project record file.

12. 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 WQMP shall be submitted with the first submittal of the Grading Plan.

13. A suitable location, as approved by the City, shall be depicted on the grading plan for the necessary
trash enclosure(s). The area shall be paved with an impervious surface, designhed 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 transport of trash. The trash enclosure
area shall be covered or roofed with a solid, impervious material. Connection of frash area drains
into the storm drain system is prohibited. If feasible, the trash enclosure area shall be connected into
the sanitary sewer. The project’s existing trash enclosure shall be restored to the satisfaction of the



14.

15.

186.

17.

18.

19.

20.
21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.
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City, including operational doors and being fully enclosed by impermeable walls. Runoff from the
trash bins shall not enter the storm drain system that flows directly onto the beach. {DAMP)

A soils report, prepared by a Licensed Engineer shall be submitted for reference only. (MC
17.05.150)

The applicant’s grading/erosion 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 submitted
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
this development and any construction/grading-related concerns. This contact person shall be
available immediately to 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 activities, and “1-800-
CUTSMOG” in the event there are concerns regarding fugitive dust and compliance with AQMD Rule
No. 403.

The applicant shall notify all property owners and tenants within 300 feet of the perimeter of the
property of a tentative grading schedule 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 all work within the City’s right-of-way. {(MC 12.38.010/MC
14.36.030)

An Encroachment Permit is required for all work within Caltrans’ right-of-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. it shall specify the
hours in which transport activities can occur and methods to mitigate construction-related impacts to
adjacent residents. These plans must be submitted for approval to the Department of Public Works.
(MC 17.05.210)

Water frucks will be utilized on the site and shall be available to be used throughout the day during
site grading to 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 site no earlier than 8:00 a.m. 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 to 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 EC-1) (DAMP)

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 surrounding areas. (DAMP)

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

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

29. Wind barriers shall be installed along the perimeter of the site. {DAMP)

30. Al construction materials, wastes, grading or demolition debris and stockpiles of soils, aggregates,
soil amendments, etc. shall be properly covered, stored and secured to prevent transport into surface
or ground waters by wind, rain, tracking, tidal erosion or dispersion. (DAMP)

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 Rates shall be used
to determine the number of new added daily trips: retail/restaurant, 42.94/1000 sf, mode shift (15%),
and internal 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 trip is subject to an annual adjustment
on December 1st. (MC 17.65)

33. A License Agreement and Maintenance Agreement, including use fees, shall be executed with the
City for outdoor dining located in the public right-of-way. The applicant shall apply for and abtain
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 PRIGR TO
ISSUANCE OF AN ENCROACHMENT PERMIT:

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

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

35, Complete 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 applicable Public Works fees shall be paid at the current rate unless otherwise stated, per the
Public Works Fee Schedule adopted by the City Council and available on the city web site at
hitp: /iwww.surfcity-hb.orgffiles/users/public works/fee schedule.pdf, (Z50 240.06/Z50 250.16)

38, Prior to grading or building permit close-out and/or the issuance of a certificate of use or a certificate
of occupancy, the applicant shal:
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 Demonstrate that all structural Best Management Practices (BMPs) described in the Project
WOQOMP have been constructed and installed in conformance with approved plans and
specifications.

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

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

_ Demonstrate that an adequate number of copies of the approved Project WQMP are availabie for
the future occupiers.



CITY OF HUNTINGTON BEACH

PUBLIC WORKS INTERDEFARTMENTAL
COMMUNICATION

SUGGESTED CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

DATE: AUGUST 3, 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: MAY 4, 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 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-story mixed-use
pbuilding at the southeast area of the Pierside Pavilion site within the
Coastal Zone; b) to permit the consumption of aicohol 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 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, ¢) 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 fieu of a maximum of 45 ft. SPX: to permita
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 site plan dated May 4, 2012 shall be the conceptually approved design with the following
modifications:

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

2. Accurately dimension all existing and proposed public improvements (i.e. sidewalk widths, curb
return radii, bus turnout geometry, curb-to-building face dimensions, driveway width, etc.).

(\Engineering DivisiontDEVELOPMEN T Conditions 20120PCH 300 (Pierside Pavilion Improvements L Aygaet ”ﬁ{l}—fﬂ:‘dﬁ{, T T ide Tavglion)
Condition 8-3-12 jw;fr;? 0 1%%]?@’ z‘fgﬁ 4l H%@mif\mm



HUNTINGTON BEACH FIRE DEPARTMENT
PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION CODE REQUIREMENTS

. HUNTINGTON BEACH

DATE: AUGUST 3, 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:  JOE MORELLI;, FIRE PROTECTION ANALYST
TELEPHONE/E-MAIL: (714) 536-5531/ Joe.Morelli@suricity-hb.org

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: CUPICDP: A) TO PERMIT AN APPROXIMATELY 27,700 8Q. 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 NO. 90-21 AND AMENDED BY
ENTITLEMENT PLAN AMENDMENT NO. 67-001 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 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 05/04/12. 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 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: JOE MORELLI; FIRE
PROTECTION ANALYST.
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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 Protection and Life Safety Systems

1. Fire Alarms

Fire Alarm System is required. For Fire Departiment approval, shop drawings shall be
submitted to the Fire Department as separate plans for permits and approval. For Fire
Department approval, reference and demonstrate compliance with CFC, Chapter 9 on the plans.
A C-10 electrical contractor, certified in fire alarm systems, must certify the system is operational
annually. (FD)

2. Fire Sprinklers

Automatic Fire Sprinklers are required. NFPA13 Automatic fire sprinkler systems are required
per Huntington Beach Fire Code. Separate plans (two sets) shall be submitted to the Fire
Department for permits and approval. The system shall provide water flow, tamper and trouble
alarms, manual pull stations, interior and exterior horns and strobes, 24-hour central station monitoting,
and any other features required for a High-Rise Building.

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 sprinkier system shall be installed and operational to
protect all floors lower than the floor currently under construction. Fire sprinkler systems for the
current floor under construction shall be installed, in-setvice, inspected and approved prior to
beginning construction on the next floor above. (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)

Standpipes (2 2" NFH connections) are required in accordance with CFC Section 905. 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 standpipes at each
stairway in the plan notes. (FD)

3. High-Rise Building Requirements
High-Rise Building Requirements from the California Fire and Building Codes, and from the

Huntington Beach Municipal code shall be adhered to. Some of the requirements for High-Rise
Buildings include, but are not limited to the following:

—— 3 3m PR T BB
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Fire Control Room per CFC Section 508 and CBC Section 911

Special Detailed Requirements from CBC Section 403 and CFC Sections 914.3.1 —
914.3.6

Fire Pump Requirements from CFC Section 913 and 914.3

Huntington Beach Municipal Code Section 17.56.250 and 17.56.260

Fire Safety and Evacuation Plans are required per CFC Section 404

4. Emergency Responder Radio Coverage. All buildings shall have approved radio coverage
for emergency responders within the building in accordance with CFC Section 510.

5. Fire Flow Requirements. Fire Hydrants and Fire Flow shall be provided in accordance with
City Specification #407 and Appendix B and C of the California Fire Code.

6. Other:

Fire Extinguishers shall be installed and located in all areas fo comply with Huntington Beach
Fire Code standards found in City Specification #424. The minimum required dry chemical fire
extinguisher size is 2A 10BC and shall be installed within 75 feet travel distance to all 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 (two sets) shall be submitted to the Fire Department as separate plans for permits and
approval. Reference compliance with City Specification # 412 Protection Of Commercial
Cooking Operations in the plan notes. (FD)

Fire Department Access

1. Fire Lanes - The Fire Department review of the plan included a site visit and evaluation of the Fire
Lanes called out on the plan.
a. The clear width of the existing Fire Lane is shown as 24 %%’ on the plan, but the actual width

currently provided is 17’ clear (from the existing structure to the planter boxes and grass). The
rooftop deck would make the proposed structure the highest at the property in regards to distance
above the lowest level of Fire Department Access to lowest level of the occupied floor (roof
deck). This presents additional challenges to the Fire Department’s Access.

The proposed 4 story structure with the rooftop deck will hinder the Fire Department’s Aerial
Ladder Access to the existing 4 story structure (south side), which will make prompt rescue
difficult and will lessen the probability of fighting a fire in upper stories from the exterior.

The new structure will require a Fire Department Connection on the P.C.H. side, and Fire
Hydrant's need to be strategically placed to allow connecting to the hydrant and then to the Fire
Department Connection without Fire Apparatus having to drive over hose. Since the existing Fire
Hydrant is on one side of the Fire Lane, and the F.D.C. would be needed on the building side,
then an additional hydrant off PCH would be needed (on the building side of the fire lane).

BTTACHMENT NO._ e
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Since the building qualifies as a High-Rise Building, the issues above can be mitigated by
compliance with the High-Rise requirements in the California Fire and Building Codes and the
Huntington Beach Municipal Code.

2. 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)

3. 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)

4. Elevators shall be sized to accommodate an ambulance gurney. Minimum interior
dimensions are 7 feet (84”) wide by 4 feet 3 inches (517) deep. Minimum door opening
dimensions are 3 feet 6 inches (427} wide right or left side opening. Center opening doors
require a 4 feet 6 inches (54”) width. For Fire Department approval, reference and
demonstrate compliance on the building plans. HBBC 3002.4 (FD)

5. Addressing and Street Names

Structure or Building Address Assignments. The Planning Department 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 following:

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 doors, gates, and vehicle access.
Street name and address.

YV VVYVYY
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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 3809.

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 NAD83 State Plane, Zone 6, Feet Lambert Conformal Conic
Projection.

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
— Street Naming and Addressing.

v V VVYVY

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)

Other: 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. Outside City Consultants The Fire Department review of this project and subsequent plans may
require the use of City consultants. The Huntington 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 Department Administrative Office
City Hall 2000 Main Street, 5" floor
Huntington Beach, CA 92648
or through the City's website at www.surfcity-hb.org
If you have any questions, please contact the Fire Prevention Division at (714) 536-5411.

ATTACHMENT NO,_
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@) PLANNING DIVISION
Flon e PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION CODE REQUIREMENTS
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DATE: MARCH 28, 2012

PROJECT NAML: 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: ETHAN EDWARDS
TELEPHONE/E-MAIL: (714) 538-5561, ETHAN EDWARDS@SURFCITY-HB.ORG

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 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) to permit the consumption of alcohol within the restaurant
areas; ¢) to expand the allowable uses originally established by Condifional
Use Permit No. 90-37/Coastal Development Permit No. 90-21 and
amended by Entilement Plan Amendment No. 07-001 and Entitlement
Plan Amandment No. 11-005 by adding 8,000 sq. ft. retail, 3,000 sq. it
restaurant and 21,000 sg. ft. office; and, ¢ fo permit shared parking. An
amendment to the Owner Participation Agreement (OPA) approved in 2003
is required. EAX: To review environmental impacts and determine level of
CEQA documentation. VAR: To permit @ maximut height of 73 ft. and 90
ft. architectural projections in lieu of a maximum of 45 ft. SPX: to permit a -
5 f&. minimum front yard setback in fieu of a minimum of 15 ft. DRB: To
review the design, colors, and materials of the remodel! for the existing
building to remain and propesed 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
satisfied during the varfous stages of project permitiing and implementation. A list of conditions of
approval adopted by the Planning Commission in conjunclion with the requested entitfement(s), if any,
will also be provided should finat project approval be recaived. |f you have any questions regarding
these requirements, please contact the Plan Reviewer.

1 All exterior mechanical equipment shall be screened from view on all sides. Roofiop mechanical
equipment shall be sefback a minimum of 15 feet from the exterior edges of the building. Eguipment
io be screened includes, but is not fimited to, heating, air conditioning, refrigeration equipment,
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plumbing lines, dustwork and transformers. Said screening shall be archifeciurally 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}. (HBZSO Section 230.76)

. The site plan and elevations shall include the location of all gas meters, water meters, electrical
panels, air conditioning units, maitboxes (as approved by the United States Postal Senvice), and
similar iterns. If located on a building, they shall be architecturally integrated with the design of the
buiiding, 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
3.2.26.5 — Bicycle Spaces Required. (DTSP Section 3.2.26.5}

. Prior {o issuance of demolifion permits, the foﬂouﬁng shall be completed:

a. The applicant shall follow all procedural requirements and reguiations 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, idenfification of removal methods,
containment measures, use and freatment 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 Coast Air Quality Management District, an asbesios
survey shall be completed. (AQMD Rule 1403}

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

d. The City of Huntington Beach shall receive written verification from the South Coast Air Qualtly
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 witﬁ a 36" box
tree or paim equivalent (13™-14" of runk height for Queen Palms and §-9' of brown trunk). {CEQA
Categorical Exemption Section 15304) :

. Prior o issuance of grading permits, the following shaill be completed:

a. A Landscape and [rrigation Plan, prepared by a Licensed Landscape Architect shall be submitted
to the Planning and Buiiding 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 ratic with a 36" box
tree or palm equivalent (13-14" of frunk height for Queen Palms and -9 of brown trunk].
{CEQA Categorical Exemption Section 15304)

c. “Smart irrigation contrallers” and/or other innovative means to reduce the guantity of runcff shall
be installed. (HEZSO Section 232.04.D}

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

e. All landscape planting, irfigation and maintenance shall comply with the City Arboriculfural and
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Landscape Standards and Specifications. {HBZSO Section 232.04.B)
5. Prior to issuance of building permits, the following shall be completed:

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

h. The Downtown Spedific Plan fee shall be paid. {for new consiruction in the Downfown Specific
Plan {SP-5) area) (Resolution No. 5328)

c. A Mitigation Monitoring Fee for megative declarations] fmitigated negatfive 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 Huntingion Beach Planning &
Building Department Fee Schedule)

4. Al 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 shail be paid and calculated according to a schedule adopted by
City Council resolution. {City of Huntington Beach Planning & Building Department Fee
Schedtiie)

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

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

b. All Huntington Beach Zoning and Subdivision Oidinance and Municipal Code requirements
inciuding the Nolse Ordinance. All achvifies including truck deliveries associated with
construction, grading, remodeling, or repair shall be limited to Monday - Saturday 7:00 AM io 8:00
PM. Such activities are prohibited Sundays and Federal hofidays. (HBMC 8.40.050)

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

a. Complete all improvements as shown on the approved grading, l[andscape and improvement
plans. (HBMC 17.05)

h. All frees shall be maintained or planted In accordance fo the regquirements of Chapter 232.
{HBZSO Chapter 232}

. All landscape irrigation and planting installation shall be ceriiffied to he 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}

d. The provisions of the Water Efficient Landscape Requirements shall be implemented. (HBMC
14.52}
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13

14.
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Outdoor storage and display of merchandise, materials, or equipment, including display of
merchandise, materials, and eguipment for customer pick-up, shall be subject to approval of
Conditional Use Permit. (HBZSO Section 230.74}

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

The Planning Commission reserves the right fo revoke CUF No. 11-021, CEP No. 11-012, EFPA No.
11-007, VAR No. 11-005, and SPF No. 11-002 pursuant to a public hearing for revocation, if any
violation of the conditions of approval, Huntingion Reach Zoning and Subdivision Ordinance or
Municipal Code occurs. {HBZSQ Section 241.16.0)

The project shall comply with &l 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, Arficle V}

Construction shall be limited to Monday — Saturday 7-00 AM 1o 8:00 PM. Construction shall be
srohibited Sundays and Federal holidays. (HBMC 8.40.090) .

All landscaping shall be maintained in a neat and clean manner, and in conformance with the
HBZSO. Prior to remaving or replacing any landscaped areas, check with the Departments of
Planning & Building and Public Works for Code reguirements. Substaniial changes may require

- approval by the Planning Commission. (HBZSO Section 232.04}

15.

16

17.

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

Live entertainment andfor outdoor dining in excess of 400 sq. ft. shall not be permitted uniess a
conditional use permit for this specific use is reviewed and approved. Outdoor dining cccupying less
than 400 sq. ft. is subject to Neighborhcod Notification and approval by the Director of Planning &
Buiiding. (HBZSO Section 211.04)

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

PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION CODE REQUIREMENTS

HUNTINGTGN BEACH,

DATE: FEBRUARY 14, 2012

PROJECT NAME: PIERSIDE PAVILION EXPANSION

PLANNING '

APPLICATION NO. PLANNING APPLICATION NO. 11-131

ENTITLEMENTS: CDP 14-012, 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 PROJECT MANAGER
TELEPHONE/E-MAIL: (714) 536-5544, LUIS.GOMEZ@SURFCITY-HB.ORG

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: CUP/CDP: a) To permit an approximately 27,700 sqg. 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 alcohel within the restaurant
areas; ¢) to expand the allowable uses originally established by Condiional
Use Permit No. 90-37/Coastal Development Parmit No. 80-21 and
amended by Entitlement Plan Amendment No. 07-001 and Entitlement
Pian Amendment No. 11-005 by adding 8,000 sq. #_ retail, 3,000 sq. &€
restaurant and 21,000 sq. ft. office; and, c) to pemmit shared parking. An
amendment to the Owner Participation Agreement (CPA) 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 fi. SPX: to permit a
5 minimum front yard setback in fisu of a minimum of 15 . DRB: To
review the design, colors, and materials of the remode! for the existing
building fo remain and proposed buiiding.

The following is a list of code requirements deerned appiicable to the proposed project based on plans
stated above. The listis intended fo 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 conjuriction with the requested enfitlement(s), if any,
will also be provided upon final project approval. I you have any questions regarding these
requirements, please cordact 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 entitlement plan amendment.



HUNTINGTON BEACH

el POLICE DEPARTMENT

HENIRAION EACH 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: CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT NO. 11-021

DATE OF PLANS: OCTOBER 11, 2011

PROJECT LOGATION: 300 PACIFIC COAST HIGHWAY (APN: 024-154-17)

PLAN REVIEWER: ARVAR W. ELKINS 1ll, POLICE OFFICER

TELEPHONE/E-MAIL:  714-980-8825 =

PROJEGT DESCRIPTION: To Permit approximatsly 27,700 sq. ft. 4-story building at the
southwest area of the Pierside Pavilion.

The Police Department’'s CPTED recommendations are infended fo assist in the creation and
maintenance of a built environment that decreases the opportunity for crime and increases the
perception of public safely.

LIGHTING:

Adequate fighting of Pier Plaza and the configuous grounds to the building shall be provided

. with enough lighting of sufficient wattage fo 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 nieasing, lighting that enables pedestrians to see
clearly and to identify potential threats at night. For example, high or low pressture sodium vapor
tights can provide evenly distributed lighting that reduces patches of darkness af the ground
level and enables the human eye to pick up details, with reduced energy consumption.
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NATURAL SURVEILLANCE

Fully luminate all doorways that open to the outside.

The front door to the building should be at least partiafly 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-ighted, not enclosed behind solid walls.
Provide appropriate illumination to doorways that open fo 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
spats.

Ensure signs in the front windows of husinesses and commercial storefronts do not cover the
windows or block necessary views of the exierior 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 fect between each kiosk shall be maintained at all times. This appties to each
Kiosk whether they are parallel, perpendicular or angled fo the adjacent street. This is fo
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, Le. 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 proposed planter and cement bench that runs paralle} fo the north curb line of
PCH allows for adequate space for pedestrian foot traffic. With the purposed planfer, 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 shali be instalied.



Page 3 of 3

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 recelving areas

-Parking structure

-Exterior entrance

~Stairwells

-Interior halls

ROCF TGP TERRACE
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jemace.

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




HUNTINGTON BEACH
BUILDING DEPARTMENT

PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION CODE REQUIREMENTS

DATE:

PROJECT NAME:

PLANNING
APPLICATION NO.

ENTITLEMENTS:
DATE OF PLANS:
PROJECT LOCATION:

PLAN REVIEWER:
TELEPHONE/E-MAIL:
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

August 2, 2012
PIERSIDE PAVILION EXPANSION

PLANNING APPLICATION NO. 11-131

CDP 11-012, CUP 11-021, DRB 11-015, VAR 11-005, EAX 11-007
MAY 4, 2012

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

KHOA DUONG, PE
(714) 872-6123, KHOA@CSGENGR.COM

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 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, ¢} 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 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
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 conjunction with the requested entitiement(s), if any,
will also be provided upon final project approval. If you have any questions regarding these
requirements, please contact the Plan Reviewer.

CODE REQUIREMENTS:

I SPECIAL CONDITIONS:

1. None
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CODE ISSUES BASED ON PLANS & 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, 2010 California Green Building
Standards and The Huntington Beach Municipal Code (HBMC). Compliance to all applicable
state and local codes is required prior to issuance of building permit.

Provide building code analysis including type of construction, allowable area and height,

occupancy group requirements per the 2010 of 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.

d. For elevators please see section 708.14 and chapter 30.

Submit egress plans to show how they comply with Chapter 10 of 2010 CBC.

a. Provide occupant load calculations showing the occupant loads in each area/each floor.
b. Provide calculations for the required width of exit doors, corridors, exit passageway, and
stairways.

