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TO: Planning Commission

FROM: Scott Hess, AICP, Director of Planning and Building
BY: Ethan Edwards, AICP, Associate Planner 54/
DATE: February 14, 2012

SUBJECT: DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT NO. 11-002, COASTAL DEVELOPMENT
PERMIT NO. 09-011, CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT NO. 09-037, SPECIAL
PERMIT NO. 12-001 (WATERFRONT DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT &
HILTON EXPANSION)

APPLICANT: Shawn Millbern, The Robert Mayer Corporation, 8951 Research Drive, Irvine, CA 92618
PROPERTY

OWNER: City of Huntington Beach, 2000 Main Street, Huntington Beach, CA 92648

LOCATION: 21100 Pacific Coast Highway, 92648 (bounded on the north by Pacific Avenue, on the
east by Twin Dolphin Drive, on the south by Pacific Coast HHighway, and on the west by
the existing Hilton Waterfront Beach Resort)

PROJECT REQUEST AND SPECIAL CONSIDERATIONS

The proposed project is to permit the expansion of the existing twelve-story Hilton Waterfront Beach
Resort by adding a new nine-story tower. The project site is located on approximately 3.71 acres adjacent
(cast) to the existing Hilton hotel and is part of a larger master planned development (approximately 45
acres) known as The Waterfront Development Project. The subject project represents the fourth and final
phase of the master planned development, which was originally approved in 1989. The existing
development consists of the 290-room Hilton Waterfront Beach Resort which opened in 1990, the 517-
room Hyatt Regency Huntington Beach Resort and Spa approved in 1998 and opened in 2003, and the
184-unit Waterfront residential community approved in 2002 and completed in 2004. A Commercial
Master Site Plan was approved in conjunction with the original Hilton hotel (Phase 1) in 1989 and later
amended as part of the 1998 Hyatt Regency development (Phase 2) pursuant to the Downtown Specific
Plan (DTSP) Section 4.11.02. The Commercial Master Site Plan is intended to guide the long-term
~ development of the site as an integrated resort development, phasing the project in an orderly manner and
providing for a common theme of uses, architecture, landscaping and pedestrian links. The intent 1s to
provide an integrated development plan of differing but compatible hotels and conference facilities that
provide a number of alternative accommodations for visitors and residents of the City. In addition, a
Development Agreement (DA) for the Waterfront Development Project was originally approved in 1988
to provide certainty for the City and the applicant as to the desired land use, intensity, vesting of rights,
and provisions for mutual benefits. The DA was last amended in 1998 as part of the Hyatt Regency
development and the current request is to extend the existing term by 5-years to allow for completion of
the final phase (Hilton expansion).
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The proposed hotel expansion will include minor modifications to the existing Hilton hotel in order to
facilitate an integrated experience for guests. Such modifications include: new main level corridors,
pedestrian connections between existing and new pools, conversion of existing guestrooms to other uses,
parking structure connection, and various landscaping and walkway revisions. The proposed architectural
style of the new tower is contemporary Mediterranean consistent with the overall master planned
development. The proposed building forms, architectural details, colors, landscaping and style are
intended to be consistent with the existing Hilton hotel. The Design Review Board reviewed the design
and supported the overall integrated hotel concept, building layout, access and circulation, landscaping,
architectural design and special permits. The project will include requests for dancing, live entertainment,
and sale and consumption of alcoholic beverages at the food and beverage outlets, ballrooms, meeting
areas, lounges, pool deck, and function lawns; in the same manner currently offered at the existing Hyatt
and Hilton hotels. Specifically, the project includes the following requests and special considerations:

Waterfront Development Agreement

Development Agreement No. 11-002 represents a request for a minor amendment to the existing
Amended and Restated Development Agreement adopted on October 21, 1998. The request is to extend
the period of time for which the final phase of The Waterfront Project may be completed before the
existing Development Agreement expires (Attachment No. 8). The existing Development Agreement is
set to expire on October 21, 2013 and the 5-year extension would permit the Development Agreement to
expire on October 21, 2018. The approved Development Agreement contains terms dealing with the land
use approvals and covenants applicable to the site, vesting of rights, subsequent discretionary approvals,
and public improvements and utilities to be provided. Sections 2.3, 3.1.1, and 3.1.3.1 of the existing
development agreement establishes that the applicable code provisions for the project are those in
existence as of the effective date of the original development agreement, which was November 2, 1988.
No other amendments are proposed.

Hilton Expansion

Coastal Development Permit No. 09-011, Conditional Use Permit No. 09-037, Special Permit No. 12-001
represents a request to expand the existing Hilton Waterfront Beach Resort. The project consists of the
following entitlement requests:

¢+ Coastal Development Permit No. 09-001/Conditional Use Permit No. 09-037 represents a request of
the following:

- To permit the expansion of the Hilton Waterfront Beach Resort including a nine-story tower
providing a total of 156 new guestrooms with appurtenant facilities. It will also include
approximately 13,700 sq. ft. of meeting space, full service business center, casual dining
restaurant, combined grocery/gift store, secondary retail/recreational services store, children’s
club providing supervised play, health spa, fitness facility, outdoor function lawn and outdoor
garden patio area, main pool deck area with family-oriented pool, smaller pool for younger
children, two jacuzzi pools, outdoor pool bar/beverage service, and a secondary porte-cochere
entry off Pacific View Avenue. The hotel expansion proposes a one level semi-subterranean
parking structure with 261 parking spaces, a loading dock and other back-of-house facilities.
The project will host all inclusive events such as weddings, conferences, parties, and meetings.
The request is pursuant to DTSP Section 4.11.01 (c).

- To permit dancing, live entertainment, and sale and consumption of alcoholic beverages at the
food and beverage outlets, ballrooms, meeting areas, lounges, pool deck, and function lawns
pursuant to DTSP Section 4.11.01 (b).

- To permit 100% valet parking service (no self-parking) with approximately 35% tandem
parking spaces pursuant to Section 231.18.E.2 of the HBZSO.
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- To permit the term of Conditional Use Permit No. 09-037/Coastal Development Permit No. 09-
011/Special Permit No. 12-001 to run concurrently with the term of the Development
Agreement pursuant to Section 241.16.A of the HBZSO.

¢ Special Permit No. 12-001 represents a request for the following pursuant to DTSP Section 4.1.02:
- To permit approximately 29% landscaped area within the minimum 20 ft. building setback area
fronting Pacific View Avenue in lieu of the minimum 100% required in-lien of Section
4.2.15(a) of the DTSP.

- To permit the encroachment of structures exceeding 42 inches in height into the minimum
perimeter setback areas including: glass windscreens, landscape retaining walls along Pacific
Coast Highway, exterior exit stair at Twin Dolphin Drive, and an enclosure for Edison
equipment at Pacific Avenue in-lieu of Sections 4.11.06, 4.11.07 and 4.11.08 of the DTSP.

- To permit approximately 32% of the parking stalls with a dimension of 9 ft. wide by 18 fi. deep
in lieu of 9 ft. wide by 19 fi. deep in-lieu of Section 231.14 of the HBZSO.

- To permit approximately 21% of the parking stalls with less than the required 3 fi. clearance to
adjacent walls or columns in-lieu of Section 231.16.A of the HBZSO.

- To permit a 13% maximum ramp slope within the parking garage in lieu of 10% pursuant to
Section 231.18.G.1 of the HBZSO.

