February 12, 2002

Honorable Chairman and Membersof the Regular Meseting of
Hermosa Beach Planning Commission February 19, 2002
SUBXECT: PRECISE DEVELOPMENT PLAN 01-19

PARKING PLAN 01-4

VARIANCE 01-4

LOCATION: 1605 PACIHC COAST HIGHWAY

APPLICANT: SHOOK DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION
220 TECHNOLOGY DRIVE, SUITE 110
IRVINE, CA 90025

REQUESTS PRECISE DEVELOPMENT PLAN FOR AN EXPANSION AND REMODEL
TO AN EXISTING RETAIL AND ENTERTAINMENT CENTER, “ THE
HERMOSA PAVILION;” PARKING PLAN FOR SHARED PARKING TO
ACCOMMODATEA HEALTH AND FITNESSFACILITY IN
CONJUNCTION WITH OFFICE AND RETAIL USES VARIANCE TO THE
35 HEIGHT LIMIT TO ENCLOSE THE UPPER FLOOR OPEN DECK
AREASAND TO ADD HL.OOR AREA ABOVE THE OPEN AREA OF THE
PARKING STRUCTURE

Recommendations
To gpprove the Precise Devd opment Plan and Parking Plan subject to the conditions as contained in
the attached resolution.

Basad on the required findings for aVariance, determine whether to gpprove the Variance for endosing
the entire deck area and the area above the parking sructure (see Variance discusson).

Project Information
The goplicant is proposing new condruction and remodding to expand and reconfigure the useswithin
the exigting retall and entertainment center. The exiding and proposed uses ae summarized asfollows

Prior Approved Use Allocaion Proposed Project Proposed Allocation
Hedth and Fitness Club 44,300
Thestre (6-Plex) 26,680 SF Office 48,990
Retall and Restaurant 46,180 SF Retal 12,088
Totd 72,860 SF Total 105,378 SF

ZONING: SPA 8- Spedific Plan Area




GENERAL PLAN: Commercid Corridor

LOT SZE 9,460 Square Feet
FLOOR AREA RATIO: 1.25
PARKING PROVIDED: 450 spaces-334 sandard, 116 compact
481 (if 30 tandem spaces used)
Up to 514 with vaet parking
ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION: Recommended Negative  Declaration

The Hermosa Pavilion was condructed in 1987. At that time the building was congructed in
compliance with zoning requirements in effect & that time, which induded aheight limit of 45 fest. The
intended use was amix of thedire, reaurant and retall uses. The building is currently vacant, and only
the theatre and asmdl portion of the retail and restaurant uses were occupied.

The St Environmentd Review Committeg, a thair meating of January 10, 2002 consdered the
environmental impacts of the propasad project, and based on theinitid study check-ligt (attached),
recommended a mitigated Negative Dedaration. The finding thet parking and traffic impects are less
then ggnificant was basad on an amended and updated parking and traffic andyd's prepared by
Linscatt, Law, and Greengpan. The project and dlocation of gpace within the building has been dightly
modified Snce theinitial Sudy, dightly increasing the square footage of each use but dso increesing the
parking supply by 10 spaces. These changes are minor and do not require modifying the initid study.

Project Higory

o July, 1986: Conditiond Use Permit and Parking Plan for shared parking were origindly approved
for theeter, retall and office use with valet asssted parking.

o January, 1999 The Planning Commission gpproved a Predise Deve opment Flan, Parking Plan for
shared parking and Variance for expangon and remodd to the Hermosa Pavilion to accommodate
ahedth and fitness center and expanded retall floor areg, and to dlow enclosure of the upper deck
to exced the height limit.

o July, 1999: The Commisson goproved an amendment to above project with additiond retail floor
area. The prgject was never implemented and the Precise Deve opment Plan expired.

o Augud, 1999: The Planning Commisson goproved aVariance, as amended, for the expanded
endosure of the upper deck.

o July, 2001: TheCity Coundil concurred with the Planning Commission and denied a project
goplication to expand and remodd the fadility under arevised deve opment program with office
(56,000 SF) fitness dub (45,000 SF) and retall (5,000 SF). The Council concurred with the
Commisson decison to deny adightly larger project.

o The 1999 goprovasfor the Precise Deve opment Plan, Parking Flan, and Variance have dl
expired.