Show the exit paths of travel and the distances of travel.

Show location of exit corridors, exit passageways and exit enclosures.

Fire and smoke protection features must comply with Chapter 7 of 2010 CBC.

The exit enclosure shall comply with Section 1022.

The elevator doors cannot open into the exit enclosure.

Accessible means of egress shall comply with Section 1007 of 2010 CBC.

s@ "o Qo

Provide compliance to disabled accessibility requirements of Chapter 11B of 2010 CBC.
Type ! hood exhaust to be minimum 40" from top of floor/roof.
Type | hood exhaust to terminate a minimum five foot from vertical surface.

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

COMMENTS:

In addition to all of the code requirements of the 2010 California Green Building Standards
Code, specifically provide a Construction Waste Management Plan per Sections 4.408.2 and
5.408.1.1.

Planning and Building Department encourage the use of pre submittal zoning applications
and building plan check meetings.




HUNTINGTON BEACH
POLICE DEPARTMENT

PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION CODE REQUIREMENTS

DATE:
PROJECT NAME:

PLANNING
APPLICATION NO.

ENTITLEMENTS:
DATE OF PLANS:
PROJECT LOCATION:

PLAN REVIEWER:
TELEPHONE/E-MAIL:
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

August 5, 2012, 2011
PIERSIDE PAVILION EXPANSION

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)

STEVEN FONG, DETECTIVE
(714) 536-5960, SFONG@HBPD.ORG

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. 80-37/Coastal Development Permit No. 80-21 and
amended by Entiflement Pian Amendment No. 07-001 and Entitiement
Plan Amendment No. 11-005 by adding 9,000 sq. ft. retail, 3,000 sq. ft.
restaurant and 21,000 sq. ft. office; and, d) 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 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
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 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.

The Police Department believes the requested modifications will significantly affect the quality of life for
the local residents by creating public nuisances and adding to the already congested Downtown Area. It
should be noted that the two Reporting Districts {451 & 461) for the Downtown Business District show
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the highest crimes rates in the city. The Downtown Business District is also designated by the California
Alcohol Beverage Control as an area that is oversaturated with ABC licenses.

To preserve the current atmosphere and to reduce the likelihood of disturbances created by intoxicated
patrons, reduce noise disturbances and to reduce the risk of minors obtaining alcoholic beverages, the
police department recommends the following conditions be applied to the proposed Conditional Use
Permit.

1. There shall be no public or private use of the proposed rocftop by anyone other than in
conjunction with an approved 2-story restaurant and maintenance personnel for the purpose of
maintaining or repairing the building.

2. Any existing ABC licensed establishment that has a current CUP and resides within the Pierside
Pavilion property shali separately amend their current CUP before expanding their business. Any
CUP amendments shall inciude security plans, locations where alcohol is permitted, and types
and permitted areas of aliowed entertainment.

3. Any new business to the Pierside Pavilion that will serve alcohol under an ABC issued license
shall apply for a separate CUP outside of the Pierside Pavilion CUP. This will allow the Police
Department to apply specific conditions regarding security, entertainment, and approved areas for
alcohol service.

4. The applicant shall employ a video surveillance security system and a one-month video library.
The minimum requirements for the cameras will be: color, digital recording to DVR and able to
record in low light. The Pierside Pavilion shall ensure all entrances, exits and perimeter areas are
covered by video surveillance. Electronic copies of video must be made available to the
Huntington Beach Police Department within 24 hours of request. Digital recordings shall be
made available for viewing on-scene upon request by police officers conducting investigations.

5  |n addition to the above listed conditions, all applicable conditions contained in City Council
Resolution 2010-05 (Standard Conditions for Eating and Drinking Establishments-Downtown
District One) shall be required. If there is a conflict between this entertainment permit and the
City Council resolution, the more stringent requirement shall apply.

6. Due to volume of people already utilizing the current businesses within the existing building, the
current number of ABC licenses, the crime rate directly related to the existing businesses within
the building (including assaults, DUl's, overly intoxicated subjects, and thefis), the Pierside
Pavilion shall provide additional security for the building and adjacent parking areas utilized by
Pierside Pavilion businesses. The number of required security officers shall be determined by the
Police Department upon completion of the project. The number of required security officers may
change at the discretion of the Police Department based on crime rates, number of patrons
visiting the Pierside Pavilion, types of businesses, and hours of operations for the businesses.

7. The Police Department may require the Pierside Pavilion to provide additional security for the
building and adjacent parking structures during Special Events, such as the 4" of July and the US
Open of Surfing.
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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 Huntington Beach
2000 Main Street
Huntington Beach, CA 92648
Contact: Ethan Edwards, Associate Planmer
Phone: (714) 536-5561
3. PROJECT LOCATION: 300 Pacific Coast Highway, 92648 (northeast comner of Pacific
Coast Highway and Main Street)
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-sppd (thed Use — speeific plan ovcrlay 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 buildng consisting of approximately
89,415 sq. ft. of retail, restaurant and office uses; and 296 parking spaces within two subterranean
levels with access from Walmut 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 connecting four-story, 90 foot high, approximately
27,772 square foot mixed-use, visitor serving/office building and 9,401 sq. fi. 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:
GENVIRONMCHECKLST Page 1
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Existing S.F. | ProposedInfill S.F. | New Building S.F. | Total §.F.
Retail 15,406 4,501 5,526 25433
Office 54,182* 3,323% 18,118 74,501
Restaurant 16,829 1,377 4,128 26,654
TOTAL 89,415 9,401 27,772 126,588

*includes 400 sq. fi. demo area

The project proposes to expand the allowable uses within the Pierside Pavilion development from the
previously approved limits esteblished by Entitlement Plan Amendment No. 07-01 by adding 10,527
sq. ft. of retafl, 5,705 sq. ft. of restaurant, and 21,441 sq. ft. 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 leve]. Restaurant area is proposed on the second level and addifional 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 is proposed
on the second floor and rooftop deck. Parking will be provided within an existing two-level
subterrancan 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 inchides 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.

Construction Scenario

The project will be constructed in three overlapping phases over an approximately 12 month period
with all existing businesses to remain open. Phase I 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 bobcat drill rig. The entire work of this phase
will continne for approximately four menths, with two months of this time devoted fo constructing the
elevator within the new tower. ‘

Phase IT will commence with the demolition of the existing tower and stairs and the placement of steel
columns and beams. This portion will require coring 247 diameter holes through the roof and floor of
the first level of the parking structure. The parking structure will continue 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 af
200 Main Street and adequate alternative parking will be provided at this location when existing on-
site parking spaces are unavailable. Setting of the steel stmcture 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 entire Phase II will
encompass seven months of construction time with the use of an on-site crane/hoist and scaffolding to
accomplish interior and exterior constraction.

Phase 11T will commence upon completion of the addition with renovations to the walkways along
PCH and the alleyway adjacent to Pier Colony; and the renovations io the stairwell at Main Street.
Following the completion of this work, the storefronts along Main and PCH will be extended finther
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19.

1o the “drip line’; and minor cosmetic changes will be made to the building, including: painting of the
enfire building, pamting the glazing metals to match 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 coniinue 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 {o transition onto existing grade. All site work
and hardscape will include 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, municipal 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 FIR 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 approval, or participating agreement):

Encroachment Permit is required from Cal Trans.
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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.

1 1.and Use / Planping | Transportation / Traffic 1 public Services
[1 Population / Housing | Biological Resources {1 Utilities / Service Systems
] Geology / Soils [ wineral Resources [ Aesthetics

| Hydrology / Water Quality [ Hazards and Hazardous Materials O Cultural Resonrces

1 aw Quality [ Noise [1 Recreation

[l Agriculture Resources [ Greenhouse Gas Emissions [ Mandatory Findings of
Significance

DETERMINATION

{To be completed by the Lead Agency)
On the basts of this Initial evaluation:

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

1 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
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 “potentiaily significant impact™ or 2 “potentially
significant unless mitigated inepact” on the environment, but at least one tmpact (1) has been
adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and (2) has
been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as desceibed on attached
sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only
the effects that remain to be addressed.

T find that although the propesed project could have a significant effect on the environment,
because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earbier EIR
or NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided
or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR. or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions
or Titigation measures that are imppsed upon the proposed project, nothing farther is

requir% f} : . é—»!EfZO ) 2.

Signature
ETHAN EDWPLDS AFor XY, PLONNE]
Printed Naime Title
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EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS:

EVALUATION QF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS:

1. A brief explanation is required for all answers except “No Impact™ answers that are adequately supported by
the information sources a Jead 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 Impact” answer should be explained where it is based on project-specific factors as well as
general standards.

2. All answers must 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
Impact” 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).

5. Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA prooess, an effect has
been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration. Section 15063(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 checkdist. A source list has been provided in Section XIX. Other sources used or
individuals contacted have been cited in the respective discussions.

7. The following checklist has been formatted after 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 reguirements on projects which are considered to be coraponents of or modifications to the
project, some of these standard conditions alse 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:
Potenticlly
Significant
Potentially  Unless Less Than
) ) Significartt  Mitigation Significont
ISSUES (and Supporting Information Sources): Jmpact Incorporated  Impact No Impact
Would the proposal result in or expose people to potential impacts
imvolving:
Landslides? (Sources: I, 6) D D | IZI

Discussion: The attached sowrce list explains that 1 is the Huntington
Beach General Plan and 6 is a topographical map of the area which
show that the area is located in a flat area. (Note: This response
probably would not require further explanation).

Page §
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Potentially

Significant
Potentially  Unless Less Than
. . Significant Mitigation Significant
ISSUES (and Supporting Information Sources): - Tmpact Incorporated  Impact No frupact
L. LAND USE AND PLANNING. Would the projeci:
a} Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or ' [ m 7 O

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

Discussion: The proposed uses will not conflict with any land use plan in the City of Huntington Beach,
including the Municipal Code, the Downtown Specific Plan (DTSP), Local Coastal Program and the General
Plan. The project proposal is permitted 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 m 2009 and amended in 2011) specifies
allowable land uses and maximum buildout square footages for the Pierside Pavilion development. While the
proposed project geperally reflects the intensity 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 foctage.
It 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 mcludes a request for a
variance 1o 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-foot 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 1o allow for more efficient access and indernal
circulation. However, the 4™ floor top plate exceeds the minimum requlred 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, Himit
the height of the building and extent of the variance request to exceed the maximum height. The proposal to
deviate from the maxinmun height, as conditioned, will not result in the development being disproportionate to
the size and scale of swrounding developments dne to the existing height of surrounding buildings. This
deviation will not result in significant envirenmental impacts such as increased noise, aesthetics, and lghting.
As discussed in the various impact sections (I-XVIIT) the project scope and design would ensure that
envirommental 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 Iand 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 & unified, high-quality
visual image and character that is infended to expand the existing development pattern of Downtown
Huntington Beach. The City’s Design Review Board has reviewed the proposed architecture, colors and
materials and has indicated that it would recommend approval of the design conocept, 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
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Potentially

Significant
Potentially Unless Less Than
‘ _ Significant  Mitigation Significant
ISSUES (and Supporting Infoumation Sources): Impact Incorporated  Tmipact No Impact

the DTSP Design Curidelines. The proposed project wonld, 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 (II-XVIH) 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 diséribution of use within
the Land Use Map of the City of Hunfington Beach General Plan. Commercial uses soch as retail
estzblishments will be located within the first 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 visitors.

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

As discassed above, the proposed project would be consistent with applicabie 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 wonld, therefore, result in a less
than significant land use mpact.

b) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or [ 0
natural community conservation plan? (Sources:1} [ M

Discnssion: The proposed project would 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 commumity? | ] | ¥
(Sources:3,4) )

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

. POPULATION AND HOUSING. Would the project:

a) Induce substantial population growth in an area, either
Page 7
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Potentially

Significant
Potentially  Unless Less Than
. o Sigpificant Mitigation Significant
ISSUES (and Supporting Information Sources): Tmpact Incorporated  Impact No Impact
directly (e.g., by proposing new homes and busimesses) [l i ] |

or indirectly {e.g., through exfensions of roads or other
infrastructure)? (Sources:1,4) :

Discassion: The proposed project will provide for the expansion of an existing commercial 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 restaurant space will result in new
employment opportunities and commercial convenience which may indirectly result in a minor increase of
residents. Amy population growth as a result of the project would not be substantial due to the small
incremental increase in development. Therefore, the project will not induce substantial population growth
directly or indirectly. Less than significant impacts are anticipated. '

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, a 0 ' [
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 M 1 | =
the construction of replacernent honsing elsewhere?
(Sources:4)
Discussien: The project site does not support any housing. Therefore, the project will not displace existing

people or housing and no impacts will result.

L. GEOLOGY AND SOILS. Would the project:

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

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

Discussion: 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 fault 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) 1 ] | |

Discassion: 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 Humtington
Beach are required to comply with standards set forth in the California Building Code (CBC) and standard City
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Potentially

Significant
Potentially  Unless Less Than
Significant  Mitigation Sigpificant
ISSUES (and Supporting Infermation Sources): Trpact Tacorporated  Tmpact No Impact

codes, policies, and procedures which require submittal of a detailed soils 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 Jess than significant.

iii} Seismic-related ground failure, including ‘
liquefaction? (Sources:1,12,13,20,25) L1 [ A [

Discussion: Although the site is located within an area identified by the City’s General Plan. as having a very
high potential for liquefaction, the project is not located within & 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; grovndwater 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. Copstruction of the project in conformance with the CBC

“would provide mitigation of seismic ground shaking hazards. Therefore, liguefaction impacts associated with
seismic related ground failure to people and structures on-site would be less than significart.

tv) Landslides? (Souvrces:1,6,21) M N ] ol

Discussion: According to the City of Huntington Beach General Plan, the site 1s not in an area susceptible to
slope instability. The project site 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 Mines and
Geology has not mapped any earthquake-induced landslides at or in the vicinity of the sife that would be
indicative of the potential for slope instabitity. No impacts from landslides are anticipated.

) Result in substaatial soil erosion, loss of topsoil, or m| 1 W] 0O
changes in topography or unstable soii conditions from
excavation, grading, or fill? (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 could potentially resulf in erosion of
soils. Erosion will be minimized by compliance with standard City requirements for submittal of an erosion
control 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 soil conditions are implemented to minimize erosion and unstabie soil
conditions during grading.

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

Discussion: Refer to Responses IIT {a) (iii) and I (a) (iv) for discussion of liquefaction and landshdes,
respectively. Subsidence is large-scale settlement of the ground surface generally caused by withdrawal of
groundwater or oil in sufficient quantities such that the surrounding 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 pot occur as part of the proposed project and, therefore,
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Potentially

Significant
Potentially  Unless Less Than
Significant Miiigation Significant

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

d)

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

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

substantial risks to life or property?

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

Discussion: The submitted Geotechnical Study dated October 2011 by Petra Géotechm'cal 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 to address site-
specific soil conditions, including potential risks from expansive soil condifions in the design. and construction
of the project. Therefore, potential risks to life and property associated with expansive soil is less than

significant.

Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of M ] I M
septic tanks or alternative waste water disposal systems

where sewers are not available for the disposal of

wastewater {Sources:1)

Discussion: 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.OYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY. Would

the project:

a)

b)

Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge | O i 0
requirements? {Sources:1,15)

Discussion: Water quality standards and waste discharge requirements will be addressed in the project design
and development phase pursuant to the City’s standard erosion control measures. The applicant is required to
submit a Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP), prepared by a Licensed Civil or Environmental Engineer
in accordance with the National 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 (SWPPP) will contain Best
Management Practices (BMPs) for construction and post-construction operation of the facility, meluding site,
source and treatment controls to be instzlled and maintained at the site. The above confrol measures are
requirements for development in the City of Huntington Beach, and with moplementation will ensure
compliance with water quality standards and waste discharge requirements, which will reduce project impacts
to a level that is less than significant.

Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere | 0 vl [
substantially with groundwater recharge such that there

would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of

the Jocal groundwater table level (e.g., the production

rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop fo a Jevel
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Significant
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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 future water pipelive 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 consmnption that was not previously planned for in
the Water Master Plan and UWMP and would not substantially delete groundwater supplies. The project will
have minimal effect with groundwater recharge because the sife is currently and will remain primarily
impervious. Therefors, 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 Ordivance, including the Water Efficiency
Landscape Requirements, as well as Title 24 conservation measures 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 | O o 1
site or area, including through the alterafion of the
course of a stream. or river, in a 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 drainage flow toward the east into existing
storm drains. Stormwater runoff flow as a result of develepment of the project will maintain similar
preexisting drainage conditions, with a majority of the storm water {low to be diverted to a new on-site storage
tank via refrofitted on-site catch basins and then pumped into proposed cocling towers and rensed. The project
will not result in new impervicus 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 pollutants,
pursuant o the City’s required erosion conirol 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 resnlt in flooding on or off-site. Tess than significant impacts area anticipated.

d) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the | 1 1 B
site or area, including throvwgh the alteration of the
course of a stream or river, or substantially increase the
rate or amount or surface runoff in a manner which
would result in flooding on. or off-site? (Sources:1,15)

Discussion: See discussion under section IV (¢).

¢) Cresate or contribute runoff water which would exceed ] 0 W 1
the capacity of existing or planned stormwater dratnage
systems or provide substantial additional sources of
polluted runoff? (Sources:1,15)

Discassion: The project will be designed such that runoff created by the proposed development will not
exceed the existing condition. Overall drainage flow output 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 caphures
100% of the volume. Although the existing drainage pattern is expected to be temporarily altered during the
construction phase, erosion and siltation during construction will be minimized t© a less than significant level

FPage 1]
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g}

h)

1)

i)

by employing Best Management Practices (BMPs) for erosion control and implementation of a Stormwater
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). The WQMP, to be submitted in accordance with City of Huntington
Beach standard development requirements, will identify BMPs for ensuring a less than significant impact
associated with polluted runoff after construction.

Otherwise substantially degrade water quality? ] (] = 1
{Scurces:1,15)

Discussion: A Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP) will be prepared in accordance with National
Poliution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) regulations and Huntington Beack Municipal Code
{HBMC) in order to control the quality of water runcff and protect downstream areas. NPDES requirements
assure compliance with water quality standards and water discharge requirements. A preliminary WQMP wes
submitted to the Public Works Department for review and the methods proposed for complying with NPDES
requirements are acceptable. Refer to Section IV (4). Therefore, less than significant tmpacts are anticipated.

Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as ] 0] ] ¥
mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood

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 ares, or the Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM), which is not subJ ect to federal flood development
restrictions. Therefore, no impacts are anticipated.

Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures ] 1 0 |
which would impede or redirect flood flows?
(Sources:1,7)

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

Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, | = r =
injury or death mvolving flooding, including flooding as
a result of the failure of a levee or dam? (Sources:1,7)

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

Tnundation by seiche, tsunami, or modflow?

{Sources:1,21) . 1 [ ! il

Discussion: According to the Moderate Tsunami Run-up Area map in the Cify of Huntington Beach General
Plan/Local Coastal Program, the project site is not located in an identified moderate tsunam: rus-up area. Due
to the lack of land-locked bodies of water {i.e., ponds or lzkes) in proximity to the project site, the potential for
seiches is considered to be non-existent. The project site and vicinity are urbanized and have relatively flat
topography. The project site and vicinity are not identified as arcas with the potential for mudflows.
Therefore, no impacts are anticipated.
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k) Potentially impact stormwater runoff from construction

activities? {Sources:1,15)

U L[l M O

Discussion: Refer io discussion under item IV (a) and (e} above.

1) Potentially impact stormwater runcff from post-
construction activities? (Sources: 1,15) = H & B
Discussion: Refer to discussion under item IV (a), (¢), and (d) above.

m) Result in a potential for discharge of stormwater ] ] o] ]
pollutants from areas of material storage, vehicle or
equipment feling, vehicle or equipment maintenance
(including washing}, waste handling, hazardous
materials handling or storage, delivery areas, loading
docks or other outdoor work areas? (Sources:1,4,15)
Discussion: During the construction phase, erosion and silfation will be minimized to a less than significant
level by employing Best Management Practices (BMPs) for discharge of storm water pollutants, pursuant to a
SWPPP. A preliminary WOMP, was submitted to the Public Works Department in accordance with City of
Huntington Beach development requirements, and identifies BMPs for ensuring a less than significant impact
associated with the discharge of stormwater pollutants during operation. However, due to the proposed uses,
pollutants from areas of material storage, vehicle or equipment fueling, vehicle or equipment maintenance,
waste handling, hazardons materials handling or storage, and other outdoor work areas are not proposed or
expected and therefore less than significant impacts are anticipated.

n) Result in the potential for discharge of stormwater fo ] ] | ]
affect the beneficial uses of the receiving waters?
{Sources: 1,4,15)
Discussion: See discussion under Sections IV (a) and IV (e).

o) Create or contribute significant increases in the flow r1 ] | [
velocity or volume of stormwater runoff to cause
environmental harm? (Scurces: 1,15)
Discussion: See discussion under Section IV (e).

p) Create or contribute significant increases in erosion of ] n| il I
the project site or surrounding areas? (Sources:1,15)
Discussion: See discussion under Section I (b).