The existing Hilton Waterfront Beach Resort is a full-service, first-class resort hotel consisting of 290
guestrooms in a twelve-story tower, approximately 13,250 sq. fi. of meeting space, one full-service
restaurant, one deli-style casual dining restaurant, a club lounge, gift store, pool, jacuzzi and other
miscellaneous amenities including back-of-house support facilities, and two subterranean levels of
parking with approximately 321 parking spaces. On August 25, 1998 the Planning Commission approved
Conditional Use Permit No. 98-9 and Coastal Development Permit No. 98-6 for interim uses on the
subject site consisting of a pavilion tent for social events, a function lawn and wedding gazebo, one tenmis
court, one volleyball court, and surface parking. Those uses currently remain on the site but will be
removed in their entirety when the proposed project commences construction.

CURRRENT LAND USE, ZONING AND GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATIONS
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APPLICATION PROCESS AND TIMELINES

DATE OF COMPLETE APPLICATION: MANDATORY PROCESSING DATE(S):

September 12, 2011 March 12, 2012 (Within 6 months of complete application)

Coastal Development Permit No. 09-011 / Conditional Use Permit No. 09-037 were filed on December
18, 2009 and Development Agreement No. 10-034 was filed on June 16, 2011. The environmental
review (Addendum to SEIR No. 82-2) was deemed complete on September 12, 2011 and the project is
required to be processed within 6 months after the application (including environmental review) is
deemed complete. The application is tentatively scheduled for a public hearing before the Plamming
Commission on February 28, 2012,

CEQA ANALYSIS/REVIEW

The Waterfront Development Project was first conceptually discussed in the Humtington Beach
Downtown Specific Plan, which was evaluated by Environmental Impact Report 82-2 (certified in 1983).
Subsequently, Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) No. 82-02 was certified by the City
Council on August 15, 1988, and analyzed the potential environmental impacts associated with
implementation of The Waterfront Development Project (including the existing Hyatt Regency, the Hilton
hotels and a future third hotel) and identified appropriate mitigation measures. Furthermore, with respect
to the third hotel (final phase) of the Waterfront Development Project, two Addendums (Addendum #1 &
#2) were prepared over time to account for proposed modifications and reductions in project scale.

SEIR No. 82-2 analyzed the proposed development of a twelve-story, 300-room first-class hotel, with up
to 15,000 sq. ft. of meeting space. This use and project scale was consistent with the evaluations in both
Addendum #1 and Addendum #2 to SEIR No. 82-2. A third Addendum to SEIR No. 82-02 has been
prepared to compare the current project (which includes the development of a nine-story, 151 room
expansion) with the previously proposed project. The Addendum concluded there are no new significant
environmental effects that were not previously disclosed in SEIR 82-2, and in fact, all effects were
determined to be less than significant as a result of the reduced scope of development. The Addendum is
attached for informational purposes. No PC action is required for the Addendum to SEIR No. 82-02.

COMMENTS FROM CITY DEPARTMENTS AND OTHER PUBLIC AGENCIES

The Departments of Plarming & Building, Economic Development, Community Services, Fire, Police,
and Public Works have reviewed the application and identified comments and applicable code
requirements (Attachment No. 6) with no major concems and comments. A draft ordinance for
Development Agreement No. 11-002 is under preparation. A draft excerpt is attached for your review as
attachment No. 8. The complete draft ordinance and DA will be attached to the staff repost for the
Planning Commission meeting on February 28, 2011.

PUBLIC MEETINGS, COMMENTS AND CONCERNS

The applicant met with the Board of Directors of the Waterfront residential homeowner’s association on
November 15, 2011 to present the project. The Board indicated their understanding of the proposal and
did not express opposition. Also, staff has received one letter in support from the Huntington Beach
Chamber of Commerce dated December 15, 2011 (Attachment No.7).
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PLANNING ISSUES

The primary issues for the Planning Commission to consider in processing the applications are:

¢ Development Agreement amendment requested by the applicant to extend the term for 5 years from
15 years to 20 years from the adoption date;

» Conformance to the provisions of Chapter 246 — Development Agreements of the Huntington Beach
Zoning and Subdivision Ordinance to ensure the City will receive benefits with regard to design,
employment opportunities, increased property and sales tax revenue and desired facilities;

s Conformance to applicable goals and policies of the General Plan and the provisions of the
Downtown Specific Plan and Zoning Ordinance;

e  Special Permits to allow deviations to: required landscaping within the setback area fronting Pacific
View Ave., encroachments of retaining walls, windscreens and stairs into the setback areas along
Pacific Coast Highway and Twin Dolphin Dr., minimum parking stall dimensions, minimum parking
stall clearances, and maximum parking ramp slope;

o Consistency with Waterfront Commercial Master Site Plan previously approved by the Planning
Commission on September 14, 1998;

e EBnsure sufficient parking is provided for the hotel expansion based on parking demand and the
minimum requirements of the HBZSO;

e  The provision of 100% valet parking and 35% tandem parking spaces; and,

o Consistency of the overall design with the existing master planned development and the Design

Guidelines.
ATTACHMENTS:
1. Vicinity Map
2. Project Plans dated December 18, 2009
3. Project Narratives dated December 18, 2009 and June 16, 2011
4, Addendum to SEIR 82-2 dated July 5, 2011 (for informational purposes)
5. Adopted Commercial Master Site Plan dated September 14, 1998
6. Code Requirements Letter dated May 5, 2011 (for informational purposes)
7. Public Comments — Letter from Huntington Beach Chamber of Commerce dated December 15, 2011
8. Draft ordinance for Development Agreement No. 11-02
SH:HF:EE:kd
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VICINITY MAP

DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT NO. 11-002, COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT NO. 09-011,
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT NO. 09-037, SPECIAL PERMIT NO. 12-001

(WATERFRONT DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT & HILTON EXPANSION- 21100 PCH)
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THE

ROBERT MAYER

CORPORATION
December 18, 2009 Ea E @ E [ W E D
Mr. Scott Hess £
Director of Planning : DEC 18 2009
City of Huntingion Beach . - Huntington Beach
2000 Main Street PLANNING DEPT.

Huntington Beach, California 92648

Re:  Conditional Use Permit / Coastal Development Permit Application
Expansion to the Existing Hilton Waterfront Beach Resort

Dear Mr. Hess:

We are pleased to provide the following narrative in support of the Conditional Use Permit
application for the expansion of the existing Hilton Waterfront Beach Resort,

HiISTORY OF THE WATERFRONT MASTER PLANNED DEVELOPMENT

The subject site represents the fourth and final phase of The Waterfront master planned
development which was originally approved in 1989 and consists of the 290-room Hilton
Waterfront Beach Resort (“Hilton hotel”) which opened in 1990, the 517-room Hyait Regency
Huntington Beach Resort and Spa (“Hyatt Regency hotel™) which opened in 2003, and the 184-
unit Waterfront residential community which was completed in 2004. Development of The
Waterfront and the subject site is being undertaken pursuant to the Amended and Restated
Development Agreement between Mayer Financial, L.P., and the City of Huntington Beach
dated September 21, 1998 (the “Development Agreement™), and the Amended and Restated
Disposition and Development Agreement between Mayer Financial, L.P., and the
Redevelopment Agency of the City of Huntington Beach dated September 14, 1998, as amended
(the “DDA™). Additionally, on September 14, 1998, the City approved and adopted The
Waterfront Commercial Master Site Plan as required under Downtown Specific Plan Section
4.11.02, which site plan details various parameters affecting the subject site, including maximum
height, site coverage, and building square footage.