Analysis

The proposed plan revison involves interior aterations and additions to remove restaurant and theaters
uses and replace them with the health and fitness club, offices, and retall a the ground floor. Thefitness
club will include a pool and basketbal court and will be smilar to the “24-Hour Fitness Club” in Costa



Mesaidentified as a amilar facility in the gpplicant’s parking sudy. The building frontage will be
extended to the street edge at the ground level and the upper floor deck areas and open corridors will
be enclosed. Additiona floor areais proposed above the open area of the parking deck at the
northwest corner of the building.

PARKING

Parking is projected to be satisfied with the exiging supply within the parking sructure due to the
proposed new mix of useswith varying times of pesk parking demand. The gpplicant has submitted a
revised and updated Shared Parking Andysis (dated January 25, 2002), prepared by Linscott Law and
Greengpan. The shared parking andyss demondrates that the exigting parking supply will be sufficent
for the proposed mix of uses based upon pesk and off-pesk usage.

Parking paces within the parking structure will be striped to provide 450 parking spaces (334 sandard
sze, and 116 compact 9z€). If necessary, atendant assstance could be provided for parking vehides
in 31 tandem paces and 33 pardld ade-parking spaces, for apossbletotd of 514 spaces. The
origind project of 72,860 square feet was goproved with 540 parking spaces. (474 sandard and
compact, and 66 vaet asssted)

The andyss shows that based on the City’ s parking requirements the proposed mix of usesresultsina
total aggregate parking requirement of 687 goaces (Table B). This cdculaion isbased on net floor
aen, and exdudes common aressinternd drculaion withinthe officearear This caculaion, however,
does nat take into acoount the peek parking requirements and hourly variation in parking demand for
eechindividud usein amixed-use project. Therefore, the sudy indudes a shared demand parking
analyss basad on the methodology and hourly parking adjustment factors devel oped by the Urban
Land Inditute (Table C and D). The parking demand rates used for the hedth dub are less than the
code required 1 space per 100 square feet and are instead based on a sudy of a 24-hour fitnessfadlity
in CodaMesain August, 2001 (6.75 spaces required per 1000 square feet a peek times). The
parking rates for the office and retall uses are based on the parking requirements in the Zoning Code (4
spaces per 1,000 squarefeet). The study states that the 45,000 square foat hedth dub with Smiler
usesin Costa Mesa generated a parking demand of 6.43 spaces per 1,000 square feet. To be more
consarvaive afactor of 6.75 was used in the subject study.

Parking Tabulaion:
Proposed Use Allocation Code Requirement | Number Peak Shared
Weekday 5:00 P.M
Fitness Club 44,300 SF 10 per 1000 sg. ft 443 299*
Retail 12,088 SF 4 per 1000 sq. ft 48 38
Office 48,990 SF 4 per 1000 &q. ft 196 92
Total 105,378 SF 687 429

*Based on parking rate of 6.75 spaces per 1000 square feet.

The City’ s Traffic Enginear reviewed this parking sudy, and found the theory and premise of the hared
parking andys's acoeptable, but questions the trandferability of the parking demand rates found in Cogta
Mesafor the hedth dub andyzed, which are less then the City’ s parking requirements. His condusion
isthat the sudy isvdid only if it can be confirmed thet the fadility used for comparison has Smilar
membership and patronage, and isin asmilar type of location where mogt of the patronswill drive to




thefadlity. Staff hasinvestigated the Costla Mesadub and found thet it isaSmilar type of fitnessdub
with Smilar amenities and very dosein Szeto the proposed dub. Both structured and surface parking
isavalable Thelocation near the 405 and 55 Freaways, however, isnot comparable asitisinahigh
employment commerad didrict while aresdential community surrounds the proposed location. Ona
Thursday, February 2, 2002 g&ff found thet the fadllity and the immediate areawas very congested and
parking was not reedily available in the surface parking lot near the fitnessdub. However, it should be
noted thet parking was available on the top floor of the parking sructure and in surface lots further from
the dub.