AIR QUALITY. The City has identified the significance

criteria established by the applicable air guality management
district as appropriate to make the following determinations.
Would the project:
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[SSUES (and Supporting Information Sources):

a)

b}

d)

Viclate any air quality standard or contribute
substantially to an existing or projected air quality
violation? {(Sources:9,18,21,22)

Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations? (Sources: 9,18,21)

Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial
pumber of people? (Sources: 9,18,21,22)

Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the
applicable air quality plan? {Sources: 9,18,21,27)

Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of
any criteria polhitant for which the project region. is non-
attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient
air quality standard (including releasing emissions
which exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone
precursors)? (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
regulated by the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD}. The entire Basin is designated as
a national-level nonattainment area for Ozone, Carbon Monoxide {CO}, respirable paticnlate matter (PMyp)
and fine particulate matter (PMos). The Basin is also a State-level nonattaimment area for Ozone, PMy, and
PM,s. The nearest sensitive receptors would be residents of the multi-family residential development (Pier
Colony) adjacent to the project site approximately 25 feet to the east.

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

The 2007 Ajr Quality Management Plan (AQMP) is the region’s applicable air qualify plan prepared fo
accommodate growth, to reduce the high Jevels of pollutants within the arcas under jurisdiction of the
SCAQMD, to return clean air to the region, and minimize the impact on the economy. Projects that are
considered to be cousistent with the General Plan are considersd fo be consistent with the AQMP. When the
DTSP Update was adopted in 2010, it was determined that the new land vse 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 not conflict with the AQMP and impacts would be less than
significant.

Short-term (Construction): Construction of the project may result in short-term poliutant emissions from the
following activities: demolition, the commute of workers to and from the project site, delivery and hanling of
construction materials and supplies 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 architectural coating onte the building. Emissions
during construction were calculated using the California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod). The
allotment of equipment to be utilized during each phase was based on defaults in the CaJEEMod 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 as 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 corapared to the South Coast Air Quality Management Disfrict (SCAQMD) Regional Threshoids. 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 to have a less than significant effect on
regional air quality.
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A

; Regional Significance Threshold (Lbs/day)
- voc NOx PMq PMas SO,
Estimated Construction.
Emisstons for proposed 12.14 | 25.26 17.42 446 125 0.02
project
Significance Threshold 550 55 100 150 55 150
Exceed Threshold? NO NO NO NO NG NO

Based on the table above, construction of the project would not exceed the required significance thresholds nor
would it expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations beyoad those anticipated and
analyzed in the DTSP Program EIR. Additionalty, 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. Theretfore, a less
than significant impact is anticipated.

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

calculations.
i SSIon Ralc -
Regional Significance fhrcshold (Lbs/day)
= cO Voo NOx PM;o PM, 5 50,
Estimated Operational
Emissions for proposed 81.91 9.48 16.00 13.89 1.09 0.13
project
Significance Threshold 550 55 100 150 55 150
Exceed Threshold? NO | XNO NO NO NO NO

Based on the above table, post-construction emissions from the proposed project would not exceed the regional
thresholds nor would it expose semsitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations beyond those
anticipated and anatyzed in the DTSP Programu EIR. Further, the project will be required to comply with DTSP
Program EIR, MM 4.2-8 through 4.2-12 to address operational air quality mmpacts. Therefore, a less than
significant impact is 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, PMyg, and PM 5) and ozone prectrsors
(NOx and VOC) both for construction and post-construetion and therafore, would not contriburte a cumulatively
considerable increase in these poHutants.

VI. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC, Would the project:

a) Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy | r | B
establishing measures of effectiveness for the
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performance of the circulation system, taking into
account all modes of transportation including mass
trapsit and non-motorized travel and relevant
components of the circulation system, including but 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 retail, 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 Out
Retail 448 | ADT | 69 33 36 27 12 15
Restaurant 702 | ADT | 6 5 1 58 39 19
Office 175 ADT |25 C |22 3 24 4 20
Project Trip 1,325 ; ADT | 100 60 40 110 55 54
Generation

Based on the resuits of a traffic fmpact analysis for the Existing (Year 2011) and Cummnlative (Year 2020 +
Project) scemarios, the Level of Service (LOS) at each of the three study intersections (Pacific Coast
Highway/Main Street, Main Strect/Walnut Avenue, and Walnut Avenue/3 " Street) will be maintained at an
acceptable LOS of “D” or betier 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 “D” at the PCH/Main
infersection during PM peak hours is acceptable. The traffic generation associated with the project is
anticipated to have a less than significant impact to LOS. The LOS af the three study intersections is
summarized in the table below.

Study Level of Service
Intersection D Peak Existing Cumulative Cumulative
and Location Hour 2011 2020 without | 2020 + Project
Project

PCH/Main AM C C C

PM C C D
Main/Walout AM A A A

PM A C C
Walnut  at 3% | AM A A A
St/P1 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 bicycle flow. Fowever, the project schedule would aveid peak season
traffic. Based on the project schedule and scope of project constructicn, shoxt-term interruptions to tratfic are
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b)

d)

)

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

Conflict with an applicable congestion management M ] 1 ]
program, including, but not limited to Jevel of service

standards 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 trip generation [rom long-
term operation of the project is anticipated. PCH is cafegorized as a Congestion Management Program
Highway System (CMPHS) by the Orange County Transit Authority (OCTA) 2009 CMPHS, but the project
site is not within close proximity to a recognized Congestion Management Program (CMP) Intersection. The
closest CMP Tntersection (i.e., Beach Boulevard and PCH) is 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, incloding either ] 1 1 |
an increase in traffic levels or a change in location that ‘
results in substantial safety risks? (Sources:10,11)

Discassion: 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 [ ] M N
(e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or
incompatible uses? (Sources:1,4)

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

Result in inadequate emergency access? (Sources:1,19) | ] ¥ []

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 Departments have reviewed the proposed plans
and determined that emergency access 1s adequate. Furthermore, the City of Huntington Beach Public Works
Department will require the preparation of a traffic control plan for project comstruction; this would ensure
adequate emergency access would be maintained during constrmction. Therefore, less than significant impacts
would oceur after compliance with existing regulations, and future project traffic would not impede emergency
access to and from adjacent and surrounding roadways.

Result in inadequate parking capacity? (Sources:2,4,5) In [ 1 ¥
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2)

Discussion: A total of 530 parking spaces are required for the project (90 spaces for refail, 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 mumicipal 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 otilized within the adjacent Municipal parking structure. During construction, up to 20 parking spaces
within the existing op-site subterranean parking area will be disrupted and unavailable. However, there is a
surplus of available parking within the Municipal parking structure that is allocated to the project to offsef this
temporary deficiency. The proposed project has been designed according to City parking regulations and has
sufficient parking spaces.

Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs ' (] ] [ M
regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, '

or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such

facilities? (Scurces: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)

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

as a candidate, sensitive, or special status 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
ot support ary unigue, sensitive, or endangered species, is not shown in the General Plan as a generalized
habitat area, and is not in the vicinity of any sensitive habitat. Therefore, no impacts to any habitat or wildlife
area are anticipated.

Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat | 1 O il
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

Wwildlife Service? {Sources:1,9)

Discassion: The project site does not contain any riparian habitat or 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. The project will not result in any loss to endangered or sensitive animal or bird species and
does not conflict with any habitat copservation plans, '

Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected | 1 N il
wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water
Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool,
coastal, etc.} through direct removal, filling,
Trydrological interruption, or other means? (Sources:1,9)
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d)

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

Interfere substantially with the movement of any naftve 1 0 I i
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 nursery sites. No impacts are anticipated.

Conflict with any local policies or ordinances profecting N 7| [ 1
biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy
or ordinance? (Sources:1,4,9)

Discussion: The site is currently developed and contains 31 mature palm trees. The project includes
relocation of 7 impacted trees on-site in accordance with standard Huntington Beach Zoning & Subdivision
requirements {remaining 24 will not be disturbed). Pursuant to a recommended mifigation 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 replaced with the same type
and size of tree. Tmplementation of the recommendations of an arborist 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 shall be dome in accordance with the
requirements of Chapter 232-Landscape Improvements. For the trees to be relocated, an arbortst report shall
be submitted and inclode 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 translocation of the identified trees.

c. The relocated frees shall be maintained and guaranteed to be alive and thriving after four years by =
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.

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 [ N I &
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation

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

conservation plan? (Sources:1,%)

Discussion: As discussed, the project site is currently developed. It does mot support any umique or
endangered plant or animal species and is not a part of any adopted Tiabitat Conservation Plan, Nafural
Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan; therefore,
no impacts wowdd occur, '
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VIII._MINERAL RESOURCES. Would the project:

a} Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral | O [ il

b)

resource that would be of valus to the region and the
residents of the state? (Sources:1,9)

Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important ] 0 | &
mineral resource recovery site delineated on a focal

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

{Sources: 1,9)

Discussior:. a) — b) The project site is not designated as an important mineral resource recovery sife in the
General Plan or any other land use plan. No current onsife oil drilling or exiraction operations presently exist -
or are proposed for the project site. Development of the project is not anticipated to have amy 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 public or the ] 1 M 1
environment through the routine transport, use, or
disposal of hazardous materials? {Sources:1,9)

Discussien: The proposed mixed use development will not involve the routine transport, nse or disposal of
hazardous materials other than use of typical commercial cleaning products which would not pose a significant
fhreat to public or environmental health. The project will net provide on-site fuel dispensing, underground or
outdoor storage of hazardous materials. Less than significant impacis regarding the disposal of hazardous
materials are anticpated.

Create a significant hazard to the public or the | o . | 1
environment through reasonably foresecable upset and

accident conditions involving the release of hazardous

materials into the environment? (Sources:1,%,20,21) -

Discussion: Hazardous materials during operation would be limited to use 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 construction activities tc cease if hazardous materials
or contamination is discovered at the site. Additionally, the measure would require the preparation of a Risk
Management Plan to protect workers and the public from exposure fo hazards during construction and post-
development uses and activities. Less than significant impacts are anticipated.

Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or B 1 E! A
acutely hazardous maferial, substances, or waste within

one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school?

(Sources:1,9)

Discussion: The proposed development is not intending fo operate the site in 2 way that would generate
hazardous materials. Activities conducted within the development will consist of visitor serving commercial
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and office uses. These types of uses are resiaurant, retail 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 ¥ mile from the
project site. No impacts are anticipated.

d) Be located on a site which is meluded on. a list of 1 1 N |
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to
Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result,
would it create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment? {Sources:1,21) ‘

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

&) Fora project located within an airport land vse plan or, 1 3 n| ¥
where such a plan 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 Crange County Airport Environs Land Use Plan
due to the Los Alamitos Armed Forces Reserve Center. However, the site is located such that it would not be
impacted by flight activity from the center. No impacts are anficipated.

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, n 1 1 7
would the project result in a safety hazard for people
residing or working in the project area? (Sources:9,11)

Discassion: The project site is not near any private airstrips. No impacts are anticipated.

2) Impair implementation of or physicaily interfere with an 1 1 ] Il
adopted emerpency response plan or emergency
evacuation plan? (Sources:17,19)

Discussion: The proposed project will not impede access to the suwrrounding aree and impact implementation
or physically interfere with any adopted cmergency response plan or evacuation plan. No impacts would
QCccur.

1) Expose people or structures fo a significant risk of loss, 0 - = W
injury, or death involving wildland fires, including
where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or
where residences are intermixed with wildlands?
(Sources: 1}

Discussion: Tbe project is located in an urbanized area and is not near any wildlands, No mpacts would
OCCUL.

X. NOISE. Would the project result in:
2) Bxposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in ] N M |

excess of standards established in the local gereral plan
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b)

or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other
agencies? (Sowrces:1,13,16,22,23)

Discussion: A Noisc Impact Analysis was prepared by Urban Crossroads to evaluate the noise impacts
associated with the proposed project during constmction and operation. During site grading for the new
building and other comstruction phases of the project, noise levels on the site may increase from normal
construction vehicles such as concrete trucks znd a backhoe as well as other equipment and tools fypically used
on construction sites. Construction of the project will create short-term noise impacts. Ilowever, the
development will be required to comply with the City Noise Ordmance (Chapter 8.40 Noise Control), which
restricts hours of construction fo reduce noise impacts to the area fo a less than significant level. Though the
City exempts construction noise,. the proposed project will incorporate the construction mitigation measures
fhat were included in the DTSP Program EIR to further 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 concern 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 impacts associated with the
proposed project include restaurant terrace activities and roof-fop air conditioners. Noise attenuation is
provided by the proposed plexi-glass terrace barrier as well as 5-foot high parapet walls on the surrovunding the
rooftop air conditioning units. Existing noise sensitive residential uscs are located east of the new restaurant
space on the southeastern portion of the project site. The daytime and nighttine 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 contribute 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 signiticant short- and Jong-term noise
impacts resulting from the new development project are anficipated.

Eiposure of persons to or generation of excessive [ 1 7 0
groundborne vibration or groundborme noise levels?
{Sources:1,13,16)

Discussion: Although there may be some temporary groundbourne vibratien or groundbourne noise levels due
to omsite construction activities, these wonld ocerr infrequently and would be short-term. Occasionally, large
bulldozers and loaded trucks may cause 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 stecl elements (rods, tubes, ete.) 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 mto the ground by a mini-
bobeat with a screw rig aftached to the nose, whick would only occur within the existing subterranean parking
structure. This construction method is substantially less invasive than the more fypical construction method
involving high levels of noise and vibration from the use of a pile driver and drill rig. Beocause the proposed
project is not expected to employ any pile driving or drilling, rock blasting or heavy grading equipment and
with residential uses located greater than 10-feet from construction activities, impacts from groundborne
vibration are anticipated to be less than significant. Furthermore, these activities will be required to comply
with the City Noise Ordinance, which exempts noise construction activity between the hours of TAM and 8PM,
Monday through Satuzday.

The proposed mixed use development on the project site will not result in the generation of significant
grouadbourne vibration or groundboume noise during long-term operation. Implementation of the proposed
project would not result in the exposure of people to or the generation of excessive groundbeume vibration or
groundbourne noise levels. Less than significant impacts are anticipated.
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¢) A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels [ [ M n

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 area and is ot anficipated to increase the
ambient noise levels significantly.

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

Discnssion: The project is anticipated to generate short-term noise impacts during construction. These would
occur infrequently and would be short-term. However, periodically during various stages of construction there
may be moderate spikes in the levels of ambient noise. These infrequent spikes will be required to comply
with the City Noise Ordinance, which regulates hours of construction. Therefore, a less than significant impact
is anticipated. No other significant noise impacts are expected afier construction due to the nature of the
project, which is compatible with other uses in the area

¢) For a project located within an airport land use plan or,
where such a plan has not been adopted, within two ] . O ¥
miles of a public airport or public use ajrport, 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 Iocated a congiderable distance from the Training Center, such
that the profect would not be impacted by flight activity and noise generation from the Center. No impacts are
anticipated.

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, O ] 1 ¥
would the project expose people residing or woiking 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.

XI1.PUBLIC SERVICES.

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

a} Fire protection? (Sources:1) I | ] 0
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b) Police Protection? (Sources:1) 1 [1 | 1

d)

¢)

Discussion: a)-b) The proposed project has been reviewed by Huntington Beach Fire Depeartnent and Police
Department staff. The project site is located within approximately ¥ mile from Lake Fire Station and within 1-
i, miles of the Main Police Station and approximately % mile from the Downtown Police Substation.
Estimated emergeney 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 not result in significant impacts to police and fire
SeTvICES.

Schools? (Sources: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 indirectly result In a
minor increase of residents. Any increase as a result of the project would not be substantial; thercfore 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. :

Parks? (Sources:1) £l | 1 | |

Discussion: See discussion nnder XI (¢) and XV — Recreation.

Other public facilifies or governmental services? 1 1 | 1
(Sources:1)

Discussion: The proposed project has been reviewed by responsible City departrents, including Public
Works, Fire, and Community Services, each of which determnined that sany potenfial impacts to public services
are adecnately 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 freatment requirements of the ] B M a
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 system, which
would ultimately be treated at one or more of the OCSD wastewater treatment plants. The OCSD wastewater
treatment plants are roquired 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 i a less than
significant mmpact.

Require or result in the constraction of new water or 0 [J & 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 allev behind the project site that could satisfy the demands of the project. A Utility Plan for new water
service connections shall be reviewed and approved by the Public Works Department. All utilify connections
to the project site will be in accordance with afl 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 0 M | M
drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the

construction of which could canse significant '

environmental effects? (Sources: 1.4,20)

Discussion: 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 praject will be i accordance with all applicable CBC, City ordinances, and
Public Works Utilities Division standards. Therefore, less than significant impacts are anticipated.

Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the | ] r
project from existing entitlements 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 consumption that was not previously planned for in the 2010 Water Master
Plan and 2010 Urban Water Management Plan as residential nses, which typically use more water, are a
permitted use on the site and the Urban Water Management Plan assumes this type of development on the
propesty. Additionally, the proposed uses and estimated square footages are meluded i 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 & determination by the wastewater treatiment [ [ ] O
provider which serves or may serve the project that it

has adeguate 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
Samitation District’s trank sewer lines. The wastewater generated from the proposed project would be treated by
the Orange County Sanitation District’s Plans No. T 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 proposed project would generate negligible
wastewater and would require 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 land{ill with sufficient permitted capacity ] n| | 7
to accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal
needs? (Sources:1,21)

Discussion: Rainbow Disposal is the exclusive hauler of all solid waste for the Cify of Huntington Beach.
Rainbow Disposal operates a Transfer Station, located at 17121 Nichols Street within the City of Huntington
Beach, and two Materials Recovery Facilities (MRFs) through which all solid waste 1s 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 2 worse-case scenario of 71 percent utilization, the daily solid wasfe contribution
to this transfer station under the proposed project would be less than cne 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 (TWMD) currently owns and operates three
active landfills that serve the Orange County region, inchuding: Frank R. Bowerman Landfill n Irvine; Olinda
Alpha Landfill in Brea; and Prima Deschecha Landfill in San Tuan Capistrano. All three landfills are permitied
as Class T landfills and have a combined design capacity of 20,500 tons per day. Solid waste Trom the project
site would be sent to the Frank R. Bowerman Landfill in Trvine. Permitted capacity for the landfill is limited fo
8,500 tons per day. However, if the per day capacity is reached at the Bowerman Landfill, trucks are diverted
ta one of the other two Jandfills: Olinda Alpha in Brea (capacity 8,000 tons/day) aud Prima Deschecha in San
Juan Capistrano (capacity 4,000 tons/day} in the county.

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

Office 1.24 Ibs/employee/day 150
Commercial 10.53 Ibs/employee/day 2060 2,106 hs/day
2,292 Ibs/day (115 tvday)
836,580 Ibs/vr (418.29
Total 350 trr)
SOURCE: California Integrated Waste Management Board, Estimated Solid Waste Generation Rates,
httprwwwy. ciwinb.ca.gov/ wastechar/wastegenrates.

Based on landfill capacity, the solid waste contribution to any of the three landfills that serve the project site is
Jess thar ome 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 sigoificant.

Page 27



Potentialty

Significant .
Potentially = Unless Less Than
) o _ Significant  Mitigation Significant
ISSUES {and Supporting Information Sources): Tmpact Incorporated  Impact Ne ¥rpact
) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and O il 1 %]

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 on 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 jurisdiction’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 1s subject 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 oceur.

Include a new or retrofitted storm water treatment 0 M ! B
control Best Management Practice (BMP), (e.g. water

quality treatiment basin, constructed troatment

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 stormawater runoff
flow to maintain similar preexisting drainage conditions, with a majority of the storm water flow t¢ be diverted
to an on-site storage tank via retrofitted on-site catch basins and then pumped into proposed cooling towers and
reused.  ¥ts 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
anticipated.

X, AESTHETICS. Would the project:

2)

b)

Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? 1 ] il ]
{Sources:1,3,4)

Discaussion: The project is located on Pacific Coast Highway, a scemc corridor in the City of Huntington
Beach General Plan Circulation Element. The setting along PCH is characterized by beach facilities, shoreline,
the Mumicipal Pier, and recreational amenities on the south side and a mix of development on the north side.
The architecture of the proposed building consists of a contemporary design theme, which inclndes materials
such as light colored smeoth stucco 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 along 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 TI) of the DITSP. The proposed project will be located
across PCH, away from nearby scenic vistas (L.e., pier and beach), and will not have & substantial adverse sffect
to these scenic resources and, therefore, less than significant impacts are anticipated.

Substantially damage scenic rescurces, inchuding, but i ] o BN
not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic
buildings within a state scenic highway? (Sources:1,21}

Discussion: The State of California Department of Transportation designates scenic highway corridors. The
project site is located within and visible from an oligible 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
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d)

project site does not contain rock outeroppings or historic buildings, Loess than significant impacts are
anticipated.