Previous environmental review for The Waterfront project consists of the following:

«  Final Environmental Impact Report 82-2 prepared in conjunction with the adoption of the
Downtown Spectfic Plan and certified by the City Council on Fuly 18, 1983;

= Supplemental Environmental Impact Report 82-2 (“SEIR 82-2”) prepared in conjunction
with the approval of The Waterfront development and the Hilton hotel certified by the
City Council on August 15, 1988;

+ Addendum #1 to SEIR 82-2, prepared in connection with the Hyatt Regency hotel and
certified by the City Council on September 14, 1998;

660 Newport Center Drive . Suite 1050 . Newpart Beach, CA 92660
PO. Box 8680 . Newport Beach, CA 92658-8680
el 949.759.8091 . fax 949.720.1017
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+ Addendum #2 to SEIR 82-2, prepared in connection with The Wateriront residential
community, which was certified by the City Council in 2002; and '

« Environmental Impact Report 08-001 for the Downtown Specific Plan Update which was
certified by the City Council on November 2, 2009.

SITE DESCRIPTION

The subject development site consists of the combination of Lot 2 of Tract 15535 (3.55 acres)
plus an approximately 20-foot wide strip of land on the eastern edge of Lot 1 of Tract 13045
(0.16 acres), for a total building site of approximately 3.71 acres."

The site is bounded on the north by Pacific View Avenue, on the east by Twin Dolphin Drive, on
the south by Pacific Coast Highway, and on the west by the existing Hilton Waterfront Beach
Resori.

DOWNTOWN SPECIFIC PLAN DESIGNATION

The subject development site is located within what historically has been designated as District 9
of the Downtown Specific Plan (“DTSP™). In November of 2009 the City Council approved an
amendment to the DTSP which reviscd the district designations; under this amended plan the site
is located within District 3. No material revisions to the land use and development standards
affecting the subject site were made in this amendment. The amended DTSP has not yet been
certified by the California Coastal Comumission; therefore, references to the DTSP and its
designations and sections in this letter refer to the version of the Downtown Specific Plan
existing prior to the November 2009 amendment.

EXISTING HILTON WATERFRONT BEACH RESORT

The existing Hilton Waterfront Beach Resort is a full-service, first-class resort hotel consisting of
290 guestrooms in one twelve-story tower, approximately 13,250 net sq. {t. of meeting space,
one full-service restaurant, one deli-style casual dining outlet, a club lounge, a gift shop, pool,
jacuzzi and other miscellaneous amenities, back-of-house support facilities, and two
subterranean fevels of parking.

DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT AND SERVICES

Integrated Expansion

The proposed project as described below will be an expansion of the Hilton Waterfront Beach
Resort and will be operated by hotel staff and used by the public as one fully integrated resort
hotel. Guests will normally continue to enter the expanded hotel via the existing porte-cochere
and entry lobby of the existing hotel. The expanded facilitics will additionally provide a

! Calculations of open space, site coverage, etc. contained elsewhere in this narrative and on the Conditional Use
Permit submittal drawings are presented based on this combined acreage. One may alternatively calculate such
development parameters based on onfy the area of Lot 2 of Tract 15535, which will result in an insignificant
varjation in such statistics.
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secondary porte-cochere entry that is intended as an optional drop-off and pick-up point for
attendees of designated ballroom events and for occasional corporate group check-in or
departure.

Architectural Style

The proposed architectural style of the expansion project is contcmperary Mediterranean with
arched windows, tile roofs, open walkways, and ocean view courtyards with panoramic views,
and is in compliance with the City’s Downtown Design Guidelines. The overall building forms,
architectural details, colors, landscaping, and style are intended to be consistent with the existing
property. The overall goal is to provide a seamless addition fo the existing hotel, so that the
gnest experience is that of a fully integrated project without the appearance of an old and a new
phase.

The existing Hilton hotel guestrooms on both sides of the tower enjoy angled sliding glass doors
oriented to the ocean that serve to create a more panoramic ocean view for the guest. The
proposed expansion tower similarly provides for angled sliding glass doors at most all
guestrooms to ephance the view crientation. This design theme has been carried from the
existing guestroom tower to the proposed expansion to reinforce the consistency of the
expansion with the existing facilities.

Additionally, similar io the manner in which the Hyalt Regency Huniington Beach Resort and
Spa enjoys multiple courtyards with differing features and uses, the completed property will
contain three courtyards facing the ocean, all accessible from the main public corridor traversing
the property, as follows:

. The existing westward ilton hotel pool deck will remain and is expected to become a
quicter, more adult-oriented pool experience, with frequent use for poolside dining and
cocktail events.

. The new central main pool deck will feature a larger family-oriented pool with
waterslides, generous deck space, and a gently sloping “beach entry” to the pool. Though
located between the two guestroom towers, this main pool deck will be approximately
one-third greater in area and width than the existing Hilton hotel pool deck, providing
panoramic ocean views and a very spacious guest experience.

« By placing the new guestroom tower in the center of the sife, a new eastern courtyard will
be created that will provide a large patio and function lawn for pre-function gatherings,
outdoor dining events, and weddings. A smaller patio nearest the corner of Pacific Coast
Highway and Twin Dolphin Drive will provide a more intimate outdoor location for
smaller weddings, receptions, and social gatherings in combination with the adjacent
meeting room. Since the new ballroom, meeting rooms, and this third courtyard will be
separated from the central main pool by the new guestroom tower, large-scale meetings
and outdoor events may occur without influencing the experience of those guests
enjoying the rest of the hotel.

Page 3
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Lastly, the expansion project’s landscape design will be a consistent and logical extension of the
existing landscaping of the Hilton hotel, including the use of mature palm trees, lush shrubbery
and groundcover, and pockets of colorful seasonal plantings.

Minor Modifications to the Existing Hotel

Various minor modifications to the existing Hilton hotel will be made in order to provide a fully
integrated resort hotel experience for guests. Such modifications, which are shown on the
Conditional Use Permit submitial drawings, include the following:

A new public corridor connection to the expanded facilities will be provided on the main
hotel level. The modifications will primarily consist of the removal of an existing fitness
room plus two guestrooms to accommodate a new corridor through the base of the
existing guestroom tower.

Three existing guestrooms adjacent to the new corridor will be converted to other uses,
for a total foss of five guestrooms in the existing guestroom fower.

A vehicular connection between the existing upper patrking garage level and the new
garage facility will be provided in order to allow efficient movement of vehicles by the
valet parking staff.

A new pedestrian walkway connecting the existing swimming pool deck to the new
swimming pool deck in front of the existing guestroom tower will be provided to allow
guests to move between the two pools without being tequired to re-enter the interior
corridors of the hotel.

Various landscaping and walkway revisions at the interface of the existing guestroom
tower to the new expansion project will be made in order to provide a seamless joining of
the expanded facilitics to the existing hotel property.