The parking demand sudy of the Costa Mesafadility was limited to an andysis of demand ratesto be
used in the ULI shared parking andlyds It isnot intended to verify or support the shared parking
relationships and adjustment factors developed by UL, nor isit intended to serve as an example of how
the parking rdaionships will work onthisste. The trandferatility of the demand ratesto thislocation
are dso limited, as described above, because the immediate surroundings differ. If anything, the
demand a the Costa Mesalocation would probably peek earlier in the afternoon because of its
proximity to more employment Stes while here the pesks may occur later in the afternoon and evenings
gancethefadlity isdoser to the patronshomes. Further information and details regarding the parking
demand study of the Costa Mesa dub are atached.

The conduson of the shared parking andlyssfor the project is that the highest shared parking demand
occurs weekdays a 5:00 P.M. for the combination of uses and is projected a 429 gpacesand is
sidfied by the on-ste supply of 450 spaces. While the supply can be increased to 514 spaceswith
tandem and valet asssted pardld parking behind the sandard dd|s the increased supply is unnecessary
giventhe parking needs of thisproject. The study does indicate that these extra parking spaces could
be made available during weekdays when parking demand islargdly due to the office use, by the use of
discount parking passes to office personnd and other employees.

PRECISE DEVELOPMENT PLAN AMENDMENT/ SPA. 8 ZONE COMPLIANCE

The Spedific Plan Area zone indudes two sats of devdlopment Sandards. Thistwo tier goproach was
etablished to dlow deve opment thet complies with the fird tier sandards as ametter of right without a
Precise Devdopment Plan. In this case, the project exceedsfirg tier dandards for bulk (grester than
11FAR), and maximum sze (gregter than 10,000 square feet). Thus, the Precise Devd opment Plan
review isrequired for the project to exceed thesefird tier dandards. Also, the plan requires a
Vaiance, as previoudy granted, to exceed maximum bulding haght.

Pursuant to the specific dandards of the SP.A. 8 zone and the underlying C-3 zoning, other then the
need for goprovd of a Parking Plan to comply with parking requirements and aVariance to comply
with height, the project conforms with the SP.A. 8 zoning requirements.

As described in the previous PDP for this project, the proposad revised expanson is generdly within
the exiging building footprint (a portion of the building entry will be reconfigured and is achieved by
remodding within the building, and endosng some outdoor deck areas). The remodding indudes
converting alarge portion of exiding retail and restaurant spaces for use as an office or the hedth and
fitness dub; converting the exigting sarvice loading and Sorage areas to a pool and basketbd | court;
and, adding internd Sairwaysto internaly connect the three level hedth and fitness dub. On the most
visble devations on P.C.H. and 6th Stredt, the building facade is to be completely remodded. A
contemporary design is proposed to replace an exising edectic mix of rooflinesand maerids. The



proposed design indudes curved architecturd fegtures, sorefront glass and sanding seam arched meta
roof to hdp aticulate the building facade. Theseimprovements are carried to the south and eest
building devations. The proposed plan revisons are condstent with the previoudy gpproved project
design.

The new proposed plan revisons modify the centrd retall corridor/arcade and diminate the escdators
The second floor retall corridor/arcade would aso be modified and reduced for the office level. These
changesreault in atota of 30,000 square feet more of interior space than the 1987 plan. No additiona
building coverage, reduction of landscgping, or changes to building setbacks are proposed. The
building contains only nomind landscgping on the P.C.H. frontage which is nonconforming to landscape
gandards of SPA. 8. Exiding building setbacks adjacent to resdentid uses are 14 fest from the rear
property line and 12 feat from the north Sde property line. The parking sructure is proposed to be
maintained with respect to overdl parking supplies but will be improved and made more dtractive with
new lighting, paint, directiond Sgning and new griping under the revised plans. Staff has added
conditions of gpprova to ensure that the parking areaiswel lit and indudes security personnd.

VARIANCE
In order to grant aVariance, the Commisson must meke the fallowing findings

1. Thereareexceptional or extraordinary drcumdances, limited to the physica conditions goplicable
to the property involved.

2. TheVaianceisnecessary for the preservation and enjoyment of asubgtantia property right
possess=d by other propertiesin the same vidinity and zone, and denied to the property in question.