Substantially degrade the existing visual character or O] | | ]
quality 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 existing
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 commercial buildings to fourstory mixed use (commercial/office/residential) developments with
residential uses interspersed throughout. The most intense development and activity occur af the infersection
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 corners of the intersection with 4 stories each and heights that reach up fo 71 feet high and architectural
features that are 90 feet high.

The project includes a variance request to exceed the maximum height 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
(mechanica] housing) up to 90 feet high. The design intent is to match the existing building height and floor
plates to allow for more efficient access and internal circulation. However, the 4™ floor top plate exceeds the
minimum required floor keight 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 af the same time, ¥imit the extent of the variance request to exceed the maxinum beight. 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.

Create a new source of substaniial light or glare which | n ¥ 1
would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the
area? (Sources:1,3.4)

Discassion: The proposed project is located within a highly urbanized area. Because the project will result
a larger development in terms of building volume, overall height, and site coverags from existing conditions,
implementation of the proposed project may result in additional nighttime lighting and the potential for glare
from the building inclading the roofiop dining and outdoor patio areas. The project will be subject to a
standard condition of approval that requires lighting to be shielded and directed so as o prevent glare and
spillage onto adjacent properties inchiding 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 paiat finishes that may result in a potential of direct glare impacts
onto adjoining properties and vehioular traffic along PCH and Main Street. Towever, these surfaces are
minimal in comparison to the {ota! area ufilizing non-reflective/matte exterior surfaces and are consistent with
the type and amount of materials utilized on other surrounding developments. Therefore, impacts related to a
new source of substantial glare will be less than significant.

Page 29



Potentially

Significant
Potentially — Unless Less Than
Significant  Mitigation Significant

ISSUES (and Supporting Information Sowrces): Tmpact Tncorporated  Impact No Tmpact

XIV. CULTURAL RESOURCES. Would the project:

2)

b)

d)

Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of 1 ] 1 %
a historical resource as defined in 515064.57
{Sources:1,9,21)

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

Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of 0 rt. | =
an archacological resource pursuant to 515064.57
{Sources: 1,9,21)

Discussion: The project site is not located on an identified archaeological site. Furthermore, the site is
presently developed and has been previously graded and no archeological siles have been found. It is not likely
that cultural resources are present on the site. No impacts are anticipated.

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

Discussion: The project site is not designated as having any paleontological resources and does not contain
any unigue geologic features. No tapacts are anticipased.

Disturb any human remains, including those interred M i 1 |
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 human remains. No impacts are anticipated.

XV. RECREATION. Would the project:

a)

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

recreational facilities such that substantizl physical

deterioration of the facility would occur or be

accelerated? (Sources:1)

Does the project include recreatjonal facilities or require M 1 | 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) 1 O 71 O

Discassion: a)—c) The increased use of existing neighborhood, community and regional parks or recreational
facilities would be mininal and would likely consist of occasional use by employees.

Page 30

ATTAL

LA




Potentially

Significant
Potentially  Unless Less Than
i . Significant  Mitigation Significant
ISSUES {and Supporting Information Sources): Tmpact Incorporated  Impact No Impact

Constraction of the proposed project will occur entirely on the subject site and does not include construction of
recreational amenities/facilities. Access along the adjoming right-of-ways (PCEH 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 PCIH (i.e. beach, pier and pier plaza). The project will be required to pay park fees as idenfified in
Chapter 230.20 of the HBZSO. Thersfore, impacts are anticipated to be less than signiftcant.

XVL AGRICULTURE RESOURCES. In determining
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 impacts on agriculture and farmland. Would
the project:

a) Convert Primae Farmland, Unique Farmland, or ] n| . il
Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as shown
on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping
and Monitoring Program of the California Resources
Agency, fo non-agricultural vse? (Sources:1}

Discussion: The project site does not serve as farmland and does not contain any farming operations.
Development of this project will not result in the conversion of any farmland. No impacts would oceur.

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a m = . a K
Williamson Act confract? (Sources:1)

Discussion: The subject site 1s presently zoned SP5 (DTSP), whick does not permit agricultural uses. In
addition, the project site is not under a Willamson Act confract. Development of the sife would not c:on_ﬂxct
with agricultural uses or zoning. No impacts would ocour.

¢} Involve other changes in the existing environiment | O ] il
which, due to their location or nature, could result in
conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use?
(Sources:1)

Discussion: The site is currently developed with a mixed-use building swrrounded by commercial and

residential uses. No environmental changes associated with the preposed project would result in the conversion
of farmland to non-agricultural uses.

XVII. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSTONS. Would the project:

a) Generate greenhonse gas emissions, either directly or 1 il %] O
indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the
environmemt? (Sources: §,23) '

Discussion: The proposed project would resuft in a total of approximately 140.7 tons of CO, emissions during
construction and would emit 4.69 tons of CO; amortized over the 30-vear lifetime. Operational CO; emissions
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would be approximately 2218.36 tons/year. Therefore, the project would produce GHG emissions. Other
GHG emissions could result from increases in electricity and natural gas vsage and solid waste production, afl
of which would occur 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 annua! threshold
proposed by the SCAQMD. Therefore, construction and operational emissions are expected fo 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 (| a %} O
greenhouse gases? (Sources: §,23)

Discussion: AR 32 codifies the state’s goal to reduce its global warming by requiring that the statc’s
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions be reduced to 1990 levels by 2020. This reduction will be accomplished
through an enforceable statewide cap on greenhouss gas emissions that will be phased i starfing in 2012. In
order to effectively implement the cap, AR 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 in
desctibing, 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 requirements pertaining to cnergy efficiency and water nse 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 California 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) ebove.

Recause 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
catry out AB 32. Less than significant impacts are anticipated. o

XVIL MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE.

a) Docs the project have the potential to degrade the quality 1 [ 'l 1l
of the environment, substantiaily reduce the habitat of &
fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife
population o drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten
to eliminate a plant or animal comumunity, reduce the
number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant
or animal or eliminate important examples of the major
periods of California history or prehistory?
{Sources: 1,3,4)

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

arca and therefore will not impact any fish, wildlife, or plant community. The site does not confain any historic

resource. Based on discussions in Sections I to XVII above, the project is anticipated to have no impact on the
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Potentially

Significant
Potentially Unless Less Than
Sipnificant Mibigation Significant

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

b)

quality of the envirobment.

Does the project have Impacts that are individually O] | ¥ [
limited, but cumulatively considerable? (“Cumulatively

considerzble” means that the incremental effects ofa

project are considerable when viewed in conmection 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 1 to XVII, the project with implementation of
standard code requirements, conditions of approval, and applicable mitigation measures adopted for the DTSP
Program EIR is anticipated to have less than significant impacts and would not result m any cumnlatively
considerable impacts.

¢) Does the project have environmental effects which O ™ | O]
will cause substantial adverse effects on human beings,
either directly or indirectly? (Sources:1,2,9)

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

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

with mitigation impact on human. beings, either divectly or indirectty.
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XTX. 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)(D).

Earlier Documents Prepared and Utilized in this Analysis:

Reference # Document Title
1 City of Huntington Beach Geperal Plan/City of Huntington
Beach Local Coastal Plan
2 City of Huntington Beach Zoning and Subdivision Ordinance

B jan&-‘ﬂ.ﬂih;ﬁr MMan
+=F ey e

& City of Huniington Beach Geotechnical Inputs Report
7 TEMA Flood Insurance Rate Map (December 3, 2009)
8 CEQA Air Quality Handbook
South Coast Air Quality Management District (1993)
9 City of Huntington Beach CBQA Procedure Handbook
10 Frip Generation Handbook, 78 Edition, Institute of Traffic
Engmeers
11 Airport Environs Land Use Plen for Joint Forces Training
Base Los Alamitos {Oct. 17, 2002)

12 State Seismic Hazard Zones Map

13 City of Funtington Beach Municipal Code

GENVIRONMCHECKLST Page 34
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Available for Review at:

City of Huniingion Beach Planning &
Building Dept., Planning/Zoning
Information Counter, 2000 Main St., 3rd
Floor, Huotington Beach, and at
www. huatingtonbeachca gov/Government/
Departments/Planming/ep

City of Huntington Beach City Clerk’s
Office, 2000 Main St., 2™ Floor,
Huntington Beach, and at
www.hnmtingtonbeachca.gov/government/
charter_codes
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14 2010 Urban Water Management Plan
15 Water Quality Management Plan
Prepared by W.J. McKeever, Inc. (February 2012)
16 Noise Impact Analysis
(November 2G11)
17 City of Huntington Beach Emergency Management Plan
18 Adr Quality Impact
Prepared by Urban Crossroads {September 2011)
19 - Traffic Study
Prepared by Minagar & Associates, In. (February 2012)
20 CodeRequirementsLetter Odareh20423
21 Downtown Specific Plan EIR
22 Downtown Specific Plan EIR — Mitigation Measures
23 Project Mitigation Measure
24 Greenhouse Gas Analysis
Prepared by Urban Crosstoads {(June 2012}
25 Geotechnical Report

Prepared by Petra {(October 2011)
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City of Huntington Beach Planning &
Building Dept. (see #1)

City of Huntington Beach Planning &
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City of Huntington Beach Planning &
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City of Huntington Beach Planning &
Building Dept. (see #1)

City of Huntington Beach Planning &
Building Dept. (see #1)
City of Huotington Beach Planning &
Building Dept. (see #1}
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City of Huntington Beach Planning &
Building Dept. (see #1)

Attachment #5
Attachment #6
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Building Dept. (see #1)
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Building Dept. (see #1)



DTSP Prosram EIR

Mitigation Measures Applicable to Proposed Project

KM 42-:‘{ : During construgfion, demolition and remodel activities, the following
implemented where feasible:

Best Available Conirol Measure shall be

+ [Dust Control

. Apply soil stabilizers 1o inactive areas.

. Prepare a high wind dust control plan and implement plan elements and terminate soil disturbance when winds
exceed 25 mph.

. Stabilize previously disturbed areas if subsequent consiruction is delayed.

Water exposed surfaces and haul roads 3 fimes per day.
Cover all stock piles with tarps.

Replace ground cover i disturbed areas as soon as feasible.
Reduce speeds on unpaved roads fo less than 15 mph.

v Exhaust Emissions

. Require 90-day low-NORXR tune-ups for off-road eguiprent..

' Limit allowable idling to 5 minutes for trucks and heavy equipment.

. Ufifize equipment whose engines are equipped with diese! oxidation cafalysts if available.
Ufilize diese! particulate filier on heavy equipment where feasible.
Utilize low emission mobile construcfion equipment.

. Ufilize axisting power sources when available, minimizing the use of higher pollufing gas or diese! generators.
Configure construciion parking to minimize traffic inferference.

. Plan construction 1o minimize lane clostires on existing sfrests.

. Afull listing of construction emission controls is included in the Air Quality Assessment for Hundington Beach
Downtown Specific Pian dated April 13, 2009 (Appendix B}

+ Painting and Coatings

. Use low VOC coatings and high pressure-low voilme sprayers.

M 4.2-2: The City shail require by contract specifications that all diesel-powered equipment used would be refrofitied with after-
treatment products {e.q., engine catalysts and other technologies avallable at the fime consiruction commences) {o the extent that
they are readily available and cost effective when construction aclivifies commence. Contract specifications shall be included in
the proposed project construction documents, which shall be approved by the City of Huntingfon Beach,

MM 4.2-3: The City shall require by contract specifications that alternafive fuel construction equipment {e.g., compressead natural
gas, figuid patroleur gas, and unleaded gasofine) would be ufiiized to fhe exient feasible at the fime consfruction activities
‘commence. Contract specifications shall be ibcluded in the proposed project construction documents, which shall be approved by
the City of Hunfington Beach.

MM 4.2-4: The Cily shall require that developers within the project site use locally avallable buiiding materials such as concrez,
stucco, and interior finishes for construction of the project and associated infrastructure.

MM 4.2-5: The City shall require developers within the project site to establish a construction management plan with Rainbow
Disposal fo divert & target of 50% of construction, demolion, and site clearing waste,

Wil 4.6-6: The City shall require by confract specifications that construction equipment engines will be maintained in good
condifion and in proper tune per manufaciurer's specification for the duration of construction. Confract spedifications shall be




included in the proposed project construction documents, which shall be approved by the City of Huntington Beach.

MM 4.2-7: The City shalf require by contract specifications that construction-related equipment, including heavy-dufy equipment,
motor vehicles, and portable equipment, shafl be fumed off when not in use for more than five minutes, DieseHueled commerclal
motor vehicles with gross vehicular weight rafings of greater than 10,000 pounds shall be furned off when not in use for more than
five minutes. Contract spacificafions shall be included in the proposed project constructian documents, which shall be approved
by the City of Huntington Beach.

MiE 4.2-8: The City shall requirs that amy new development within the Specific Plan area provide signs within loading dock areas
clearty visibie to truck diivers. These signs shall state fhat trucks cannotl idle in excess of five minutes per &ip.

MM 4.2-G: The City shall require by contract specifications that slectrical owllets are included in the buiiding design of future
joading docks to allow use by refiigerated defivery trucks. Future project-specific applicants shall require that all delivery trucks do
not idie for more than five minutes. If ioading and/for unlozading of perishable goods would ocour for more than five minutes, and
coniinua refrigeration is required, all refrigerated delvery trucks shall use the electical cullets & conlinue powering the truck
refrigeration units when the delivery truck engine is turned off.

MM 4.2-10: The City shall require that any new development within the project site provide a bullefin board or a kiosk in the lobby
of each proposed struciure that identifies the Tocations and schedules of nearby ransit opporiunilies.

MM 4.2-11: The property ownerfdeveloper of individual projects within the DTSP will reduce operationelaied emissions through
implementafion of practices identified in SCAQMD's CEQA Handboak and the URBEMIS v9.2.4, scme of which overlap. Specific
measures are delineated in the DTSP Air Quality Assessment {Volume I, Appendix B).

MM 4.2-42: The foliowing meastres, based on these Sources, shall be implemented by the property applicant fo reduce criteria
polfutant emissions from projects associaied with the TSP Update. Additionally, support and compliance with the AQMP for the
hasin are the most important measures & achieve this goet. The AQWMP ingiudes improvement of mass fransit facilifies and
implemersiafion of vehicular usage reduction programs. Addifionally, energy conservation measures are included.

«  Transportation Demand Maniagement (TDM) Measures

1. Provide adequate ingress and egress at all enfrances fo public facififies fo minimize vehicle idling af curbsides.
Presumably, this measure would improve iraffic flow info and cut of the parking lot. The alr quakity benefis are
incalculabie because more specific dafa is required. '

2. Provide dedicated furn fanes as appropriate and provide roadway improverments at heavily congssted roadways.
Again, the areas where this measure wouild be applicable are the intersections in and near the projsct area.
Presumably, flese measures would improve trafiic flow. Emissions would drop as a result of the higher traffic speeds,

hut io an unknown exient

3. Synchronize traffic signals. The areas where this measure would be applicable are roadway intersections within the
oroject area. This measure would be more efieciive if the roadways beyond the project limits are synchronized as
well. The air quality benefits are incalcutable becaiise more specific data is requirad

4 Ensure that sidewalks and pedestrian paths are instafied throughout the project area.

»  Energy Efficient Measures

1. improve thermal infegrity of the bulidings and reduce thermal Inad with automated ime clocks or occupant sensors.
Reducing the need to heat or cool structures by improving thermal integrity wi resultina reduced expendiiure of
energy and & reduction in pollufant emissions.

2. stall energy efficient street lighting.
3. Cepiure waste heat and resemploy it in nonresidential hulidings. This measuye is applicable to the commercial




buildings in the project

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

5. infroduce window glazing, wall insulafion, and sficient ventilation methods,

6 Install low-emmission water heaiers, and use builtin, energyefﬁciant a;ipiiances.

10g

MM 4, .4—1: Prior té-%r;e onsat of ground disturbance acﬂu'ltﬁés,mt)i;é.b;ojéct déve\oper shall implement the following mifigation
measure which entails nesting surveys and avoidance measures for sensifive nesting and MBTA species, and appropriate agency
consuliaion.

. Nesting habitat for protected or sensiive species:
1. Vegetafion removal and construcfion shall ocour betwean September 1 and January 31 whenever feasibie.

2. Prior to any construction or vegefation removal between February 15 and August 31, a nesting survey shali be
conducted by a quaiified biologist of all habitats within 500 foet of the construcion area. Surveys shall be conducted
no iess than 14 days and no more than 30 days prior o commencement of construction acfvifies and surveys will be
conducted in accordance with California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) protocol as applicable. i no aclive
nests are idenified on or within 500 feet of the construction sfte, no further mifigafion is necessary. A copy of the pre-
consiriction survey shalf be submitted io the Clty of Huniington Beach. if an acfive nest of a META protected species
is idenfified onsite {per established threshoids), & 250-foot no-work buffer shall be maintained between the nestand
construction activity. This buffer can be reduced in consultztion with CDFG andfor U.S. Fish and Wildlife Servics.

3. Completion of the nesfing cycle shall be determined by a qualified omithologist or biologist

MM 4.3-2: During consiruction acfivifies, If archaeologieal andior paleoniological resources are engountered, the confractor shall
be responsihte for immesiate rofificaton and securing of the sife area immediately. A qualified archaeologist and/or paleontologist
approved by the City of Huntington Beach Planining Director shall be retained to establish procadures for temporarily halfing or
redirecting work to permit sampling, identificatior, and evaluation of cultural resource finds, If major archasological andfor
paleontoiogical rescurces are discovered that require long-term halfing or redirecting of grading, a report shali be prepared
identifying such findings to the City and the County of Orange. Discovered cultural resources shall be offerad to fre County of
Crange or its designee on a firstrefusal basis.

MM 4.3.-3: During consirugtion activities, if human remains are discovered, work shalf be halied and the contracior shall contact
(he City's designated representative on e project and the Orange County Coroner unfl & determinafion can be made as to the
fkefihood of additional human remains in the area. If the remains are thought to be Nafive Amesican, the coraner shall nofify he
Nafive Arerican Heritage Commission who wilt ensure that proper treatment and disposition of the remains ogours.

]

ology ] S e
Future development in the DTSP area shall prepare @ grading plan, subject to review and approval by the City's

MM 4.4-1:

development services depariments, to coritain the recommendations of the required final soifs and geolechnical report, These
recommendations shall be implemented in the design of the project, including but not fimited io measures associated with site
preparafion, fill piacement, femporary shoring and permanent dewatering, groundwater seismic design features, excavation
stability, foundafions, soils stabilization, establishment of deep foundations, concrets slabs and pavements, surface drainage,
cerment type and corosion measures, ercsion control, shoring and infernal bracing, and plan review.




area, induding properties uilized for of production activifies, proposed for development to assure that any hazardous
materialsicontaminated soils present on e property are idenfified and remediated in accordance with City specifications 422, 429
and 434-92. Al native and imported sofls associzted with a project shall meet the standards outiined in City Speacificafion No. 431-
82 prior fo approval of grading and building plans by the Huntington Beach Fire Department. Addifonally, afl work at a project site
shall comply with fhe City's Public Warks Department requirements (e.g., haul route permiis).

W 4.5.2: In the event that previously unknown or unidentified soil andior groundwater contamination that could present a threat fo
human healih or the environment is encountered during construction in the project area, construction activities in the immediate
viginity of the contamination shalt cease immediately. If contamination is encountered, & Risk Management Plan shall be prepared
and implemented that 1) identifies e contaminants of concern and the potenfial risk each contaminant would pose to human
haalth and the environment during construcion and post-deveiopment and 2) describes measures to be taken to protect workers
and the public from exposure to potential site hazards. Such measures could inciude a range of opfions, including, but not liméted
to, physical site controls during construction, remediation, fong-terrn monitoring, post-development malkienance or access
fimitations, or some combination thereof. Depeading on the nature of contamination, if any, appropriate agencies shall be notified
{e.g1., Huniington Beach Fire Department). ¥ needed, & Site Health and Safety Plan that meets Occupational Safety and Health
Administration requirements shall be prepared and in place prior o commencement of work in any contaminated arsa.

MM 4.6-1: Priot to issuance of any grading or building permits and/or prior to recordafion of any subdivision maps, ths applicani of
any new development or significant redevetopment projects shall submit to the Depariment of Public Works a Water Quality
Management Plan (WQMP) emphasizing implemantation of LID principles and addressing hydrologic condifions of concen.
WQMPs shall be in compliance with the current California Regional Water Quiality Control Board (RWQCB) Santa Ana Region,

Waste Discharge Requirements permit, and all Federal, State and local regutafions.

MM 4.5-2: Prior to isstance of any grading or building permits, a hydrology and hydraiic an alysis shall be submitied fo the
Depariment of Public Works for review and approval {10-, 25-, and 100-year sforms and back-to-back storms shall be analyzed).
In addifion, fhis study shall include 24-hour peak back-to-back 100-year storms for onsite detenfion analysis. The drainage
improvements shal! be designed and consirucied as required by the Deparfment of Public Works to miigate impact of increased
runoff due fo development, or deficient, downstream systems. Design of all necessary drainage improvements shall provide
mifigation for aff rainfall event frequencles up to & 100-year frequency.