Fxpansion Project Components
The expansion project will consist of the following new components:

A new nine-story guestroom tower providing a total of 156 new guestrooms. The
majority (123) of the new guestrooms will be in an open suite configuration providing a
sleeping and bath area separated from the entry and seating area. The remaining (31)
guestrooms will be in a convenfional hotel room configuration.  Five existing
conventional guestrooms in the existing tower will be converted to a public corridor and
other uses, resulting in a net increase of 151 guestrooms. (Together with the existing 290
guestrooms of the existing hotel, minus five guestrooms that will be lost as described
previously, the guestroom count of the total facility will total 441.)

Approximately 13,700 net interior sq. ft. of meeting space consisting of the following:
A multi-divisible ballroom of approximately 8,500 sq. it.,
A multi-divisible meeting room of approximately 3,300 sq. ft.
A main floor board room of approximately 1,300 sq. ft.

A second floor board room of approximately 600 sq. ft.

Page 4




i P

i
Co%aijrfonal Use Permit Narrative
Expansion to the Existing Hilton Waterfront Beach Resort

« A full service business center providing copying, delivery, and computer services that
will be located within converted guestrooms of the existing tower adjacent to the new
corridor.

« A casual dining restaurant providing both indoor and outdoor seating and delivery service
1o poolside guests.

« A combined grocery/gift store and coffee shop with “grab and go” deli sandwiches and
bakery items.

« A secondary retail and recreational services shop.

« A children’s club room providing supervised play and entertainment areas for children of
guests that will be located within converted guestrooms of the existing tower adjacent to
the new corridor.

« A resort health spa of approximately 8,000 sq. ft. providing separate men’s and women’s
lockers, steam, sauna, and jacuzzi facilities, with a total of twelve treatment rooms.

+ A separate fitness and exercise facility providing cardio and weight-training equipment
for all guests of the hotel.

« An outdoor function lawn providing a venue for outdoor pre-function, reception, dining,
and wedding events. A smaller more intimate outdoor garden patio is also provided for
smaller weddings and events.

« A main pool deck with generous deck space, a large family-oriented pool including two
large waterslides and a gently sioped “beach entry,” a smaller stide and pool for younger
children, and two jacuzzi pools.

« An outdoor pool bar for beverage service accessible from both the main public corridor
and the pool area. Casual outdoor seating with umbrellas and awnings will complement
the pool bar and also serve to provide additional outdoor seating for the casual restaurant.

+ A secondary porte-cochere entry off Pacific View Avenue that is intended as an optional
drop-off and pick-up point for attendees of designated events at the new ballroom and for
occasional corporate group check-in or departure.

« One level of semi-subterrancan parking with a loading dock and other back-of-house
facilities. A vehicular connection to the upper level of the existing garage will also be
provided.

Parking

Parking will be provided in the expansion project in one level of 100% valet parking below the
main public level of the building. (Both the existing Hilton hotel and the Hyait Regency hotel
operate with 100% valet parking.) A total of 261 designated parking spaces are provided in this
new parking level. Additional valet car stacking capacity exists per the discussion below,
increasing the parking capacity provided in the expansion project by approximately 61 vehicles
to a total capacity of approximately 322 vehicles.

Page 5
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Designated Parking Spaces

In February 1994, a parking demand analysis was conducted by LSA Associates, Inc., for
the existing IHilten hotel in comnection with entitlements for the pavilion fent now
existing on the subject site. That study determined that if the hotel experienced
simultaneous 100% occupancy of all guestrooms, meeting and ballroom areas, and
restaurant, a parking demand would be generated of 1.47 spaces per guestroom, an
amount that exceeded the onsite parking supply by 97 spaces. (It should be noted that
100% simultaneous occupancy of all guestrooms and other facilities is an extremely rare
circurastance and the typical parking design practice for first-class hotels necessarily
assumes a more conservative calculation) In any event, in Section 3.1.2.3 of the
Development Agreement it was agreed that the parking for the subject project would be
determined at the rate of 1.1 spaces per guestroom (including all uses within the hotel)
plus an additional 97 spaces, or as otherwise reduced by an updated parking demand
analysis. Given a net increase of 151 guestrooms in the expansion, this initial agreed
requirement calculates to a total of 263 parking spaces being required. Therefore, the
number of designated parking spaces in the proposed expansion plan garage is
substantially in compliance with the Development Agreement requirement.

The rate of 1.1 spaces per guestroom including all additional uses within the hotel such as
meeting rooms, restaurant, etc. as referenced above was the original minimum code
requirement applicable to the existing Hilton hotel (HB Ord. Code 9606(a)H., effective
8/88). Pursuant 1o the Development Agreement which establishes that the applicable
code provisions are those in existence as of the effective date of the agreement
(November 1988), the rate of 1.1 guestroom per unit is also the minimum parking rate
requirement applicable to the subject expansion project. Currently at the existing Hilton
hotel there are 321 designated parking spaces, of which four would be lost to
accommodate the vehicular connection planned and one of which would be regained as a
result of the removal of some mechanical equipment, resulting in 318 designated parking
spaces. Thus, together with the 261 designated parking spaces in the expansion garage, a
total of 579 designated parking spaces will be provided in support of a total of 441
guestrooms, or 1.31 designated parking spaces per guestroom. This exceeds the
minimum requirement per the code provision applicable to this project and is a number
well within the range of typical parking provided for urban and suburban first class hotels
and resorts. :

Total Valet Parking Capacity

It is also fundamental to note that when the parking demand analysis was undertaken in
1998 the Hilton hotel allowed self parking; therefore, no consideration was given for the
additional parking capacity that can be created by stacking of cars by a 100% valet
operation. However, since approximately 2004 the Hilton Waterfront Beach Resort has
operated using 100% valet parking services. This has resulted in potably mmproved
security for the hotel and convenience for its guests and has increased the total parking
capacity at the hotel significantly. The Downtown Huntington Beach Parking Master
Plan Study prepared for the City of Huntington Beach by Kimley-Hom and Associates,
Inc. dated March, 2009, stated that valet operations could increase parking capacity by
12-40% beyond the number of designated parking spaces. '
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In order to more accurately assess the increase in parking capacity afforded by the 100%
valet operation at the Hilton, the typical car stacking layouts used by the valet staff when
conservatively employing stacking were assessed and mapped out in scale. It was
determined that approximately 79 additional vehicles can be accommodated, or a gain of
25%. Further, the proposed new parking facility will also be operated on a 100% valet
basis by the same parking staff. By applying similar conservative car stacking layouts to
the new garage plan, it is concluded that the proposed expansion plan parking garage will
accommodate approximately 61 additional vebicles, or a gain of 23%. In total for the
combined parking facilities with consideration of valet parking, a total parking capacity
of approximately 722 vehicles will result, or 1.64 vehicles per guestroom, far in excess of
that typically provided for first-class hotels of this nature. Further, 1.64 vehicles per
guestroom is also far in excess of the maximum parking demand of 1.47 vehicles per
guestroom at the existing Hilton hotel projected by LSA Associates in their 1994 stndy of
demand assuming 100% occupancy of the ballroom, meeting rooms, restaurant and
guestrooms.

CONFORMANCE TO DTSP aND APPROVED COMMERCIAL MASTER SITE PLAN

The project complies with the requirements of the DTSP, including the amended DTSP currently
pending before the California Coastal Commission, and with the approved Commercial Master
Site Plan. A zoning conformance table regarding the land wse and development standards 1s
included on the drawing submittal. Following is a discussion of certain key requirements:

Maximum Density

The DTSP establishes a maximum floor area ratio (“FAR™) of 3.0 for District #9. The approved
Commercial Master Site Plan for District #9 established an FAR of 1.2 and a total building area
(excluding parking) for the subject project was projected to be 275,000 sq. ft.