3. Thegranting of the Vaiance will not be materidly detrimentd to the public wdfare or injuriousto
the property or improvementsin such vidnity and zone in which the property islocated

4. TheVaianceiscordget with the Generd Plan

The project indudes endosing open deck areas located within gaps between exiding endosad spaces a
the upper levd arigindly set aade for outdoor uses (dining, open corridors). The building height is not
being increasad above exiging roof heights at these locations. However, aVarianceis required because
the height limit was changed from 45 to 35 feat when the subject property was rezoned from C-3 to
Soedific Flan Area 8 in 1990 meking mogt of the exigting roof areaover height, induding the propossd
enclosed spaces.

The Vaianceisdso needed to exceed the exising building height dong the western Sde of the building.
Currently the deck railing, and top of the wal of the open area of the parking Structure represent the
highest points of the building dong thisedge. The endosure of these exterior gpacesis baing requested
to maximize the utility of the building for the upper floor office soece

Discusson of findings



Saff beievesthere are two digtinct partsto the Variance request: 1) The part involving endosng
exising open decks dready surrounded on at leest two Sdes by fully endased spaces, not increasing
the haght of the building; and, 2) The part invalving the endosure located dong the west edge of the
building which increases the building height rdative to the doping maximum height line. Each of these
portions should be addressad with respect to required findings

Finding 1. Thelot containsafarly segp dope (agrade change of 20 feet between the upper portion
on Padific Coadt Highway and westerly lower sde) and is dreedy sgnificantly built-out to its neer
maximum potentid. To its highest point (measured from the doping grade) the building measures about
40 feat a the front, and height of 45 feat a the back, even though the back portion of the building is
sepped down fet from the highest paint of the roof on the front. The building is thus currently
nonconforming to the 35-foot haight limit.

Thearigind design of the building contains open deck areas on the upper levd, which have not shown
any economic utility snce the building was completed. It was anticipated that restaurants would occupy
these gpaces. These areas could have been endlosad at the time of original condruction if an dternate
use required encdosure of these areas uch asthe fitness dub.

The combination of the Ste conditions and the open deck design on the upper floor of the building is
arguably exceptiond and extraordinary in support of aVariance.

Finding 2. The property owner is seeking to retrofit abuilding in order to exercise a property right to
use aportion of alargdy vacant building for aviable purposa. Thisviadle usethat isarguabdly a
property right (given thet the building is dreedy in place) would otherwise be denied by drict gpplication
of the haght limit. Making thisfinding for the portion of the building that incresses the building height is
more difficult Snce deck areas could be maintained for the hedlth and fitness club, and/or the total
interior square footage of the hedlth and fitness dub could be reduced &t this upper floor. However the
goplicant has argued that the proposed deve opment program is the minimum project thet can be
successfully developed given the exigting building configuration and the Ste

Finding 3. The portion of the Variance, which does not increase the exiding haight of the building, asit
endoses ggps between exidting rooflines, will dearly nat be materidly detrimentd to the public wefare
or injuriousto the property or improvementsin the vidnity. 1t will negligibly effect the visud gppearance
of the building, and will not effect any views. Also, the endosure of these deck areas, which could be
ussd for outgde dining under the current plan, will actudly be beneficid to nearby resdentid uses, asit
will atenuate potentia noiseimpacts.

Thisfinding istempered by the condiition thet aportion of the project will actudly increase the building
haght and be vishlefrom propertieslocated to the southeest of the building. Theview andyss
provided by the gpplicant, however, showsthe view impacts will not be subgtantia, and arguably not
materid. Theinterior dearance from floor to caling a the western end of the building is proposad to be
10 fedt, and as high as 12-fedt, to kegp a conggtent roofline. As such, it would be possible to reduce
the cdling height to reduce the overdl visud impact, but that would resuit in aless satisfactory building
devation.

Finding 4. If it isdetermined pursuant to Finding 3 that the proposed Variance does not result in
materid damege to surrounding properties, then it is dso conastent with the godls, objectives, and



palicdes of the Generd Flan. The Generd Plan encourages viable economic uses dong the Commerad
Corridor, and dso encourages compdtibility between commercid and resdentid uses

If the Commission decides to gpprove the Variance it must adopt the findings as described aove.

Ken Robertson
CONCUR: Asociae Panner

Sal Blumenfdd, Director
Community Deve opment Department

Attachments

Proposed Resolution for Precise Development Plan and Parking Plan
Proposed Resolution for Variance

Location Map

Negative Declaration & Initial Study

Parking and Traffic Study

Parking demand study of the Costa Mesafacility
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