MM 4.6 Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the deveioper or applicant shall submit detailed 1andscape Architectural
plans by a State Licensed Landscape Architect that shall include a designed irgation system that efiminates surface runoff and
meets the Gity's Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance (MG-14.52) requirements and & delailed pianting plan fhal specifies
appropriate California Native and other water conserving plants matesiais. n addition, there shall be a mainfenance program
submitted that addresses the use of festilizers and pesticides to meet the requirements of the City Infegrated Pest Management,
Pasficide and Fertlizer Management Guidefines, the Water Quality Management Plan, and the County Drainage Area laster
Plan. These plans shall be reviewed and approved by the City of Huntington Baach Public Works and Pianning Depariments. The
landscaping shall be instafled and maintained in conformance with the approved plan, the maintenance program and the City
Zoning ané Subdivision Ordinance requirements.

MM 4.8-1: Noise atfenuafion devices shall be used on all construction ec‘lft-i;im‘e'ﬁt, and construchion staging areas shall be located
as far as possible from any residencas or other noise sensifive recepfors.

MM 4.8-3: Prior to issuance of building pemits, a detailed naise asscssment shall be prepared for mixed-use and commercial
orojects within 50 feet of any residence to ensure fhat these sourcas do not exceed the City’s Noise Ordinance limits. The
assessment shall be prepared by a qualffied acoustical engineer and shall document the noise generation characteristics of the
proposed equipment and the projectsd noise levels at e nearest residential 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 less-than-




significant levels shall be included in the project plans. The report shall be completed and approved by the City prior fo issuance
of project approval.

“MIM 4.10-1: New constrction within the Downtown Specific Plan Area shall be designed to provide for safety measures {e.g.,
alarm systems, security lighting, offer on-site security measures and crime preventon fhrough environmental design policies} and
subject fo the review and approval of the City Planning Department and Huntingion Beach Police Depariment.

MM 4.10-2: Subject fo fhe City's annual budgetary process, which considers available funding and the stafiing levels needed fo
provide acceptable responss time for fire and police sarvices, the City shall provide sufficient funding to maintain the Gily's
standard, average level of seivice through the use of Genesal Fund monies.

MM 443-4: To ensure that there are o adverse impacts associated with e future Downfown Spe ic Plen -deﬂ;é‘lopméﬁt- F;fojécis
during construction, Applicantideveloper/ buildet/contractor shall coordinate with uiilify and service organizations prior to the

commencement of coastruction.

MK 4.43-2: Individual development projects within the Downitown Specific Plan Area will require connections fo exisiing w’ater,‘
sewer, and uffiity fines in the City and may require construction of new water pipeling facilites, All connesfions fo extsfing water
and wastewater infrastructure will be designed and constructed per the requirements and standards of the City of Hunfington
Beach Public Works Department. Connections to any OCSD sswer ine shall be designed fo QCSD standards. Such installation
shall b coordinated, reviewed, and approved by the appropriate City departments and applicable agencies.

MM 2.13-3: Each cevelopment project is required io implement separate water conservation measures that support major water |
conservation efforts, The following water saving fechnologies can be imptemented on a project basis to comply with statewide
water goals and water conservation measures that can furiner assistin meefing the 20% reduction goal.

. Waterless urinals shouid be specified in all public areas, including restaurants and commercial bathrooms.

. Low-lush foilels should be instalied in ali new residential units and encouraged through rebaies or other incentives in
gxisling homes. ‘

< Low-low shower heads and water faucets should be required in all new residential and commercial spaces and
encouraged in existing developed properties.

. Water effiient kitchen and laundry room appliances should be encourage through rebates for both residential and
commercial units.

«  Landscaping should be complated with drought folerant plants and nafive species.

+  lmigafion plans should use smart controllers and hiave separated irmgation meters.

MM 4.13-4: As individual development occurs within the Downfown Specific Plan area, additional hydraulic studies shall be
performed to verify that water pipes will adequately support each spesific profect A sewer study shalt be prepared for Public
Works Depariment review and approval. A fourteen {14} day or longer fiow test dafa shall be included in the study. The location
and nurber of monitoring st sites, not to excesd thres, fo he determined by the Public Works Depariment.

Mt 4.13-5: As individual developmenf oeeurs within fhe Downtown Specific Plan Area, each development shall ba reguired to
pay for the development's fair share of infrastucture improverments to electrical systems per Southern California Edison
requirements.




Description of Tmpact

Tree relocation

Attachment No. 6

Summary of Mitigation Measures

Mitigation Measore

BIO 1 Tres replacement of any existing mature frees on-site shall be done
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

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 Departinent.
The frees shall be surveyed every six raonths for a period of four years -
as 1o thelr 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.




RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
DRAFT MND NO. 11-007

Below is a table listing the comments received during the 30-day public review comment period
which commenced Thursday, June 14, 2012 and ended Monday July 16, 2012. Attached are the
original comment letters which have been bracketed to isolate the individual or grouping of
comments. Comments that address environmental issues are provided with responses.
Comments that are outside of the scope of the CEQA review will be forwarded for
considerations to the decision makers as part of the project approval process or to the applicant
for their mformation.

COMMENT LETTERS RECEIVED DURING THE DRAFT MND COMMENT PERIOD
No. Commenter/Organization Abbreviation
STATE DEPARTMENTS
1 Department of Transportation, Christopher Herre, July 16, 2012 DOT
CITY ADVISORY BOARD
5 Huntington Beach Environmental Board, Michael Marshall, June §, HRER
2012
INDIVIDUALS
3 Rod Albright, July 16, 2012 ALBR
4 Thomas Connelly, July 16, 2012 CONN
5 Carol McCann, July 16, 2012 CMCC
6 Thomas McCann, July 16, 2012 TMCC
7 FeldSott & Lee, July 16, 2012 FELE
8 Mark Bixby; July 16, 2012 BIXB
9 Eric Yao, July 16, 2012 EYAO
10 Gary Baker, July 16, 2012 BAKE
11 Robert Bryant, July 13, 2012 BRYA.
12 Jeff Smith, July 16, 2012 SMIT
13 Bill Garrisi, July 16, 2012 GARR




RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON DRAFT MND NO. 11-007

STATE DEPARTMENT

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION (DOT), JULY 16,2012

DOT-1

DOT-2

DOT-3

The comment provides direction for the applicant to utilize the latest version
of the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) when analyzing traffic impacts on
State Transportation Facilities. If the project requires an encroachment
permit, Traffic Operations may find the Traffic Impact Study based on ICU
methodology inadequate resulting in delay or denial of a permit by the
Department. The comment will be forwarded to the applicant for their
information.

The comment provides direction and information regarding obtaining an
encroachment permit. The comment will be forwarded to the applicant for
their information.

The comment describes permit jurisdiction and requirements within the
Department’s Right-of-Way. The comment will be forwarded to the applicant
for their information.
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CITY ADVISORY BOARD

HUNTINGTON BEACH ENVIRONMENTAL BoARD (HBERB), JULY 17,2012

HBEB-1 The comment provides introductory or general information regarding the
project and is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft
MND, and does not raise any specific environmental issue.

HBEB-2 The comment suggests that the traffic study is not sufficiently documented;
however, the comment does not further describe how or why. Because of lack
of information, this is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the
Draft MND, and does not raise any specific environmental issue.

HBEB-3 The comment suggests that flooding is not addressed. Section IVc of the
Draft MND describes the site as a flat developed property with existing
drainage 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. The majority of the storm water flow will be diverted to
a new on-site storage tank via retrofifted 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. Additionally the site is not
located in a FEMA designated flood zone.

HBEB-4 The comment suggests that there is a large expanse of west facing glass
windows and no Title 24 information was provided. The applicant will be
required to comply with Title 24 requirements as part of building permit
review. The comment will be forwarded to the applicant for their information.

HBEB-5 The comment suggests that no accommodation has been made for the removal
of existing public areas and open space. The project proposes to remove some
existing open spaces area; however the remaining area satisfies minimum
open space requirement.

HBEB-6 The comment suggests that bird strike protection be imposed through
mitigation. This comment will be forwarded to the applicant and Planning
Commission for their information.

HBEB-7 The comment suggests reference to recycling collection confainers during
operation and construction phase of the project. The project will be required
to comply with Section 3.2.19 Refuse and Recycling Collection Areas of the
DTSP as well as any State mandated requirements. The comment will be
forwarded to the applicant for their information.

HBEB-8 The comment suggests that the reference to the CA Integrated Waste
Management Board (CTWMB) is in error and that the correct State oversight
agency is The California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery
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(CalRecycle). The reference to CalRecycle has been noted and as noted
above, the project will be required to comply with Section 3.2.19 Refuse and
Recveling Collection Areas of the DTSP as well as any State mandated
requirements. The comment will be forwarded to the applicant for their
information.

HBEB-9 Comment suggests that justification for accepting the Level of Service, lack of
parking, public shuitle services, and related mobility topics is not provided.
The comment will be forwarded to the applicant for their information.

HBEB-10 The comment suggests that the owner take recommended steps to reduce
stormwater runoff through landscaping, retention, green roof strategies, etc.,
along with employing sustainable restaurant best practices. 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 retrofitted on-site catch basins and then pumped
into proposed cooling towers and reused. The comment will be forwarded to
the applicant for their information.

HBEB-11 The comment suggests utilizing LEED practices for encrgy efficiency with
window placement, screening, tinting, awnings, landscaping, etc.
Development projects are encouraged to incorporate sustainable or “green”
building practices (LEED or Building It Green) into the design of the
proposed structures and associated site improvements as a recommended
condition of approval. The comment will be forwarded to the applicant and
decision-makers prior to their consideration for the proposed project.

HBEB-12 The comment suggests accommodation for public areas with seating, bicycle
parking and community art installations. The project includes concrete
bench/barrier seating along PCH; is required to provide bicycle racks onsite in
accordance with Section 3.2.26.5 of the DTSP and public art currently exists
within the southwestern plaza area of the site. The comment will be
forwarded to the applicant for their information.

HBEB-13 The comment suggests that adequate enclosures for both refuse and recycling
be included along with collection containers and service contracts and
compliance with AB341. The project will be required to comply with Section
3.2.19 Refuse and Recycling Collection Areas of the DTSP as well as any
State mandated requirements. The comment will be forwarded fto the
applicant for their information.

HBEB-14 The comment suggests the addition of onsite recycling throughout the
duration of the project and a portion of the construction and demolition waste
is utilized for public art. The comment will be forwarded to the applicant for
their information.
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HBEB-15 The comment suggests the recycling of construction and demolition materials
which will significantly address carbon emissions. The comment will be
forwarded to the applicant for their information.

INDIVIDUAL

=  ROD ALBRIGHT (ALBR), JULY 16,2012

ALBR-1 The comment provides introductory or general information regarding the
project and is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft
MND and does not raise any specific environmental issue.

ALBR-2 The comment provides introductory or general information regarding the
project and is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft
MND and does not raise any specific environmental issue.

ALBR-3 The comment suggests that the original approval recognized that the
residential and commercial portions should maintain separation and that the
proposed development exceeds the maximum site coverage. CUP No. 88-7
and CDP No. 88-3 was approved with an approximately 40° to 50" clear
passageway between the residential and commercial portions of the project.
The applicant proposes to maintain the existing passageway width of
approximately 40> to 50°. Additionally, Section 3.3.1.4 Development
Standards of the DTSP does not require maximum site coverage.

ALBR-4 The comment suggests that the number of residential units was reduced from
160 to 130 to accommodate greater separation from the commercial portion
and to provide greater view opportunities. The DTSP does not require the
preservation of private view opportunities; however, staff is recommending
that the Design Review Board review the project with regard to massing to
ensure compatibility with the existing Pierside Pavilion building and adjacent
buildings.

s TromAS CONNOLLY (CONN), JuLy 16,2012

CONN-1 The comment suggests that per Section 3.2.21 of the D'TSP, residential buffers
shall be applied. This requirement references Figure 3-10 which delineates
where residential buffers shall apply. The area between Pierside Pavilion and
Pier colony is not delineated as requiring a residential buffer.

CONN-2 The comment suggests that public open space and ground floor visitor-serving
uses are required. The project will comply with Section 3.3.1.15 Public Open
Space and Section 3.3.1.3 Permitted Uses of the DTSP. Staff concurs that
visitor-serving commercial uses are required for all ground floor square
footage in the District 1 Visitor Serving Commercial Overlay. Staff is
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CONN-3

CONN-4

CONN-5

CONN-6

CONN-7

CONN-8

recommending a condition of approval that would require any reference to
new office area on the 1st floor to be removed from the plans.

The comment suggests Section 3.3.1.15 Public Open Space of the DTSP is not
being met and that Pier Colony Jandscaping area is being counted. The
project includes calculating the area of the existing development. With that,
approximately 3,833 sq. fi. of public open space is required and approximately
5,760 sq. ft. is provided. 30% of the required public open space shall contain
landscaping (approximately 1,150 sq. ft.); approximately 1,156 sq. ft. is
provided satisfying this code requirement.

The comment suggests that per Section 3.3.1.14 Public Views of the DTSP
has not been provided. Sheet A-11.1 of the submitted plans dated May 4,
2012 provides a graphic representation of a public view analysis. The
comment will be forwarded to the decision-makers prior to their consideration
for the proposed project.

The comment suggests that the proposed development extends to
approximately 10° from PCH, replacing a large public open space area which
provides pedestnan relief. The setback requirement along PCH is 0’minimum
and 5° maximum. The project includes a 2°-3” setback after dedication along
PCH. The plans dated May 4, 2012 show an approximately 15" clear
passageway along the PCH frontage. However, staff does recognize that this
may become congested during peak times and is suggesting conditions of
approval to keep the pedestrian passageway free and clear of obstructions.

The comment suggests that the downtown be a pedestrian oriented
environment. As noted above, staff is recommending conditions of approval
to keep the pedestrian passageway free and clear of obstructions.

The comment suggests that the pedestrian corridor between Pier Colony and
Pierside Pavilion will be narrowed. The project will maintain the existing:
approximately 40° to 50’ width along the corridor (including infill expansion
within existing arcades up to existing columns) and continue that width
between the proposed building expansion and Pier Colony.

The comment questions the validity of the Noise study. The commenter
implies that a noise study during peak conditions (between Memorial Day and
Labor Day) would produce increased project impacts. The inverse is actually
true, when the project is added to a lower background ambient noise levels,
the project only impacts are actually greater. The reference noise level
measurements used to ideniify the off-site project operational impacts were
measured at 77.3 dBA at a distance of 20 feet. This is equivalent to the
unmitigated exterior noise levels at a distance of 20 feet from a major 6-lane
freeway. In other words, regardless of when or where the noise Jevel
measurements were collected, they represent a worst-case noise level to assess
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CONN-9

CONN-10

CONN-11

CONN-12

the potential project related impacts. Tables 7-3 and 7-4 of the Noise Study
both show that the existing ambient noise levels (which would be higher
between Memorial Day and Labor Day) overshadow the expected daytime
and nighttime noise level impacts associated with the proposed project. In
other words, the existing conditions are 6.9 to 10.0 dBA louder than the
expected project noise levels. The comment will be forwarded to the applicant
and decision-makers prior to their consideration for the proposed project.

The comment suggests that the Noise Study did not accurately account for
construction noise. Although there may be some temporary groundboume
vibration or groundbourne noise levels due fo onsite construction activities,
these would occur infrequently and would be short-term. Occasionally, large
bulldozers and leaded trucks may cause 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, etc.) 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
attached to the nose, which would only occur within the existing subterranean
parking structure. 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 dnll 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 greater than 10-feet
from construction activities, impacts from groundborne vibration are
anticipated to be less than significant. Furthermore, these activities will be
required to comply with the City Noise Ordinance. The comment will be
forwarded to the applicant and decision-makers prior to their consideration for
the proposed project.

The comment suggests that the contrasting contemporary design is a departure
from the existing Mediterranean style. The project’s design intent is to
contrast with the surrounding architecture. However, staff is suggesting a
condition of approval that requires the Design Review Board (DRB) to review
the design with regard to massing and architectural compatibility. The
comment will be forwarded to the applicant and decision-makers prior to their
consideration for the proposed project.

The comment suggests that a Traffic Study was submitted. A ftraffic study
was submitted and prepared by Minagar & Associates, Inc. (February 2012).
The findings can be found in Section VI. Transportation/Traffic of the Draft
MND.

The comment contains concluding or general information. It is not a direct
comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft MND, and does not raise
any specific environmental issue.
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= CAROL McCANN (CMCCQ), JuLy 16,2012

CMCC-1

CMCC-2

CMCC-3

The comment provides introductory, general information, or opinion
regarding the project and is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy
of the Draft MND and does not raise any specific environmental issue.

The comment suggests that the project would negatively impact public views
and states that setbacks may be increased and site coverage, density and
building heights may be reduced as necessary to protect public views of the
ocean. The project proposed to maintain the existing corridor width; however
private views may be obstructed. Protection of private views is not required
pursuant to the DTSP.

The comment provides introductory, general information, or opinion
regarding the project and is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy
of the Draft MND and does not raise any specific environmental issue.

= THOMAS McCANN (TMCC), JuLy 16, 2012

TMCC-1

TMCC-2

The comment provides introductory, general information, or opinion
regarding the project and is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy
of the Draft MND and does not raise any specific environmental issue

The comment suggests that the noise study is flawed. The commenter implies
that a noise study during peak conditions (between Memorial Day and Labor
Day) would produce increased project impacts. The inverse is actually true,
when the project is added to a lower background ambient noise levels, the
project only impacts are actually greater. The reference noise level
measurements used to identify the off-site project operational impacts were
measured at 77.3 dBA at a distance of 20 feet. This is equivalent to the
unmitigated extertor noise levels at a distance of 20 feet from a major 6-lane
freeway.  Therefore, regardless of when or where the noise level
measurements were collected, they represent a worst-case noise level to assess
the potential project related impacts. Tables 7-3 and 7-4 of the Noise Study
both show that the existing ambient noise levels (which would be higher
between Memorial Day and Labor Day) overshadow the expected daytime
and nighttime noise level impacts associated with the proposed Pierside
Pavilion project. In other words, the existing conditions are 6.9 to 10.0 dBA
louder than the expected project noise levels.
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TMCC-3 The comment provides introductory, general information, or opinion
regarding the project and is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy
of the Draft MND and does not raise any specific environmental issue.

= FELDSOTT & LEE (FELE), JULY 16, 2012

FELE-1 The comment provides introductory, general information, or opinion
regarding the project and is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy
of the Draft MND and does not raise any specific environmental issue.

FELE-2 The comment suggests that noise & traffic impacts have not been addressed.
As noted in Section X Noise, a Noise Impact Analysis was prepared by Urban
Crossroads to evaluate the noise impacts associated with the proposed project
during construction and operation. During site grading for the new building
and other construction phases 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 typically used on construction
sites. Construction of the project will create short-term noise impacts.
However, the development will be required to comply with the City Noise
Ordinance (Chapter 8.40 Noise Control), which restricts hours of construction
to reduce 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 further 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 concern due to the proposed
uses, which are compatible with the character of the area and will not result in
any significant noise impact.

As noted in Section VI Transportation/Traffic of the Draft MND, construction
traffic resulting from development of the project may result in short-term
interruptions to traffic circulation including pedestrian and bicycle flow.
However, the project schedule would avoid peak season traffic. Based on the
project schedule and scope of project construction short-term interruptions to
traffic are not considered to be significant. In addition, short-term
construction impacts may be reduced through implementation of code
requirements requiring the approval of a construction vehicle control plan by
the Department of Public Works.

FELE-3 The comment suggests that increased vehicular and pedestrian traffic will
occur. As noted in Section Section VI Transportation/Traffic of the Draft
MND, 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
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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 fransportation system.

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 for a total of 530 parking spaces. During
construction, up to 20 parking spaces within the existing on-site subterranean
parking area will be disrupted and unavailable. However, there is currently a
surplus of available parking (300-234=66 spaces) 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 parking
regulations and has sufficient parking spaces

FELE-4 The comment suggests that the project will have a negative effect on home
values however this is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the
Drait MND and does not raise any specific environmental issue.

FELE-5 The comment contains concluding or general information. It is not a direct
comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft MND and does not raise any
specific environmental issue.

= MARK Bixsy (BIXB), JuLy 16,2012

BIXB-1 The comment refers to the conceptual plans dated May 4, 2012 which depicts
new office area on the ground floor. Section 3.3.1.3 Permitted Uses of the
DTSP requires that visitor-serving commercial uses are required for all ground
floor square footage in the District 1 Visitor Serving Commercial Overlay.
Staff is recommending a condition of approval that would require any
reference to new office area on the 1% floor to be removed from the plans.