The building area for the proposed project is approximately 215,000 sq. ft., which yields an FAR
of 1.39 if the calculation is based solely on existing Lot 2 of Tract 15535 and 1.33 if the
caleulation is based on Lot 2 plus the 20-foot strip of land on the eastern edge of Lot 1 of Tract
13045—see discussion under the heading of “Site Description” above. These figures are
significantly below the maximum permiited FAR and projected building size for the subject site
and they comply with both the DTSP and the approved Commercial Master Site Plan.

Maximum Height

The DTSP does not provide 2 maximum height limit in District #9. The approved Commercial
Master Site Plan established a maximum height of 130’ measured from the roof cave of the
building to Pacific Coast Highway (the height of the existing Hilton twelve-story tower roof
eave).

The new nine-story guestroom tower will have greater floor to ceiling heights on each Jevel than
the existing twelve-story tower, making its height approximately equivalent to the existing
tower’s eleventh floor and approximately ten feet less than the maximum height measured at the
roof eave. Therefore, the proposed project is in conformance with the approved Commercial
Master Site Plan.
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Maximum Site Coverage (Buildings)

The DTSP originally established a maximum site coverage ratio of 35% of the net site arca for
District #9. However, recognizing the significant reduction in scope and impacts from the earlier
approved master plan, The City of Huntington Beach approved an amended Commercial Master
Site Plan on September 14, 1998, which contained approved site coverage ratios in excess of
35%. In the staff’s request for Council action on the subject it was stated that per the amended
master plan the subject site could be developed with a site coverage ratio of “approximately
44%”. The approved master plan contains a projected calculation of 42 8% for the subject site.

The proposed project complies with the approved Commercial Master Site Plan by providing a
site coverage ratio of 40.4%. No Special Permit for this issue is requested herein as the approved
Commercial Master Site Plan supersedes the DTSP on this issue.

Maximum Site Coverage (Parking & Vehicular Accessways)

The DTSP establishes that a maximurn of 25% of the net site area may be used for parking and
vehicular accessways. The approved Commercial Master Site Plan contains a projected
calculation of 9.9% for such use.

The proposed project complies with both the DTSP and the approved Commercial Master Site
Plan by providing a site coverage of parking and vehicular accessways of 6.3%.

Setbacks

The DTSP establishes 207 setbacks along Pacific View Avenue and Twin Dolphin Drive and a
50° setback along Pacific Coast Highway. The project’s buildings comply with these setback
requirements.

As described more fully later in this narrative, a special permit is sought to allow various
miscellaneous landscape retaining walls, glass windscreens, and other miscellancous structures
exceeding 42” in height within the setback areas. Such special permit is consistent with and of
the same character as similar speeial permits previously issued in connection with the existing
Hilton and Hyatt Regency hotels.

Open Space

The DTSP establishes a minimum open space tequirement of 30% of the net site area (with a
minimum dimension of 257). The approved Commercial Master Site Plan projects an open space
for the subject project of 41.1% (with a minimum dimension of 257) plus an additional 6.2% of
miscellaneous open space, for a total open space of 47.3% of the net site area.

The proposed project complies with both the DTSP and the approved Commercial Master Site
Plan by providing open space equal to 43.4% of the net site area (with a minimum dimension of
25"} plus an additional 9.9% of net site area devoted to miscellancous open space, for a total
open space area of 53.3%, significantly above the minimum requirements.

Page 8
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Building Bulk

Other than the density/FAR/building height/site coverage/setback/open space requirements
referred to above, the DTSP does not set forth standards to address “building bulk”. However,
the approved Commercial Master Site Plan includes a diagram indicating approximate locations
of the building on the site and also indicating a maximum height for the low-rise portion of the
stracture to be up to 4 stories and 70 feet in height measured from the roof cave of the building to
Pacific Coast Highway.

The proposed project complies with and substantially improves upon the approved Commercial
Master Site Plan in this regard. The low-rise portion of the proposed building consists of one
occupied floor that varies in height from approximately 30-40 ft. measured from the roof eave of
the building to Pacific Coast Highway, approximately one-half of the maximum height for the
low-rise portion identified in the approved Commercial Master Site Plan. The elevations for the
proposed building also provide considerably greater variation in massing along Pacific View
Avenue than that characterized in the approved Commercial Master Site Plan. These
enhancements will significantly reduce the appearance of bulk for the buildings from the street
elevation in comparison to the size of building otherwise permitted under the approved
Commercial Master Site Plan. It is additionally noted that the proposed project relocates the
tower to the center of the site instead of its being placed at the eastern side of the site against
Twin Dolphin Drive as originally represented in the Commercial Master Site Plan. This revision
improves the view corridor of Twin Delphin Drive, rednces the adjacency of the tower to the
residential units northward of the site by aligning it with an existing residential street cul-de-sac,
and also creates an additional function courtyard within the project for the benefit of the hotel
and its guests.

CONFORMANCE TO DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT AN} DDA

The Development Agreement for The Waterfront project provides in Section 3.1.1.1(d) that the
subject project shall conform to Option 1 or 2 for the Phase 3 Permanent Use as set forth in the
Commercial Master Site Plan. The approved Commercial Master Site Plan provides for either
(1) a 300-room first class hotel, or (2) a 150-room first class all-suite hotel.

The DDA for The Waterfront project provides in Section 101 that the subject site shall be
developed with a new hotel, or an addition to the existing Hilton hotel, with a minimum of 200
guestrooms and a maximum of 300 guestrooms, or in the alternative a minimum of 125 suites in
an all-suites hotel development.

The proposed project is in conformance with the potential uses for the site specified in the
Development Agreement and the DDA. The subject project contains 125 guestrooms in a suite
configuration, and 31 guestrooms in a conventional hotel room configuration. Five existing
conventional guestrooms in the existing tower will be converted to a public corridor and other
uses, resulting in a net increase of 151 guestrooms, exceeding in either case the minimum
guestroom counis set forth in the approved Commercial Master Site Plan and the DDA.

Additionally, it should be noted that the City entered into the Development Agreement for the
purpose of providing certainty to the developer that it may develop the project. This certainty is

Page 9
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also desirable to the City and Redevelopment Agency since the economic structure of The
Waterfront project is based on a full build-out of the project in a manner consistent with the
Scope of Development in the DDA and the approved Commercial Master Site Plan. Therefore,
Section 3.1.1.1(d) of the Development Agreement, while allowing the City discretion with
respect to the approval of the proposed project, also requires that the City’s rejection, if any, of
any entitlement for this project would be necessarily based on a finding that (i) the requested
permit is not substantially in compliance with or of the same character as the prior approvals
issued for The Waterfront project, (if) the design of the proposed project is incompatible with the
quality or character of the neighboring commercial uses, or (iii) there is, as a result of the
proposed project, a genuine, significant unmitigatible impact to the environment (other than
general growth management issues) not previously disclosed, or readily known, at the time of the
prior approvals issued for The Waterfront project.

Lastly, it is noted that Sections 2.3, 3.1.1, and 3.1.3.1 of the Development Agreement establish
that the applicable code provisions for the project are those in existence as of the effective date
of the original development agreement, which was November 2, 1988.