BIXB-2 The comment suggests that potential bird strikes against glass or other
reflective materials may be an issue after construction. Staff is recommending
a condition of approval that requires DRB review of the proposed design
including colors, and materials. This issue will be discussed and possible
solutions may include smaller or gridded window systems, anti-bird adhesive
stickers, or other methods may be determined. This concern has been
forwarded to the applicant for review and comment.
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BIXB-3

BIXB-4

The comment suggests that potential shade and shadow impacts to Pier
Colony was not studied. As noted the DTSP lacks a shade/shadow mitigation
measure, but does include mitigation measure CR 4.1-1 that limits light spill
onto adjacent properties. This concern has been forwarded to the applicant for
review and comment.

The comment includes a chronology of events related to the vacation of 31
Street and whether a view corridor exists or if view corridor requirements
apply. The comment suggests that the original project approvals were
dependant on and therefore additional development requirements (including
street vacations — view corridor requirements) were imposed once the
proposed revisions to the DTSP were approved. CUP No. 88-7 and CDP No.
88-3 were not in effect until the revisions to the DTSP were approved;
however this requirement was not intended to impose the new (and
undetermined at the time) revisions to the DTSP. CUP No. 88-7 and CDP No.
88-3 was approved with an approximately 40” to 50 clear passageway and not
the width of the former 3™ Street (60°) between Walnut Avenue and PCH. As
noted in the comment, the separation between the residential portions of the
project and the adjacent visitor-serving uses was planned and designed;
however it was not due to the Street Vacation and view corridor requirement
as enacted by Ordinance 2942. The applicant proposes to maintain the
existing and originally approved separation and corridor width.

Additionally, 3rd Street was originally established as a 60” right-of-way on the
original Pacific City Tract Map (July 1901). The vacation of 3™ Street
occurred via Tract Map No. 13722 as stated in the City Clerk’s Certificate of
Pierside Pavilion. However, the majority of 3 Street (30 feet north + 17.09
feet south of the former street centerline) right-of-way was vacated in a
similar fashion on Tract Map No. 13478. Both maps show recordation on
same date (August 2, 1989) within approximately 1 hour of each other.

= ERrRIiC YAO (EYAQ), JuLy 16,2012

EYAO-1

EYAO-2

EYAO-3

The comment provides introductory or general information regarding the
project and is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft
MND, and does not raise any specific environmental issue.

The comment suggests that per Section 3.2.21 of the DTSP residential buffers
shall be applied. This requirement references Figure 3-10 which delineates
where residential buffers shall apply. The area between Pierside Pavilion and
Pier colony is not delineated as requiring a residential buffer.

The comment suggests that public open space and ground floor visitor-serving
uses are required. The project will comply with Section 3.3.1.15 Public Open
Space and Section 3.3.1.3 Permitted Uses of the DTSP. Staff concurs that
visitor-serving commercial uses ate required for all ground floor square
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EYAO-4

EYAO-5

EYAO-6

EYAO-7

EYAO-8

EYAO-9

footage in the District 1 Visitor Serving Commercial Overlay. Staff is
recommending a condition of approval that would require any reference to
new office area on the 1st floor to be removed from the plans.

The comment suggests Section 3.3.1.15 Public Open Space of the DTSP is not
being met and that Pier Colony landscaping area is being counted. The
project includes calculating the area of the existing development. With that,
approximately 3,833 sq. ft. of public open space is required and approximately
5,760 sq. ft. is provided. 30% of the required public open space shall contain
landscaping (approximately 1,150 sq. ft.); approximately 1,156 sq. ft. is
provided satisfying this code requirement.

The comment suggests that per Section 3.3.1.14 Public Views of the DTSP
has not been provided. Sheet A-11.1 of the submitted plans dated May 4,
2012 provides a graphic representation of a public view analysis. The
comment will be forwarded to the decision-makers prior to their consideration
for the proposed project.

The comment suggests that the proposed development extends to
approximately 10° from PCH, replacing a large public open space area which
provides pedestrian relief. The setback requirement along PCH is 0’minimum
and 5° maximum. The project includes a 2°-3” setback after property
dedication along PCH. The plans dated May 4, 2012 show an approximately
15° clear passageway along the PCH frontage. However, staff does recognize
that this may become congested during peak fimes and 1s suggesting
conditions of approval to keep the pedestrian passageway free and clear of
obstructions.

The comment suggests that the downtown be a pedestrian oriented
environment. As noted above, staff is recommending conditions of approval
to keep the pedestrian passageway free and clear of obstructions.

The comment suggests that the pedestrian corridor between Pier Colony and
Pierside Pavilion will be narrowed. The project would maintain the existing
approximately 40° to 50° width along the corridor (including infill expansion
within existing arcades up to existing columns) and continue that width
between the expansion building and Pier Colony.

The comment questions the validity of the Noise study. The commenter
implies that a noise study during peak conditions (between Memonal Day and
Labor Day) would produce increased project impacts. The inverse is actually
true, when the project is added to a lower background ambient noise levels,
the project only impacts are actually greater. The reference noise level
measurements used to identify the off-site project operational impacts were
measured at 77.3 dBA at a distance of 20 feet. This is equivalent to the
unmitigated exterior noise levels at a distance of 20 feet from a major 6-lane
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freeway. In other words, regardless of when or where the noise level
measurements were collected, they represent a worst-case noise level to assess
the potential project related impacts. Tables 7-3 and 7-4 of the Noise Study
both show that the existing ambient noise levels (which would be higher
between Memorial Day and Labor Day) overshadow the expected daytime
and nighttime noise level impacts associated with the proposed project. In
other words, the existing conditions are 6.9 to 10.0 dBA louder than the
expected project noise levels. The comment will be forwarded to the applicant
and decision-makers prior to their consideration for the proposed project.

EYAO-10 The comment suggests that the Noise Study did not accurately account for
construction noise. Although there may be some temporary groundbourne
vibration or groundbourne noise levels due fo onsite construction activities,
these would occur infrequently and would be short-term. Occasionally, large
bulldozers and loaded trucks may cause 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, etc.) 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 nto the ground by a mini-bobcat with a screw rig
aftached to the nose, which would only occur within the existing subterranean
parking structure. 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 greater than 10-feet
from construction activities, impacts from groundborne vibration are
anticipated to be less than significant. Furthermore, these activities will be
required to comply with the City Noise Ordinance. The comment will be
forwarded to the applicant and decision-makers prior to their consideration for
the proposed project.

EYAO-11 The comment suggests that the contrasting contemporary design is a departure
from the existing Mediterranean style. The project’s design intent is to
contrast with the surrounding architecture. However, staff is suggesting a
condition of approval that requires the Design Review Board (DRB) to review
the design with regard to massing and architectural compatibility. The
comment will be forwarded to the applicant and decision-makers prior to their
consideration for the proposed project.

EYAO-12 The comment suggests that a Traffic Study was submitted. A traffic study
was submitted and prepared by Minagar & Associates, Inc. (February 2012).
The findings can be found in Section VI. Transportation/Traffic of the Draft
MND.
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EYAO-13 The comment contains concluding or general information. It is not a direct
comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft MND, and does not raise
any specific environmental issue.

«  GARY BAKER (BAKE), JuLY 16,2012

BAKE-1 The comment suggests that noise impacts will be increased. As noted in
Section X Noise, a Noise Impact Analysis was prepared by Urban Crossroads
to evaluate the noise impacts associated with the proposed project during
construction and operation. During site grading for the new building and
other construction phases 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 typically used on construction sites.
Construction of the project will create short-term noise impacts. However, the
development will be required to comply with the City Noise Ordinance
(Chapter 8.40 Noise Control), which restricts hours of construction to reduce
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 further 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 concern due to the proposed
uses, which are compatible with the character of the area and will not result in
any significant noise impact.

BAKE-2 The comment suggests that the project will create a potential for crime. The
City’s Police Department has reviewed the plans and has found that the
project will eliminate some of the existing under-arcade hiding places and
provide better security and pedestrian lighting.

BAKE-3 The comment suggests that traffic congestion will be increased. As noted in
Section Section VI Transportation/Traffic of the Draft MND, a traffic study
by Minagar & Associates, Inc. was conducted for the project to determine the
potential impacts of the proposed development on nearby mtersection
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.

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
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BAKE-4

BAKE-5

BAKE-6

subterranean parking area and 234 parking spaces will be utilized within the
adjacent Municipal parking structure for a total of 530 spaces. During
construction, up to 20 parking spaces within the existing on-site subterranean
parking area will be disrupted and unavailable. However, there is a surplus of
available parking (300-234=66 spaces) 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 parking regulations and
has sufficient parking spaces

The comment suggests that the project will decrease property value of Pier
Colony and that the proposed architecture is not compatible with existing
downtown architecture and diminishes Pier Colony ocean views. The DTSP
does not require the preservation of private view opportunities; however, staff
is recommending that the Design Review Board review the project with
regard to massing and architecture to ensure compatibility with the existing
Pierside Pavilion building and adjacent buildings.

The comment suggests that the original approval recognized that the
residential and commercial portions should maintain separation; and that the
proposed development exceeds the maximum site coverage. CUP No. 88-7
and CDP No. 88-3 was approved with an approximately 40° to 50° clear
passageway between the residential and commercial portions of the project.
The applicant proposes to maintain the existing passageway width of
approximately 40° to 50°. Additionally, Section 3.3.1.4 Development
Standards of the DTSP does not require maximum site coverage.

The comment suggests that the number of residential units was reduced from
160 to 130 to accommodate greater separation from the commercial portion
and to provide greater view opportunities. The DTSP does not require the
preservation of private view opportunities; however, staff 15 recommending
that the Design Review Board review the project with regard to massing to
ensure compatibility with the existing Pierside Pavilion building and adjacent
buildings.

=  ROBERT BRYANT (BRYA), JuLy 13,2012

BRYA-1

This comment letter provides introductory, general information, or opinion

regarding the project, and is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy

of the Draft MND and does not raise any specific environmental issue.

= Jere Syt (SMIT), JULy 16,2012

SMIT-1

This comment letter provides introductory, general information, or opinion
regarding the project, and is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy
of the Draft MND, and does not raise any specific environmental issue.
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SMIT-2

The comment suggests that the noise analysis is flawed. As noted in Section
X Noise, a Noise Impact Analysis was prepared by Urban Crossroads to
evaluate the noise impacts associated with the proposed project during
construction and operation. During site grading for the new building and
other construction phases of the project, noise levels on the site may increase
from norma) construction vehicles such as concrete trucks and a backhoe as
well as other equipment and tools typically used on construction sites.
Construction of the project will create short-term noise impacts. However, the
development will be required to comply with the City Noise Ordinance
(Chapter 8.40 Noise Control), which restricts hours of construction to reduce
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 further 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 concern due to the proposed
uses, which are compatible with the character of the area and will not result in
any significant noise impact.

= BiLL GARRISI (GARR), JuLy 16,2012

GARR-1

GARR-2

GARR-3

GARRA4

This comment letter provides introductory or general information regarding
the project, and is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the
Draft MND, and does not raise any specific environmental issue.

The comment suggests that per Section 3.2.21 of the DTSP, residential buffers
shall be applied. This requirement references Figure 3-10 which delineates
where residential buffers shall apply. The area between Pierside Pavilion and
Pier colony is not delineated as requiring a residential buffer.

The comment suggests that public open space and ground floor visitor-serving
uses are required. The project will comply with Section 3.3.1.15 Public Open
Space of the DTSP and staff concurs that visitor-serving commercial uses are
required for all ground floor square footage in the District 1 Visitor Serving
Commercial Overlay. Staff is recommending a condition of approval that
would require any reference to new office area on the 1st floor to be removed
from the plans.

The comment suggests Section 3.3.1.15 Public Open Space of the DTSP is not
being met and that Pier Colony landscaping area is being counted. The
project includes calculating the area of the existing development. With that,
approximately 3,833 sq. ft. of public open space is required and approximately
5,760 sq. ft. is provided. 30% of the required public open space shall contain
landscaping (approximately 1,150 sq. ft.); approximately 1,156 sq. ft. is
provided satisfying this requirement.
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GARR-6

GARR-7

GARR-8

GARR-9

The comment suggests that per Section 3.3.1.14 Public Views of the DTSP
has not been provided. Sheet A-11.1 of the submitted plans dated May 4,
2012 provides a graphic representation of a public view analysis. The
comment will be forwarded to the decision-makers prior to their consideration
for the proposed project.

The comment suggests that the proposed development extends to
approximately 10° from PCH, replacing a large public open space area which
provides pedestrian relief. The setback requirement along PCH 1s (’minimum
and 5> maximum. The project includes a 2°-3” setback after property
dedication along PCH. The plans dated May 4, 2012 show an approximately
15 clear passageway along the PCH frontage. However, staff does recognize
that this may become congested during peak times and is suggesting
conditions of approval to keep the pedestrian passageway free and clear of
obstructions.

The comment suggests that the downtown be a pedestrian oriented
environment. As noted above, staff is recommending conditions of approval
to keep the pedestrian passageway free and clear of obstructions.

The comment suggests that the pedestrian corridor between Pier Colony and
Pierside Pavilion will be narrowed. The project would maintain the existing
approximately 40’ to 50° width along the corridor (including infill expansion
within existing arcades up to existing columns) and continue that width
between the expansion building and Pier Colony.

The comment questions the validity of the Noise study. The commenter
implies that a noise study during peak conditions (between Memorial Day and
Labor Day) would produce increased project impacts. The inverse is actually
true, when the project is added to a lower background ambient noise levels,
the project only impacts are actually greater. The reference noise level
measurements used to identify the off-site project operational impacts were
measured at 77.3 dBA at a distance of 20 feet. This is equivalent to the
unmitigated exterior noise levels at a distance of 20 feet from a major 6-lane
freeway. In other words, regardless of when or where the noise level
measurements were collected, they represent a worst-case noise level to assess
the potential project related impacts. Tables 7-3 and 7-4 of the Noise Study
both show that the existing ambient noise levels (which would be higher
between Memorial Day and Labor Day) overshadow the expected daytime
and nighttime noise level impacts associated with the proposed project. In
other words, the existing conditions are 6.9 to 10.0 dBA louder than the
expected project noise levels. The comment will be forwarded to the applicant
and decision-makers prior to their consideration for the proposed project.
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GARR-11

GARR-12

GARR-13

The comment suggests that the Noise Study did not accurately account for
construction noise. Although there may be some temporary groundbourne
vibration or groundbourne noise levels due to onsite construction activities,
these would occur infrequently and would be short-term. Occasionally, large
bulldozers and loaded trucks may cause 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, etc.) 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-bobceat with a screw rig
attached to the nose, which would only occur within the existing subterrancan
parking structure. This construction method is substantially less invasive than
the morc 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 greater than 10-feet
from construction activities, impacts from groundborne vibration are
anticipated to be less than significant. Furthermore, these activities will be
required to comply with the City Noise Ordinance. The comment will be
forwarded to the applicant and decision-makers prior to their consideration for
the proposed project.

The comment suggests that the contrasting contemporary design is a departure
from the existing Mediterranean style. The project’s design intent is to
contrast with the surrounding architecture. However, staff is suggesting a
condition of approval that requires the Design Review Board (DRB) to review
the design with regard to massing and architectural compatibility. The
comment ‘will be forwarded to the applicant and decision-makers prior to their
consideration for the proposed project.

The comment suggests that a Traffic Study was submitted. A traffic study
was submitted and prepared by Minagar & Associates, Inc. (February 2012).
The findings can be found in Section VI. Transportation/Traffic of the Draft
MND.

The comment contains concluding or general information. It is not a direct
comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft MND and does not raise any
specific environmental 1ssue.
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luly 16, 2012

ﬂ?' City of Huntington Beach

2000 MAIN STAGET CaLIFORMNLA B2uad

Ethan Edwards
Associate Planner :
City of Huntington Beach Planning and Building Department

2000 Main Street RECEIVED
Huntington Beach, CA 92648

DEPARTMENT GOF PLANMING

e Dept. of Planning
HURTIRNG TN PIER X0 ‘édin
Rod Albright & Buking

200 PCH #141
-Huntington Beach, CA 52648

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 1 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 shalf 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 original CUP ne.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 83,415 and their proposed 37,173, this brings
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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 5q 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”

ALge-y

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,
and the citizens of Huntington Beach.

714 345-3533
rodalbright@acl.co
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JUL 16812012
- Ethan Edwatds Dept. of Planning
Associate Planner & Building
City of Hamtington Beach
Plapning & Beilding Departiment
2000 Main Street
- Humtington Beach, CA 92645

RE: Commenis o the propoesed project “Pierside Pavilion Expansion”
Dear Sir; |

1 am ag owner angd resident of 2 property st Pier Colony (260 Pacific Coast Highwey), and am
- writing this in response to the nroposed project “Pierside Pavilion Expansion”

The Project:
It is mny understending that the gmpﬁssd pruject will expand the current building st 300 Pacific
Coast Highway (Pierside Pavilion) significanily. The portion of the building between Pier Colony

. and Pierside Pavilion closest to Walaut Ave will be extendsd closer fo Pier Colony, and g new
building witl be built in addition to the current building st the southesst corner of the existing

- building. From the meeting on 7/10, it would appear that the driving factor behind this addition is
to add fo existing oiffice spece available to the cursent office tenmnt. A significant portion of the

. new addifien wal! be devoted o an onknown restzumat witht the intention of moreasing foot waffic

- for the corrent tenant Sparks. Space will be reserved a3 per the cilics reguiremenis on the ground
- flger for visHor serving conunercial use.

: My concerns with the project ars outlined as follows: |

: A: Residential Buffers
~As per Ssetion 3221 of the Downtown Specific Development Plan, residential buffers are to be
lef hetween commercial businesses and residential areas. According to section 2, noise and edar
| genesating activities assogiated with cornmercial activity are not permitied within 50° of a
" residential asea. The proposed restaurant i within 30° of the edgs of Pier Coleny, and by
. definition an aleohol serving restanrant with ontdeor seating will creste both noise and ador.
* The map inchided on the Dewntown Spesific Development Plan did not specifically show on it the
: area between Pier Colony and Plerside Pavilion, but by definition should be included.
- B: Public Open Space
' As per Section 3.3.1.15 of the Downtown Specific Developmernt Plan, Public (}pen Space, part |
states that “Public open space and pedesirian sccess shall be required far development projects in
. order to assure 2 predosinantly visitor-serving, pedesirian orisnintion.” While in theory amcas of
" the ground Joor of the proposed develomnent have been set aside for that purpose, ne concrele
- tenanis bave been shown as interesied in the property. Tn addition, even current fenants in the
_existing ndlding 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 de 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 square feet of open space is considered landscaped. This
s 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.

COnN-3

- D: Public View
. As per Section 3.3.1.14 of the Downtown Specific Development Plan, “Development proposals
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.

CC)NN — L{

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 eventnally result in a lawsuit against the

- ity

Comn-g

_The addifion of planters and trees at the immediate border between the sidewalk and the road has

- the pofential to decrease driver visibility of the sidewalk as well as increase the severity of

potential vehicular accidents in that area. The area between 254 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 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
' to0, 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: 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. 1t is crucial that the downtown be a
pedestrian-oriented environment. There is also a desire to 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 inbibit further growth. For any future growth
to be successful in the block fo the south of the current Dairy Queen, pedestrian traffic must
naturatly flow from Mmn Street.

G: Decreased width of alleyway/pedesttian access 1o ocean
. Asapart of this proposed development, the existing pedestrian cosridor between Pier Colony and
“ Pierside Pavilion will be narrowed. There is currently a private agoess open space on the second
. floor balcony along the southern edge of the building, undemeath which is public access apen 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 Fruntington Beach commissioned a study to determine the potential noise npacts 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 arca experiences significant seasonality in
traffic patterns, with peak pedestrian traffic occurring between Memorial Day and Labor Day every
year. T question the validity of a noise study performed in late fall, when pedestrian traffic isata

In addition, a significant ameunt 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 complamis.

" The noise study itself uses measurements faken 10 vears 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 stady are details of the measurements

' taken, or their relevance to the proposed development. At a bare mininwi, detail should be
inchided 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 o testing. Tn 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 1f measnrements taken m

 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
outward equally; while this proposed development will be at both comers 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 modifications to the measurements need fo 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 asin
conjunction with the other.

Further study should be done to deternine 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 gencratmg
-aspects on multiple floors.

In addition, the noise impact study did nothing to account for the narrowing of the pedestrian
corridor between Pier Colony end Pierside Pavilion. Assuming pedestrian traffic remains the same
. or increases with the addttion of new businesses in that area, channeling those same people through
" a smaller area, now covered in glass and concrete, will increase the mntensity of noise in the
residential area.