REASON FOR APPLICATION

The reason for this application is to allow completion of the final phase of The Waterfront master
planned project. Although other larger independent hotel development options arc allowed
under the Development Agreement, a modest expansion of the existing Hilton Waterfront Beach
Resort as is proposed is the option with the most likelihood of attracting financing in the future
due to the long-term and on-going success of the existing hotel.

POPULATION SERVED

The Hilton Waterfront Beach Resort is host to a wide array of corporate groups, social
organizations, individual business and vacation travelers from around the world, as well as local
residents of Huntington Beach. The population served by the proposed expansion project is the
same.

EXISTING INTERIM USE

On August 25, 1998 the Planning Commission of the City of Huntington Beach approved
Conditional Use Permit No. 98-9 and Coastal Development Pesmit No. 98-6 for interim uses on
the subject site consisting of a pavilion tent for social events, a function lawn and wedding
gazebo, one tennis court, one volleyball court, and surface parking. Those uses currently remain
on the site but will be removed in their entirety when the proposed project commences
construction.

Page 10
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SURROUNDING USES

North: Residential {earlier phase of The Waterfront development)

Fast:  Hyatt Regency Humtington Beach Resort & Spa (earlier phase of The
‘Waterfront development)

South: Pacific Coast Highway, parking, and beach beyond
West:  Hilton Waterfront Beach Resort (earlier phase of The Waterfront development)

DANCING, LIVE ENTERTAINMENT, ALCOHOL SALE, AND CONSUMPTION

The proposed project is anticipated to provide dancing, live entertainment, and sale and
consumption of alcoholic beverages at the food and beverage outlets, ballrooms, meeting areas,
lounges, pool deck, and function lawns at the project in the same high-quality manner as
currently offered at the existing Hilton and Hyatt Regency hotels. It should be noted that all
areas where such activities occur are either indoors or at courtyards and pool decks facing the
ocean which are screened from existing residential uses to the north by the hotel buildings.

Pursuant to Sections 3.1.2.1 and 3.1.2.2 of the Development Agreement, the subject expansion is
permitted to similarly provide dancing, live cntertainment, and sale and consumption of
alcoholic beverages in accordance with the City’s ordinances, regulations, rules, and official
policies in force as of the Effective Date of lhe original development agreement (November 2,
1988) and the City’s reasonable review of location, type of use, and other similar factors to
assure a continued high-quality Project that is compatible with neighboring residential and
commercial uses. '

GRADING

The subject site varies in topography but on average is at an existing grade elevation that is
similar to the elevation of the parking level of the project. It is expected that the site will be
approximately balanced such that there will not be the need to import or export significant
quantities of soil to or from the site to initially construct the new building; however,
approximately 5,000 cubic yards of import is estimated to be required for final landscaping
topsoil and fe grading purposes.

FEMA BasgE FLOOD ELEVATION

The site is classified as “Zone X on the FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Map, indicating that it is
above the Special Flood Hazard Area and is not subject to the 100-year base flood.
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SPECIAL PERMITS

1. Sethbacks—Miscellaneous Improvements Over 42” in Height

The DTSP establishes minimum required setbacks for District #9 and it specifies that no
structure over 42” in height may be constructed within the setback areas, excluding swimming
pools, patios, walks, access drives, or similar paved areas. The proposed buildings comply with
those setbacks.

However, as illustrated on the Conditional Use Permit submittal drawings, there are various
landscape retaining walls, glass windscreens, screen walls, gates, fences, exterior stairways, and
other similar miscellancous structures greater than 42” in height within the building setback
areas. A similar special permit was issued in connection with the Hyait Regency hotel. These
various encroachments into the setback areas are essentially unnoticeable, are consistent with the
resort character of the project, are consistent with the improvements and prior peruits issued for
the existing Hilton and Hyatt hotels, and in most cases provide architectural elements that are a
visual improvement to the project. The most noteworthy components are discussed in greater
detail as follows:

Glass Windscreens

A glass windscreen will be located along the perimeter of the new main pool deck and
function courtyard facing Pacific Coast Highway that will provide protection from the
prevailing winds and additional sound attenuation from highway noise. In order to
meander the course of this glass wall in and around the landscaping to provide a less
obtrusive appearance, significant portions of it encroach into the setback along Pacific
Coast Highway. However, the screen wall, being made of glass and located near the top
of the slope above Pacific Coast Highway, is largely unnoticeable by the public.

Landscape Retaining Walls

It is necessary to increase the grade elevation of the project in order to match the existing
main floor level of the Hilton hotel, to achieve ocean views from the project’s new pool
deck and public areas, to reduce the visual and noise impact of Pacific Coast Highway,
and to construct semi-subterranean parking facilities that remain above the groundwater
table. As a result, just like the existing Hilton and Hyatt Regency hotels, the project will
be sumrounded by landscaped slopes. At various locations around the project it is
necessary to construct retaining walls which exceed 427 in height within the setback area
in order to provide slope stability at large grade changes or where structures, stalrways, or
walkways are nearby. The locations where these retaining walls occur include occasional
areas along Pacific Coast Highway and Twin Dolphin Drive and at the two eastern
corers of the project. Some of these retaining walls will be integrated with other
decorative planters, features, and structures. In addition, in some areas where walkways
occur, ramps consistent with ADA requirements must be constructed which require
retaining walls and handrails as they transition sloped areas. In all cases, the retaining
walls will be integrated into the design of the project and will be essentially unnoticeable
1o the public, given the project’s scale and lush landscaping.
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Exterior Exit Stair at Twin Dolphin Drive
On the eastern side of the project, retaining walls are neccssary to support an exit stair
down to the sidewalk at Twin Dolphin Drive.

Enclosure for Edison Fquipment at Pacific View Avenue

Retaining and/or screen walls are necessary near the corner of Pacific View Avenue and
Twin Dolphin Drive to screen the required Edison transformer and switch equipment
from public view.

2. Tandem Parking

The proposed expansion parking garage contains approximately 35% tandem parking spaces.
The use of tandem parking spaces provides a much greater efficiency in the use of limited space
available for parking and, when combined with the planned 100% valet program, the tandem
parking functions well from an operational standpoint. It should also be noted that
approximately 40% of the tandem spaces are accessible from two sides, further increasing their
utility.

The requested special permit is consistent with the spectal permit previously issued for the Hyatt
Regency hotel which also contains 35% tandem spaces. The existing Hilton hotel garage also
contains approximately 16% tandem spaces.

3. Parking Stall Dimensions, Clearances and Internal Ramp Slope

Section 231 of the Huntington Beach Zoning and Subdivision Ordinance (“HBZSC™) contains
requirements regarding the dimensions and clearances around parking stalls and the maximum
slope for ramps in parking garages. The application of these parking standards to many
buildings and stand-alone parking structures is straightforward, as structural columns and walls
can normally be easily located around the dimensional constraints of parking stalls and ramp
dimensions. However, in the case of a resort hotel, the column spacing is necessarily defined
very tightly by the design of the guestrooms and meeting facilities, and therefore the parking
spaces are laid out to most efficiently fit around the column spacing defined by the structure
above. The structural grid created by these resort hotel uses causes constraints that are not found
in most other structures or stand-alone facilities. Nonetheless, the 100% valet parking operation
will climinate any difficulty that hotel guests and visitors otherwise might experience in
navigating vehicles within less than ideal parking stall dimensions or ramp slopes. A discussion
of the three areas of variance from current standards is discussed below:

Parking Stall Dimensions

Section 231.14 of the HBZSO currently provides that parking stails shall have
dimensions that are 9° wide by 197 deep with a 26’ wide drive aisle. The proposed drive
aisles throughout the garage are 26’ wide. However, due to the dimensional constraints
established by the structural design of the building, approximately 32% of the parking
stalls provide a dimension of 9” wide by 18 deep.

As referenced previously, the Development Agreement establishes that the applicable
code provisions for this project are those codes in existence as of November 2, 1988. The
applicable code provision for the minimum dimensions of parking stalls, Section
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9605.1(a) (effective 8/88) of the then Huntington Beach Ordinance Code, provided that
parking structures shall have stall dimensions that are a minimum of 8.5 wide by 18
deep with a 26’ wide drive aisle. Therefore, the subject 18" deep parking stalls at the
expansion project garage are in conformance with the applicable code provision as
established by the Development Agreement. Additionally, it must be noted that the stalls
within the existing Fiilton garage are uniformly 187 deep as well. Further, as stated
previously, the use of 100% valet parking eliminates any potential difficulties associated
with this issue. Lastly, it is noted that a special permit is not technically required for this
issue because the 18° deep stalls conform to the applicable code provision per the
Development Agreement.

Parking Stall Clearances '

Section 231.16.A of the HBZSO requires that the width of a parking stall be increased by
3* where the stall is adjaceut to a wall or adjacent to a column located within more than
3* from the head or foot of such stall. The previously referenced Section 9605.1(a)
(effective 8/88) applicable to the project required that the width of a stall be increased by
5 57 where the stall is adjacent to a wall, and only stated that stalls adjacent to columns
may require additional width depending upon the size and location of the column. In any
event, approximately 21% of the stalls in the proposed expansion garage do not provide a
full 3" clearance to adjacent walls or columns. It 1s requested that a special permit be
granted to allow these various miscellancous variations in clearances because of the
previously described structural constraints involved in the design of the proposed
expansion garage. As stated previously, the use of 100% valet parking eliminates any
potential hardship associated with this issue. Lastly, this special permit is consistent with
a special permit issued for the same conditions existing at the Hyatt Regency hotel.

Internal Vehicular Ramp Slope

A vehicular connection between the upper level of existing parking at the Hilton hotel
and the new expansion project parking is planned inside the garages. The garage decks
will differ in height by 4°, requiring a ramp in the new expansion garage for the
connection. The location of the ramp has been set to minimize conflict with the parking
space and drive aisle locations in both the existing and planned garage, which necessarily
limits its length. The resulting average slope at this ramp is currently projected to be
approximately 10.2%, slightly above the maximum slope of 10% for garage ramps per
HBZSO Section 231.18.G.1. However, it is recognized that the precise slope is subject to
final construction dimensions and, further, it would be preferable to start the top and
bottom of the ramp at a lesser slope, resulting in a siceper slope in the mid portion of the
ramp of approximately 13%. In order to allow design flexibility for an improved ramp
design and allow for possible construction variances, it is therefore requested that a
maximum slope of 13% be altowed. As has been previously noted, the garage will be a
100% valet operation and therefore the increased slope will not resuit in any difficulties
for hotel guests or visitors.
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TEMPORARY CONSTRUCTION ENCROACHMENT

Pacific View Avenue and Twin Dolphin Drive adjacent to the site provide two lanes of travel in
each direction. Due to the scale of construction, which encompasses the entire site, and the lack
of adjacent vacant land from which to stage equipment and construction materials, it will be
necessary to temporarily encroach upon the right-hand lane of each street contiguous to the site
during the period of construction. This will temporarily reduce the lanes of travel from two to
one along the eastbound direction on Pacific View Avenue and along the southbound direction
on Twin Dolphin Drive contiguous to the site. These streets currently operate at a traffic level
far below their capacity and this temporary ¢ncroachment will not bave a significant impact upon
focal street circulation.

REQUEST FOR EXTENDED TERM OF CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT

Section 241.16.A of the IBZSO provides that a Conditional Use Permit may be approved with a
term greater than the default one-year term otherwise provided therein. Due to the current
recession and exceptionally unpredictable condition of the financial markets, the applicant
cannot project with any certainty the planned date for the start of construction of the project.
However, it is certain that having an approved Conditional Use Permit provides a very important
impetus to the project allowing the applicant to proceed ahead rapidly whenever construction
financing becomes available. Additionally, the ferm of the development rights under the
Development Agreement and the DDA may currently be extended by the applicant through
2013. Therefore, the applicant requests that the term of the Conditional Use Permit run
concurrently with the term of its development tights under the DDA, iLe., the term be set to
expire only upon the expiration of the development rights for the subject parcel as such
cxpiration date is specified in the DDA, or as otherwise extended by its ferms.

Thank you very much for your consideration. I look forward to the opportunity to answer any
questions you may have. '

Yours Truly,

Al
Shawn K. Millbern, LEED AP

Senior Vice President
The Robert Mayer Corporation
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June 16, 2011

Mr. Scott Hess o p\‘a‘ﬁ““"‘%

Director of Planning @eggmm

City of Huntington Beach

2000 Main Street

Huntington Beach, California 92648
Re:  Minor Amendment to Amended and Restated Development Agreement
Dear Mr. Hess:

As you know, Mayer Financial, L.P. has previously filed an application for a Conditional Use
Permit and Coastal Development Permit for the expansion of the existing Hilton Waterfront
Beach Resort as the final phase of The Waterfront master-planned project. Additionally, this
project is being developed pursuant to the Amended and Restated Development Agreement
between Mayer Financial, I.P., The Waterfront Hotel, LLC and the City of Huntington Beach
dated September 21, 1998 (the “Development Agreement”). We have now additionally filed an
application for a Minor Amendment to the Development Agreement and we are pleased to
provide the following narrative in support of this request.

BRIEF SYNOPSIS OF DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT

The City previously determined that The Waterfront project was of such a size and scale that the
Development Agreement was appropriate. The Development Agreement provides certainty for
the City and Mayer Financial, L.P. as to the land use, density and intensity of development and
provides the City with substantial benefits, including development which is of the aesthetic and
economic quality desired by the community. The Development Agreement contains terms
dealing with, among other things, the land use approvals and covenants applicable to the Site,
vesting of rights, subsequent discretionary approvals, and the public improvements and utilities
to be provided.

The Development Agreement provided for the development of the existing 290-room Hilton
Waterfront Beach Resort (“Hilton hotel”) which opened in 1990, the 517-room Hyatt Regency
Huntington Beach Resort and Spa (“Hyatt Regency hotel™) which opened in 2003, and the 184-
unit Waterfront residential community which was completed in approximately 2004. The
remaining phase of development under the Development Agreement consists of the parcel
located between the Hilton hotel and the Hyait Regency hotel, and pursuant to the current
Conditional Use Permit and Coastal Development Permit application currently under review, an
expansion of the Hilton hotel onto this remaining parcel is proposed.