I: Construction Noise
" Construction is anficipated to last 12 menths with self imposed hours of operation between 8AM
- and SPM. (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, I would challenge these estimations, as the majority of the
worlk will be performed in an area that is basically a narrow concrete tunnel, which bas 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 agamst 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
- optirnistic 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 adberence 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 architeciural 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
Mediterranecan 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 a building that would stand out visually from the surrounding

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

K Traffie

Traffic along Pacific Coast Highway is already heavy, particularly in the summer months. It is not
wneommon 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 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 guality of life for those of us who are lucky
enough 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 fo satisfy many of the provisions of the Downiown 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 I look
_ forward o 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.

= N

Thomas Connolly
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RECEIVED
Jut 18612012

Dept, of Planning

Ethan Edwards & Bulidingyly 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 rasident homeowner in Pier Colony condominium, 1 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 helieved 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, buta finished site that would be
maintained as it was built and meant to be. itisa 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 wouid 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
“Sathacks 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 10 increase the allowable height thereby diminishing the view from

Walnut St. and the West side of Pier Colony co ndominiums.

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 disaliow it

Sincerely,

Carol M. McCann

CMec |
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Ethan Edwards July 16, 2012

Associate Planner i
ﬁ e =
City of Huntington Beach Planning and Building Department FCEVED

2000 Main Street JUL ‘} & 2012
Huntington Beach, CA 92648 h

Bept. of Flanning
Dear Mr. Edwards, & Building

[ write to oppose the adoption of the Mitigated Negative Declaration of the Pierside Pavilion Expansion
Project (300 Pacific Coast Highway, Huntinglon 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 lock directly at the Pierside Pavilion building. We moved there in 1991 for.
my job with Hughes Aircraft Co, rented at Pier Colony for a year and 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 desirabie floor in

Pier Colony.

| 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 morigage 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 storefrants in the narrow spaces hetween Pler 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 sotith 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 '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 impartiat judgment on a project
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which affects their property value and the quality of their lives. We believe that judgment should
maintain the current profile of the Pier Pavilion building as much as possible and addresses our concerns
about safety and environment affecting the entire community.

Sincerely,

(ﬂ/lewnw—f WM (o

Thomas E McCann
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A LAW CORFORATION Dept. of Planning

& Building
23167 MiL Crezx Drive, Suire 300
{ AGUNA Hits, Ca 92653
{$49) 729-8002 12707 Hict BLUFF DRive, Sure 200
{949) 729-8012 rax San Dieco, Ca 92130
WWW,CAHOALAW.CCM . (B58) 755-3741

Taly 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: Commerit of Huntington Pier Colony Homeowners Association in
Opposition to Adoption of Mitigated Negative Declaration for Pierside
Pavilion Expansion Project (300 Pacific Coast Highway)

Dear Mr. Edwards:

This- office serves as legal counsel to the [untington Pier Colony Homeowners Association
(“Association”). As you may know, Huntington Pier Colony is a condominium development
comptised 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 concermns regarding the planned expansion of Pierside Pavilion.

As you 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 frucks and a backhoe as well as other equipment
and tools. The report states that, “Constraction of the project will create short-term noise impacts,”
however, the construction will be anything but short term. Rather, construction is anticipated to take
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Fthan Edwards

City of Huntingtor Beach
Planning & Building Department
Tuly 11, 2012

Page -2-

approximately twelve months. Once consfruction is completed, significant noise impacts are
anficipated 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.

3

Clearly, such sutsids dining dctivities, which wiltbe most prevalent during thenighttime 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 1o add 10,527 sa. 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 concemed with the effect that the development will have on
the value of their hornes. 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
requirernents of the Zoning Code and Specific Plan, requiring the granting of a variance, a variance
without any factual basis and totally contrary to the laws of California. The reduction in front
setback 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 comrmon 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 cifizens
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 youhave any questions concerning the foregoing, piease do not hesitate to contact this office.
Very truly yours,

FELDSOIT & LEE

By: ,f¥~fiy7<943i>

B

¥ ’
@LEY FELUSOTZ "
JP/SFfik

ce: Board of Directors,
Huntington Pier Colony Homeowners Association
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RECEIVED
July 15, 2012 JUL 1 ; Zmz

City of Huntington Beach Dant. of Planning
Planning & Building Department & Building
ATTN: £than Edwards

2000 Main St

Huntington Beach, CA 52648
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 Cornmercial 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 required by the Visitor-Serving
Commercial Overlay, restaurant-uses on the second floor and rooftep, 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 heing proposed for this project.

General Plan Coastal Element Policy C 1.1.3 states:

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

facilities designed to enhance pubic opportunities for coastal recreation shall

have priority over private residential, general industrial, or general 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 fourists.” (emphasis added)

DTSP Section 3.3.1.3 Permitted Uses implements the Coastal Elernent C 1.1.3 policy giving

priority to visitor-serving commercial uses (emphasis added):

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

a) Within the Lake Street overlay, all uses permitted on the ground fioor 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 3-22b.).

The legend for DTSP Figure 3-22a depicting the boundaries of the Visitor Serving

Commercial Overlay states:

“isitor Serving Commercial Overlay (District 1): All ground floor squore footage
within the Visitor Serving Commercial Overlay shall be visitor-serving commercial
uses. Non-Visitar Serving Commercial uses may be permitied only above the
ground floor within this overlay area.” (emphasis added)

Note that the DTSP deﬁneé the Lake Street Qverlay 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 modification 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 Overfay
modlﬁcatlon 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 heach 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 Sirikes due to Reflective Glass Surfaces

This project proposes a fall expansion building on the coast with a high propoertion 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 wail until special transparent anti-bird stickers were added.

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

Aesthetics

Potential Shade and Shadow Impacts to Pier 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 Mixad 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 lightand shadow are two
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sides of the same coin, anddue 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 requires preservation of public view corridors:

“promaote the preservation of significant public view corridoss 1o 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 corriders.”

The original Pierside Pavilion / Pier Colony project {(aka Main Pier Phase [} was entitled by CUP
28-7 and CUP 88-3. This project included the vacation of Third Street between Walnut and PCH
in order to consolidate two full blocks info a single project, with the visitor-serving uses on the
half of the site west of Third Street, and the residentia! portion on the half of the site east of
Third Street. The April 5, 1988 pfanning comrission 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 usa of view, light and air

corridors.”
The viaw corridor described above corresponds to vacaied 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 comimission April 13, 1988 Notice of Action:

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

"Tentative Tract No. 13478 shall not become effeciive until the proposed
revisions to the Downtown Specific Plan have been approved by City Council and

are in effect.”
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“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 unti! after the pending DTSP
modifications enacted by Ordinance 2942 were in effect on June 15, 1888. This ordinance
made a substantial number of modifications, including the following:

“g A 3 15 Street Vacations. The following conditions will apply to City vacation of
streets and alleys for consolidation of parcels greater than one blockin size.

(f} Any development proposing the vacation of streets intefsec‘ting PCH in
Bistrict #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 pedastrian easement
ten (10) feet wide shall be provided through the development generally parallel .
to the vacated street.” '

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

The city council approved a second amended DDA on June 27, 1988, that laid out the
obligétio_ns 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
meadifications that were not spelled out in the minutes (t 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, 1589 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.
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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. fna 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 aerial 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 impracise, 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

st the time of their construction.

Sheet A-0 (“Site Plan / Landscape”) depicts the new foctprint of the proposed
expansion. Present on this cheet are fwo vertical dashed lines appearing to correspond
to the Third Street vacation with the notation “60'0” View Corridor” in the ver\}' smatlest
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 16-17§t 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 S5.4.2.15 section under
which the corrider praservation 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 entitlements
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 strest 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 5.4.2.15 that the original entitlements ware
subject to — “Any development proposing the vacation of streets intersecting PCH in District #2
and District #3 shall provide a view corrider not less than the width of the former street
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hetween 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,
guoted 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 427 in height shali 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, Bi
. W ,

Mark D. Bixby

17451 Hiligate In

Huntington Beach, CA 92645-4707
phone: 714-625-0876

email: mark@hixby.org

Attachments:
Exhibit 1 — Chodos Pierside Village letter map depicting Third Street view corridor
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Tuly 14, 2012

Ethan Edwards

Associate Planner

Ciiy of Huntington Beach
Planning & Building Department
2000 Main Street

Huntington Beach, CA 92648
Via Fax 714-374-1643
Email:eedwards @surfeity-hb.org
Hand deliver 7/14/2012

RE: Comments fo the proposed project “Pierside Pavilion Expansion™

Dear Sir:

My wife and I are the original owner and residest 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 Pavilior) 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
inereasing 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 concemns 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 10 section 2. noise and
odor generating activities associated with commercial activity are net permitted within 507 of 2
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 mcluded 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
I states that “Public open space and pedestrian access shall be required for development
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order {o assure & predominantly visitor-serving, pedestrian crientation.” 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, evea 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 obvicusly do not fit the spinit of the plan.

C: Landscaping and Greenery :

As per Section 3.3.1.15 of the Downtowa 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 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 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 2 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 preposed developmment 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 107 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 tratficked route to the ocean from inland areas. and the addition of a new building wil}
force all of that waffic closer 1o 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 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 befween 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 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
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driving under the influence of alcohol, and adding more distractions and obstacles within the
immediafe vicinity of the street can only lead to an increase in both the number as well as
severity of accidents.

F: Fatvre Development.
In Section 1.4.3.6 of the Downtown Specific Developent 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 (raffic towards those areas will inhibit further growth.
For any futare growth to be successiul in the block to the south of the current Dairy Queen,
pedestriap 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 Plerside 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 docurnentation, the downtown area experiences significant seascnality 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 af a minimurn.

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

‘The noise study itsell uses meagurements 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 i the Paim desert. Nowhere in the noise stedy are details of the
measurements taken, or their relevance to the proposed development. At a bare minimum, detail
shiould be included showing the number of tables, any cn site mitigation at the reference
location, foot traffic af the reference location, and some detai] on microphone heights used in

testing. In addition, the testing was performed in January of 2002, The Palm Sprines area. like
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downtown Huntington Beach, will experience seasonality in their visitors, and I question if
measurements faken in January would match those taken at a timne 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 comers of whar 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 focas 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 cutside seafing, 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 determiine 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
pecple 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. (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, I would challenge these estimations, as the majority
of the work will be performed in an area that is basically 2 narrow concrete tunnel, which has a
propensity to focus and reflect sound rather than allow it to dissipate. ‘

Even should these assumptions prove 1o 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 1210.95(2)). The accompanying table shows sound levels down to 85d8, which is
within even the cptimustic estimates shown on the noise study. These noise levels are
considered by OSHA (o be dangerous, and would require mifigation even in an industrial
facility, let alope 4 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 exisis to provide opportunities for a breoader 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 15 room within the DBowntown Specific Development Plan for a broader
interpretation of the Mediterranean style of architecture, the plans as shown thus far by the

€ ho-9

€‘/%——t€)



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 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 Ceast Highway.

K Traffic

Traffic along Pacific Coast Highway is already heavy, particularly in the summer months. It is
pot uncommon to sit at a red light for multiple cycles before encugh 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. T 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 fo
grow, and by extension improve property values and quality of Iife for those of us who are
lucky enough to reside here. However, these opportunities should not be used by developers to
push upon the city projects that are ill conceived, not withia the spirit of the Downtown Specific
Development Plan, and frankly iil-suited to serve the general public.

The proposed development at Pierside Pavilion seems fo 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 propesed project has the potential to inflame farther 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.

Our homeowners association would be happy to discuss our concern with you in greater detail
at your convenience, and I 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 systent.
Thank You for your time
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Bmnngtess Hongh,
P. 0. Box. 171586
Irvine, CA 92623
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July 11,2012

FEthan Edwards

Associate Planner RECEWVED
City of Huntington Beach

Planning & Building department JuL 16 w01z
2000 Main St '

Dept. of Planning

Huntington Beach, Ca. 92648 2 pulding

Dear Mr. Edwards:

My name is Gary Baker and L am a resident/property owner of Pier Colony
focated at 700 Pacific Coast Hwy. Huntington Beach, directly adjacent to the proposed
expansion for Pierside Pavilion, located at 300 Pacific Coast Hwy.

I am asking you fo 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 Fxpansion project.

Noise

With the expansion and the new roof top dining area and reopening of public
spaces (terraces) the noise irmpact will be greatly increased resonating directly in the
living spaces of Pier Colony residents. T 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 tinnel effect cansing 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 area as well as homeless
living 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 efc. is a premium in downtown Huntington Beach.
Currently during our peak season (May thru Sept) public parking garages are full, street
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 shuitle service to help
climinate some of this problem. With the expansion project more auto and foot traffic
will be congesting our sireets. 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 eventnally Pacific City hope o bring o 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
In3.2.14 # 7 states all buildings shail 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.

Tn 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.

[ 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 greafer 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 z site coverage of 59% whereas the commercial site coverage 60%. And as T 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%.

Ti 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 fo maximize the open area courtyard without infringing
on their good neighbors, citizens, and visitors of Huntington Beach.

Looking forward to your response.
Thank you

S-{?%]ﬂ{/&/
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RECEIVED

i 132012
Ethan Edwards Dept. of Planning
Associate Planner & Building
HB Planning & Bldg Dept.
2000 Main Street
Huntington Beach, CA92648
Mr. Edwards:

1 am a resident of Pier Colony, which would be adjacent to the Pierside
Pavilion Expansion proposed for 300 Main Street m: Huntington Beach.

As a resident of the downtown area for more than 12 years, 1 know that
any project of this nature will have a very adverse effect on the entire
downtown area. Not only does it add arother bar to a community over-
saturated with them, you can be sure that crime and health violations by
inebrizted 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,

{
Roebert Bryant
Unit 348 Pier Colony
200 Pacific Coast Highway
Huntington Beach, CA 92648
714-960-6091
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july 13" 2012
Ethan Edwards

Associate Planner RECENED
City of Huntington Beach .
Planning & Building Department JUL 16 2047

RE: Mitigated Negative Declaration of the Pierside Paviiion 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. i moved to Huntington Beach a few years after |
compieted coliege, and purchased my first property here in the condominium complex. Up until about 4 years ago or
whenever the Black Bull Chophouse was intreduced to downtown, [ had enjoyed a very peaceful and quiet living situation.
With the introducticn 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. | believe that the City was sold a false bill of goads with regard to what the Black Bull was supposed

1o be, and { 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 thenitis a
place to sit down and enjoy & 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 Pler
Colony balconies, or inside the Pier Cotony living spaces. The results that you see in the report are net representative
of what can actually be heard from our building. This noise znalysis naeds 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 patio, 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 Zam.

| 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 fram the viewpoint of my condo unit.

Sincerely,

Jeff Smith
200 PCH #320 Pier Colony
805-708-4290
jsmith@govplace.com
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Bill Garrisi
200 Pacific Coast Highway, #123
Huntington Beach, CA 92648
Fthan Edwards
Associate Planner
City of Huntington Beach
Planning & Building Departraent
2000 Main Street
Huntington Beach, CA 52648

RE: Comments to the proposad project “Plerside Pavilion Expansion”
Deaar 5ir:

| am an owner and resident of a property at pier Celony (200 Pacific Coast Highway), and am writing this in
response to the proposed project “bierside Pavilion Expansion”. Based on the information given in the project
documentation, | believe this proposed project wou'd 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:

[t is my understanding that the proposed project will expand the current building at 300 Pacific Coast Highway
{Pierside Pavition) significantly. The portion of the buiiding 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 sefving commercial use.

My concerns with the project are cutlined as follows:

A: Residential Buffers

As per Section 3.2.21 of the Downtown Specific Development Pian, 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 specificaily show on it the area between
Pier Colonry 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 orfentation.” While in theory areas of the ground
floor of the proposed development have been set =side for that purpose, no concrete tenants have been shown
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as interested in the property. In addition, even current +enants in the existing buiiding 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 Devejopment Plan, Public Open Space, part 5 states that “30%
minimum of the public open space area shalt contain landscaping, including shade trees, accent trees, and other
soft landscaping. Hard surfaced areas and speciatty paving shali also be incorperated into the public open space
design.” According to the plans released by the developer, 1,555 square feet of the 8,880 sguare feet of open
space is considered tandscaped. Thisis 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 rot be included in the calculations for Pierside Pavilion.

0: 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 huilding 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 nroposal 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 refeased 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 padestrian 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 thatisa community gathering area for many. The
pedestrian corridor between sier Colony and Pierside Pavilion is a heavily trafficked route to the ocean from
inland areas, and the addition of a new puilding will force ali 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 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™ gtreet and Main Street, on Pacific Coast Highway, has a huge volume of
pedestrian traffic, particufarly 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 cnly 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: Future Development
(h Section 1.4.3.6 of the Downtown Specific Development Plan, Pedestrian Envircnment, the Plan states “in

addition to issues with parking, development standards, and design guidelines, a focus of concarn in the
downtown is the pedestrian nature of the area. It is crucial that the downtown be a pedestrian-oriented
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environment. There is alse a desire to minimize the areas of pedestrian and vehicte conflict to direct pedestrian
traffic flows away from vehicle traffic flows, as well as a desire to accommodate bicycle interplay.”

Locking south down Pacific Coast Highway from Main Street, there are currently wide sidewalks and open areas
jeading 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 fo the south of the current
Dairy Queen {Pacific City), pedestrian traffic must naturally flow from Main Street.

G: Decreased width of alleyway/pedestiian access to ocean

As a part of this proposed development, the existing pedestrian corrider 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 buitding 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. [ question the validity
of a noise study performed in late fall, when pedestrian traffic is at a minimun.

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 smali (10% populaticn of Huntington Beach, trending toward an older demographic) town in the Palm
desert. Nowhere in the noise study are details of the meastirements taken, or their relevance to the preposed
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 | 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 socurce 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 wiil 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.
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Further study should be done to determine the impact of the noise at multiple elevations. Pier Colony has
homeowners on 4 floars; a thorough noise study must inctude the impact at each level of the residential area
given that the proposed development olans to include noise generating aspects ocn multiple floors.

In addition, the noise impact study did nothing to account for the narrowing of the pedestrian corridor between
pier Colony and Plerside 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.
(9hrs per day) Based on the noise study submitted, the noise involved in the construction will range fromalow
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 hasically 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 1510, “orotection against the effects of noise exposure shall be
provided when sound levels exceaded those shown in Table G-16” (21CFR 1910.95{z)). The accompanying tabie
shows sound levels down to 85¢B, which is within even the opfimistic 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.

l: Design

As per Section 1.4.3.5 of the Downtown Specific Development Plan, Design Character, “Existing design
regulations encourage adherence toa Miediterranean style of architecture. A desire exists to orovide
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
+his can be found in Section 3.2.14, Mixed Use Projects. In subsection 3 “Architectural style and use of quality
materials shali be consistent throughout an entire mixed-use project”. In Subsection 7 “All buitdings shall he
<ited 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 to create a building that would stand out visually
from the surrcunding 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 Davelopment Plan {Pacific City), details setbacks, distance from
Pacific Coast Highway, and other design requirements that wili allow the proposed Pacific City development to
blend in with the current architecture and fook 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 hetween all other construction along Pacific Coast Highway
and the proposed Pierside Pavilion sxpansion.
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K: Traffic

Traffic along Pacific Coast Highway is already heavy, particularly in the summer months. 1T 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 tucky enough 1o 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 sclution 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 developrents both proposed as well as in progress, and the propesed
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 frue 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 1 look forward to
hearing your responses to my comiments. 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

e T

Bill Garrisi
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA-—BUSINESS, TRANSPORTATION AND HOUSING AGENCY Edmued G. Brown Jr.. Governor

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

District 12

3337 Michelsen Drive, Suite 380 - BEGENED
Trvine, CA 92612-8594 ‘

Tel: (949) 724-2000 ‘ 15 o .
Fax: (049) 7242592 JUL 162912 Bfiféﬁ’g‘;“;g’e‘;‘-’;iﬁ

Dept, of Planning
FAX & MAIL3 Building

Fuly 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

Sﬁbject: 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. ft. of
retail, 5,705 sq. ft. of restaurant, 21,441 sq. ft. of office, 3,069 sq. ft. outdoor terrace and 6,146 sq. ft. of

outdoor dining. The nearest State route to the projectis SR-1.

The California Department of Trﬁnsportatigjn {Depariment), District 12 is a commenting agency
on this project and has the following comments:

1. The Department’s Traffic Operations Branch requests all applicants to use the method
outlined in the latest version of the Highway Capacity Manual (FICM) when analyzing
traffic impacts on State Transportation Facilities. The use of HCM is 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:
hito:/lwww.dot.ca. sov/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 materjals, street widening, emergency access Improvements,
sewer cornections, sound walls, storm drain construction, street connections, etc.} 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 fo be reviewed and
for a permit to be issued. When applying for an Encroachment Permit, please incorporate
Environmental Documentation, SWPPP/ WPCP, Hydraulic Caleniations, Traffic Conirel Plans,
Geotechnical Analysis, Right-of-Way certification and all relevant design details mcluding
design exception approvals. For specific details on the Department’s Facro achment Permuits
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/hg/traffops/developserv/permits/

PoT.2

3. All work performed within the Department’s Right-of-Way shall be in accordance with the |
Department’s Standard Specifications, Standard Plans, Encro achment Permit manual, and the
California MUTCD. )

Dor-2

Please continue to keep us informed of this project and any future developments, which could potentially
impact State transportation facilities. If you have any questions or need to confact us, please do not
hesitate to contact Farhad Edward Khosravi at ed Khosravi@dot.ca.gov or (949) 724-2338.

Sigefrel O
w% —

bristopher Herre, Branch Chiet
Local Development/Intergovernmental Review
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TO:

FROM:

RECEIVED

Tess Nguyen, Associate Planner JUL 1 72012
B Environmental Board Dept. of Planning
& Building

SUBJECT: ENVIRONMENTAIL ASSESSMENT NO. 11-007 (Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration—

DATE:

Pierside Pavilion Expansion)

Tuly 16, 2012

The Environmental Board reviewed this project on July 5, 2012. We are pleased to provide our comments, and

project suggestions summarized below:

L

Concerns:

. Page 2-3 regarding document readability and clarity:

e The Board is concerned with the readability-and clatity of both the text and attached 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 to read and
comment in line, and thus perform our assigned responsibilities.

Traffic flow and Level of Service:
e The Minagar Stady results and implications are not sufficiently documented.

Storm water, Flooding, Solid Waste Generation and Sustainability Options:
e The DTSP notes flooding during storms: Section 26 (¢) is silent on this topic.
Fpergy Benchmarking and market competitiveness:

e 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 bepefit the owner and tenants over the life of this
burlding.

. Land Use Planning

e Section (a), on page 6, paragraph 5 Comment: It is the concern of the Environmental Board
that no accommeodation has been made for the removal of the existing public areas and cpen
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 Cormument: Less than significant impact - The
Environmental Board agrees, with the stipulation that Bird Strike mitigation efforts be

incorporated info the installation of glass walls, dividers, and/or windows.

7. V. Air Quality

o 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.
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8. Utilities and Service Systems ,
o 2. Clarification/Error Correction. Required Section (f) on page 27, paragraph 4, Rambow

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
(CTWMB) is in error. The correct fitle of this State oversight agency is The California
Department of Resowrces Recycling and Recovery (CalRecycle), previously known as the
California Integrated Waste Management Board (CTWMB).

o 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 recyeling containers and the subsequent service of said
recycling of commercial waste for the entire building as mandated by State of CA. legislation,
AB341. '

o Omission of AB 341 Section (g) on page 28, paragraph 1There is no reference or defined
requirements regarding State of CA legislation, AB341.

e 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
opportumities, public shuttle services, and related mobility topics identified and addressed.

2. The board suggests that the owner request City Water experts or the 1B Chamber of Commerce
Business Sustainable Action Committee to recommend steps fo reduce storm water runoff through
landscaping, retention, green roof strategies, efc. 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
L.EED 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
communpity 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
farther 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.
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In semmary, 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 oppoitunity to be of service.

Respectfully submitted

‘Michael Marshall, Chairman, HB Environmental Board

N
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City of Huntington Beach

2000 Main Street ¢ Huntmgton Beach, CA 92648

OFFICE OF THE CITY CLERK
JOAN L. FLYNN
CITY CLERK

NOTICE OF ACTION
CONDITlONAL USE PERMIT NO. 10-017 — PIERSIDE PAVILLION CARTS

December 13, 2010

Michael C. Adams Associates
P.O. Box 382
Huntington Beach CA 92648

APPLICANT: Michael C. Adams Associates
APPELANT: Joe Carchio, Councilmember
REQUEST: Appeal of the Planning Commission’s approval of Cond:taonal Use

Permit No.10-017 to permit the establishment and operation of 18
carts and kiosks within the Pierside Pavilion development as
follows: six along Main Street (public property), six along Pacific
Coast Highway (private property) and six within the plaza area

(private property).

LOCATION: 300 Pacific Coast Highway, 92648 (rortheast corner of Pacific
. Coast Highway and Main Street — Pierside Pavilion) '

PROJECT ,

PLANNER: - Ethan Edwards

On Monday, December 6, 2010 a public hearing was held to consider an appeal filed by
Councilmember Joe Carchio of the Planning Commission’s approval of Conditional Use
Permit No.10-017. The request was approved as amended by the Huntington Beach City
Council: Four carts on Main Street, six carts on Pacific Coast Highway and eight carts
within the plaza area.

Sister Cities: Anjo, Japan * Waitakere, New Zealand

{Telephone: 714-5365227)
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FINDINGS AND CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT NO. 10-017

FINDINGS FOR PROJECTS EXEMPT FROM CEQA:

The City Council finds that the project will not have any significant effect on the
~environment and is Categoncally Exempt from the provisions of the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) pursuant fo Section 15301, Class 1—Existing
Facilities, because the project involves a minor modification to the operation of the
existing development involving negligible expansion of an existing use.

FINDINGS FOR APPROVAL —~ CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT NO. 10-017:

1. Conditional Use Permit No. 10-017 for the establishment, maintenance and
operation of 18 commercial carts and kiosks within the Pierside Paviiion
development (four carts on public property along Main Street, six carts on private
property along Pacific Coast Highway, and the remaining eight carts on private
property within the southeasterly plaza area fronting Pacific Coast Highway) will not
be detrimental to the general welfare of persons working or residing in the vicinity or
detrimental to the value of the property and improvements in the neighborhood. As
conditioned, the orientation of carts and kiosks with Main Street and Pacific Coast
Highway will not impede pedestrian access and will maintain public views. The
location of the carts and kiosks are designed to complement existing businesses and
activate pedestrian corridors while remaining cognizant of adjacent residences by
minimizing placement in close proximity to adjacent residential uses (i.e., Pier
Colony). Based upon the conditions imposed, the operation will not impact
pedestrian circulation, nor will the operation impact the surrounding businesses and
residential uses. ‘

2. The conditional use permit will be compatible with surrounding uses because the
anciltary operation of commercial carts and kiosks is consistent with the zoning
designation and does not represent a significant change from the existing
commercial use. The site currently includes carts and kiosks and the condltlonal use
permit will allow for the modified continuation of this anciflary use.

3. The proposed conditional use permit will comply with the provisions of the base
district and other applicable provisions in Titles 20-25 of the Huntington Beach
Zoning and Subdivision Ordinance. As conditioned, the project complies with all
aspects of the SP5 (Downtown Specific Plan) including parking, onsite circulation,
and setbacks. Carts and kiosks are permitted within the SP5 (Downtown Speciﬁc
Plan) with the approval of a conditional use permit.

4. The grantlng of the conditional use permlt will not adversely affect the Generat Plan.

It is consistent with the Land Use Element designation of MV-F12-sp-pd (Mixed Use -
Vertical - 3.0 max. floor area ratio - 30 du/ac max. - Specific Plan Overlay -

ATTACHMENTNO. 2




“a.” One set of project plans, revised pursuant to Condition of Approval No. 1, shalf '
be submitted to the Planning Division for review, approval and inclusion in the
entitlement file. _

~ b. A new or amended License Agreement, including use fees, shall be obtained

" from the City for portable vending cars located on public property. The

“applicant shall apply for an obtain approval of the license agreement from the

Public Works Department prior to improvements or use of public property. The

License Agreement shall be subject to termination at any time upon a 10 day

~ prior written notice upon determination of the City Council that one or more of

the conditions or provisions of Section 4.2.33 or that one or more of the items

~ listed under the Findings for Approval in this document, have been violated.

- Termination of a License Agreement shall nullify the condmonal use permit.
(PW)

"~ 3. The use of the carts & kiosks shall comply with the following:
a. Hours of operation shall be limited to between 10:00 AM and 10:00 PM. (ZA)

b. The employees of the carts & kiosks shall park on the second (lowest) level of
the Pierside Pavilion parking structure. (ZA)

c. The areas around the carts & kiosks shall be kept free of trash. (ZA)

d. Carts & kiosks shall be removed along Main Street during the annual 4" of
July Parade and the annual Light a Light of Love Parade in December. (CS)

e. Carts & kiosks shall carry merchandise that is complementary to the existing
inline retailers. (ED)

4. The design, colors, and materials of the carts & kiosks shall match the plans dated
. and received September 1, 2000 (DR No. 00-45).

5. Any trenching for proposed or required telephone and electrical conduits shall be
replaced with concrete colors, textures, or pavers to match. Trenches shall be cut
in a pattern that is complementary to existing concrete expansion patterns. (ZA)

6. The Director of Planning and Building ensures that ali conditions of approval herein
are complied with. The Director of Planning and Building shall be notified in writing
if any changes to cart and kiosk operations are proposed as a resuit of the ongoing
operation and oversight of the use. .

7. Minor madifications to the plans shall be reviewed and approved by the Department
of Planning and Building for conformance with the intent of the City Council’s action.
if the proposed changes are of a substantial nature, an amendment to the original
entitiement reviewed by the City Council may be required. '

8. A review of the use shall be conducted by the Director of Planning and Building
approximately twelve (12) months after Condition of Approval No. 2 has been
satisfied to verify compliance with all conditions of approval and applicable Chapters
of the Huntington Beach Zoning and Subdivision - Ordinance (HBZSQO) and
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ACTION AGENDA

Monday, December 6, 2010

- MAYOR AND CITY COUNCIL
citYy COUNCIL, REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY c“ﬂ":ngEE"
and PUBLIC FINANCING AUTHORITY
JILL HARDY GiL COERPER

Mayor Pro Tem  Councilmember

- CITY OF HUNTINGTON BEACH
: KEITH BOHR ~ DEVIN DWYER
) . Councilmember Counciimember
No Study Session
- . - - H JOE CARCHIO DON HANSEN
e CLEF ECTE 5:00 PM Closed‘Sess[on Counciimember  Counciimember
SR R 6:00 PM — Regular Meeting

Council Chambers - 2000 Main Street

Huntington Beach, CA 92648
http:/mww.surfcity-hb.org

5:00 PM - Council Chambers - Closed Session
6:00 PM - Council Chambers - Regular Business Meeting

The City Clerk will recess the 4:00 PM portion of the meeting to 5:00 PM due to an
anticipated lack of quorum. Council will convene in the Council Chambers at that time.

CALL TO ORDER- 5:00 PM

ROLL CALL

Carchio, Coerper, Hardy, Green Bohr, Dwyer, Hansen
All Present (Coerper arrived 5:05 PM)

ANNOUNCEMENT OF COMMUNICATIONS RECEIVED AFTER AGENDA DISTRIBUTION
PERTAINING TO CLOSED SESSION ITEMS

City Clerk Joan L. Flynn announced Late Commumcatfons Item pertaining to
Frontage Road

PUBLIC COMMENTS PERTAINING TO CLOSED SESSION ITEMS (3 Mmute Time Limit)
1 Speaker

RECESS TO CLOSED SESSION - 5:05 PM
CLOSED SESSION

1. Pursuant to Government Code § 54956.9, the City Council shall recess into
closed session to confer with the City Attorney regarding the following lawsuit:

-
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COUNCIL COMMITTEE — APPOINTMENTS — LIAISON REPORTS AND ALL AB
1234 DISCLOSURE REPORTING
Coerper, Hardy, Green reported.

CONSENT CALENDAR

1. Approve and adopt minutes

Recommended Action:

Approve and adopt the minutes of the City CouncnllRedevelopment
Agency/Public Financing Authority regular meeting of November 15, 2010 as
written and on file in the Office of the City Clerk.

Approved 7-0

2. Adopt Resolution No. 2010-98 declaring disposition of certain surplus
property; and, approve and authorize execution of a Purchase Agreement
between the City and Beach Promenade LLC for the purchase of property
referred to as the Beach/Atlanta Frontage Road

Recommended Action:

A) Approve and authorize the Mayor and City Clerk to execute the “Purchase
Agreement By and Among the City of Huntington Beach, a Municipal
Corporation, and Beach Promenade LLC, a California Limited Liability
Company,” for the purchase of property commonly referred to as the Beach
Atlanta Frontage Road; and,

B) Authorize the City Administrator or his designee to execute any other reiated
escrow documents; and,

C) Adopt Resolution No. 2010-88, “A Resolution of the City Council of the City
of Huntington Beach Declaring the Disposition of Certain Surplus Property.”

- Approved with amendment to buying agreement. The buyer is responsible
‘for paying all of the escrow fees and the City will defer an initial payment
of the $50,000, less the City’s portion of the escrow fees, fo not more than
120 days after the lssuance of the certificate of occupancy for parcel #1.
Approved 7-0-

3. Approve and authorize execution of Amendment No. 1 to the Professional
Services Contract between the Redevelopment Agency of the City of
"Huntington Beach and Kane, Ballmer & Berkman for Legal Services in the
amount of $150,000 for a total contract amount not to exceed $300,000

Redevelopment Agency Recommended Action:

Approve and authorize the Chairperson and Agency Clerk to execute
““Amendment No. 1 to Professional Services Contract Between the

Redevelopment Agency of the City of Huntington Beach and Kane, Bailmer &

Berkman for Legal Services.”

Approved 7-0
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PUBLIC HEARING

7. Approve Conditional Use Permit No. 10-017 (Appeal of Planning
‘Commission’s Approval — Pierside Pavillion Carts)
CONTINUED FROM THE NOVEMBER 15, 2010 MEETING
Staff Recommended Action: '
Approve Conditional Use Permit No. 10-017 with fi ndmgs and suggested
conditions of approval (two carts on Main Street, four carts on Pacific Coast
Highway, and eight carts within plaza area).
==
Planning Commission Recommended Action:
Approve Conditional Use Permit No. 10-017 with revised findings and revised
conditions of approval (zero carts on Main Sireet, six carts on Pacific Coast
Highway, and eight carts within the plaza area)
3 Speakers
Approved as amended to four carts on Main Street, six carts on Pacific
Coast Highway and eight carts within the plaza area. The Director of
Planning, staff and a representative of the Police department will meet with
the applicant to find the best configuration/locations for the carts and
there will be a review by the Planning Director after one year.
Approved 4-3 (Coerper, Hardy, Green no)
ORDINANCES FOR ADOPTION
8. Adopt Ordinance No. 3904 adding Chapter 17.14 to the Huntington Beach
Municipal Code (HBMC) relating to post disaster safety assessment
placards -
Approved for introduction November 15, 2010
Recommended Action:
After the City Clerk reads by title, adopt of Ordinance No. 3904, “An Ordinance
of the City of Huntington Beach Adding Chapter 17.14 of the Huntington Beach
Municipal Code Relating To Safety Assessment Placards.”
Approved 7-0
Ad'opt Ordinance No. 3905 amending Chapter 14.12 of the Huntington

Beach Municipal Code (HBMC) relating to fees, rates and deposits for
water billing

Approved for introduction November 15, 2010

Recommended Action:

After the City Clerk reads by title, adopt Ordinance No. 3905, “An Ordinance of
the City of Huntington Beach Amending Chapter 14.12 of the Huntlngton Beach
Municipal Code Relating to Water Billing.”

Approved 7-0

5-
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Recess - Reception in meeting rooms adjacent to the Councili Chambers

RECONVENE CITY COUNCIL/REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY/PUBLIC FINANCE
AUTHORITY MEETING

CALL TO ORDER - 8:45 PM
City Clerk presides

ROLL CALL (alphabetical order)

Boardman, Bohr, Carchio, Dwyer, Hansen, Harper, Shaw
All Present

CONDUCT ELECTION OF MAYOR FOR ENSUING YEAR

City Clerk calls for motion to elect new Mayor

Councilmember Carchio elected new Mayor.

Approved 7-0

OATH OF OFFICE TO NEW MAYOR

City Clerk administers Oath of Office to new Mayor

New Mayor presides

CONDUCT ELECTION OF MAYOR PRO TEMPORE FOR ENSUING YEAR
New Mayor calis for motion to elect Mayor Pro Tempore
Councilmember Hansen elected new Mayor Pro Tempore.
Approved 7-0

OATH OF OFFICE TO NEW MAYOR PRO TEMPORE

City Clerk administers Oath of Office to new Mayor Pro Tempore
Comments by newly elected Mayor

Comments by newly elected and re-elected City Councilmembers and City Attorney

COUNCILMEMBER COMMENTS (Not Agendized)
None '

* ADJOURNMENT — 9:07 PM

Adjournment to Monday, December 20, 2010, at 4.00 PM in Room B-8, CIVIC Center, 2000
Main Street, Huntington Beach, California.

INTERNET ACCESS TO CITY COUNCIL/REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY/PUBLIC FINANCING AUTHORITY
AGENDA AND STAFF REPORT MATERIAL IS AVAILABLE PRIOR TO CITY COUNCIL MEETINGS AT

http://www. surfcity-hb.org
-7-
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RESOLUTIONNO. _2011-16

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE
CITY OF HUNTINGTON BEACH ESTABLISHING CONDITIONS OF
APPROVAL FOR EATING AND DRINKING ESTABLISHMENTS WITH
ALCOHOLIC BEVERAGE SALES AND LIVE ENTERTAINMENT

WHEREAS, the City of Huntington Beach desires to maintain a vibrant and safe downtown
- commercial area to be enjoyed by visitors, residents and families; and

Toward that end, the City Council has established standardized Conditions of Approval for
Conditional Use Permits in the Downtown Specific Plan District 1 area with alcoholic beverage sales
and/or an entertainment permit,

NOW, THEREFORE, the City Council of the City of Huntington Beach does hereby resolve ag
follows:

1. That the Conditions of Approval set forth in Exhibit A attached hereto and incorporated
by this reference shall apply to all eating and drinking establishments located in the designated area with
alcoholic beverage sales.

2. That the Conditions of Approval set forth in Exhibit B attached hereto and incorporated
by this reference shall apply to all eating and drinking establishments located in the designated area with
alcoholic beverage sales and live entertainment.

3. These proposed conditions shall apply to conditional use permit applications applied for
subsequent to adoption of this Resolution only when the application is a new request for either the
service of alcoholic beverages or entertainment, and shall remain in effect unless modified by the
reviewing body as part of the Conditional Use Permit via a public hearing.

4. Resolution No. 2010-05 is hereby repealed.

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the City Council of the City of Huntington Beach at a regular
meeting thereof held onthe  7th  day of March , 2011.

REVIEWED AND APPROVED:

CityMa'u;éger Director of Pfanﬂnfg ‘an{d Building

KC}I'Y Attorney

10-2396.001/59674
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Resolution No, 2011~16

EXHIBIT B

EATING AND DRINKING ESTABLISHMENTS WITH
ALCOHOLIC BEVERAGE SALES AND LIVE ENTERTAINMENT:

The following standard Conditions of Approval shall be part of any Conditional Use Permit from
the Zoning Administrator or Planning Commission and the Entertainment Permit from the Police
Department for the establishment of any eating and drinking establishment located within the
Downtown Specific Plan area with alcohol beverage sales and entertainment, District 1:

1) Hours of alcohol sales shall be limited to between 7:00 am. to 12:00 am. midnight
except for a business proposed in the following locations:

a. West side of 5™ Street between Walnut Avenue and Orange Avenue the hours of
operation shall be limited to between 7:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m.
b. East side of 3" Street between Walnut Avenue and Orange Avenue the hours of
operation shall be limited to between 7:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m.
2) A minimum of 70 percent of the net floor area of the establishment shall be designated
as dining area excluding back of house areas (such as areas used for cooking, kitchen

preparation, office, storage, and restrooms) and outdoor dining areas.

3) The seating capacity at all times within the dining area, excluding outdoor dining areas,
shall be able to accommodate a minimum of 100 people.

4} Full food service menu items shall be served, a minimum, uatil one (1) hour before
closing, and a cook and food server shall be on duty during these times.

5) Alcoholic drinks shall not be included in the price of admission to any establishment.

6) There shall be no requirement for patrons to purchase a minimum number of alcoholic
drinks.

7y Al alcohol shall remain on the establishment’s premises, including within outdoor
dining areas.

8) An employee of the establishment must be present at all times in areas within the
establishment where alcohol is served.

9) If dancing is allowed, the activity must be specifically identified as part of the
Entertainment Permit and only in a pre-approved designated area.

10) Games or contests requiring or involving consumption of alcoholic beverages shall be
prohibited.

11) No outside promoters can be used under any circumstances.

10-2396.001/59675 1

ATTACHMENTNO 2.2



Res. No. 2011-16

STATE OF CALIFORNIA
COUNTY OF ORANGE } ss:
CITY OF HUNTINGTON BEACH )

[, JOAN L. FLYNN the duly elected, qualified City Clerk of the City of
Huntington Beach, and ex-officio Clerk of the City Council of said City, do hereby
certify that the whole number of members of the City Council of the City of
Huntington Beach is seven,; that the foregoing resolution was passed and adopted
by the affirmative vote of at least a majority of all the members of said City Council
at a regular meeting thereof held on March 07, 2011 by the following vote:

- AYES: Harper, Hansen, Carchio, Bohr, Dwyer
NOES: Shaw, Boardman

ABSENT: None

ABSTAIN: None

City Council of the City of
Huntington Beach, California