660 Newport Center Drive . Suite 1050 . Newport Beach, CA 92660
P.O. Box 8680 . Newport Beach, CA 92658-3680
tel 949.759.8091 . fax 949.720.1017 BT




Minor Amendment to Development Agreement

SUBJECT PROVISION WITHIN THE DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT - TERM

Section 4.2.4 of the Development Agreement provides for certain periods within which the
phases of The Waterfront project may be completed before the Development Agreement
terminates as to the subject phase.  All but the final phase of The Waterfront project has been
completed, and Section 4.2.4 currently states that the Development Agreement will terminate as
to this final phase fifteen years from the Adoption Date of the Development Agreement. The
Adoption Date of the Development Agreement is October 21, 1998 and therefore this provision
currently provides for a termination date of October 21, 2013.

REQUEST

It is requested that the period of time for which the final phase of The Waterfront Project may be
completed before the Development Agreement expires be extended from fifteen (15) years to
twenty (20) years from the Adoption Date, ie., to October 21, 2018. A draft proposed
amendment document is provided with this narrative letter.

REASON FOR REQUEST

Mayer Financial, L.P., The Waterfront Hotel, LLC and The Redevelopment Agency of the City
of Huntington Beach (¥Agency”) are also parties to a separate Amended and Restated
Disposition and Development Agreement (“D.D.A.”), which among other things, provides for
the future conveyance of the land for the final phase of The Waterfront project in the form of a
long term ground lease from the Agency/City to The Waterfront Hotel, LLC. In recognition of
the severe economic recession and disruption of financial markets, on May 16, 2011 the City,
Agency Mayer Financial, L.P. and The Waterfront Hotel, LI.C entered into the “Fifth
Implementation Agreement” to the D.D.A. The Fifth Implementation Agreement provides for
additional extensions of time to commence and complete development of the final phase of The
Waterfront project beyond the dates originally established in the D.D.A. and the Development
Agreement. Specifically, the Fifth Implementation Agreement allows for annual extension to the
date of commencement of this final phase extending to as far as December 31, 2016. Also, the
Fifth Implementation Agreement provides a form of lease for the proposed expansion of the
existing Hilton hotel that allows for a maximum of twenty-four months to complete the
improvements, leading to a maximum outside theoretical completion date of December 31, 2018.

1t is appropriate that the Development Agreement provide for a time period for completion of the
final phase that is materially consistent with the time period established in the D.D.A. pursuant to
the Fifth Implementation Agreement. The requested amendment to the Development Agreement
provides that consistency.




Minor Amendment to Development Agreement

CHAPTER 246.12 OF THE CITY’S ZONING & SUBDIVISION ORDINANCE

Section 1.4 of the Development Agreement memorializes that the City has previously found and
determined that the findings required under Chapter 246.12 of the City’s Zoning & Subdivision
Ordinance for development agreements have been satisfied. Below are those findings contained
within the Development Agreement with additional commentary provided:

1. The Development Agreement is consistent with the General Plan, the Specific Plan, and the
Local Coastal Program.

The proposed amendment does not change the allowed uses at the site for which this
determination has previously been made by the City. Although these plans have been
amended from time to time following the Adoption Date of the Development Agreement,
there has not been a change in any of these plans that materially affect the Site in a manner
that would cause the Development Agreement to be inconsistent with these plans. Therefore,
the determination remains true.

2. The Development Agreement is consistent with Chapter 246 of the Zoning Ordinance, the
Municipal Code, and the State Subdivision Map Act.

The proposed amendment does not change any provision within the Development Agreement
that would lead to an inconsistency with the referenced ordinance, code and act. Therefore,
this determination which has previously been made by the City remains true. Further, the
final phase of The Waterfront project (the expansion of the existing Hilton hotel) will be
developed on a separate legal parcel previously subdivided in conformance with the State

Subdivision Map Act.

3. The Development Agreement will not be detrimental to the health, safety and general
welfare; and will not adversely affect the orderly development of property.

The proposed amendment does not change the allowed uses at the site; further, there have
been no material changes to the land uses surrounding the site that could affect this prior
determination. Therefore, this determination which has previously been made by the City
remains true.

4. The City Council has considered the fiscal effect of the Development Agreement on the City
and the effects on the housing needs of the region in which the City is situated and has
balanced these needs against the public service needs of its residents and available fiscal and
environmental resources.

The proposed amendment does not change the allowed uses at the Site for which this
determination has previously been made by the City, and therefore it remains true. Further,
the City Redevelopment Agency’s Five Year Implementation Plan identifies the completion
of The Waterfront development as a priority objective, and the expansion of the existing
Hilton hotel is expected to provide new property tax increment, additional transient
occupancy taxes, sales taxes, business license taxes and utility user tax revenues to the City.




Minor Amendment to Development Agreement

GENERAL PLAN PoLICY [-LU 7

Policy I-LU 7 of the General Plan regarding development agreements provides that:

“Where appropriate, the City may use Development Agreements as binding implementation
tools. Development Agreements are authorized by State law to enable a city to enter into a
binding contract with a developer that assures the city as to type, character, and quality of
development and additional “benefits” that may be contributed and assures the developer that
the necessary development permits will be issued regardless of changes in regulations.”

Section 1.3 of the Development Agreement states in part:

“Ag a result of the development of the Site in accordance with the Original Development
Agreement as amended and restated in this Agreement, the City will receive substantial
benefits, including: commercial and residential development of an intensity or density and
aesthetic quality desired by the community, additional employment opportunities, increased
property and sales tax revenues, and the provision of desired public facilities. In
consideration of those benefits, the City herein provides Developer assurance that during the
term of this Agreement, it may develop, maintain and use the Property in accordance with the
terms and conditions of this Agreement.”

The City by this language has previously made the determination that the Development
Agreement is in compliance with Policy I-LU 7 of the General Plan. No changes to the
Development Agreement are proposed which would change this determination and the therefore
the Development Agreement is in compliance with this policy.

Thank you very much for your consideration. I look forward to the opportunity to answer any
questions you may have.

Shawn K. Millbern, LEED AP
Senior Vice President
The Robert Mayer Corporation

att:

Draft First Amendment to Amended and Restated Development Agreement
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CHAPTER | Introduction

This Addendum (Addendum #3) to the previously certified Supplemental Environmental Impact
Report 82-2 for the Waterfront Development Project and the previously certified Environmental Impact
Report for the Downtown Specific Plan has been completed pursuant to the procedural and substantive
requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) in order to evaluate the environmental
impacts associated with minor changes to the third hotel portion of the Waterfront Development Project.

I.I PREVIOUS ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTATION

The Waterfront Development Project was first conceptually discussed in the Huhtington. Beach Downtown
Specific Plan, which was evaluated by Environmental Impact Report 82-2 (EIR 82-2; certified in 1983} The
Downtown Specific Plan established land use/zoning standards for the Specific Plan Area, which includes
the project site. A detailed development plan for the Waterfront Project, which was prepared in 1988,
necessitated the preparation of a Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (SEIR 82-2; certified in 1988).

In 1998, the project was substantially reduced in scale. The proposed changes to the 1998 development plan
for the Waterfront Project were addressed in Addendum #1 to SEIR 82-2 (dated July 15, 1998).
Addendum #1 to SEIR §2-2 also served as an Addendum to the Huntington Beach Redevelopment Project
Arca EIR, because the project site is within the City’s Redevelopment Project Area and its implementation
would advance a portion of the City's redevelopment program. Thus, the project is also part of the
Redevelopment Project, as set forth in Public Resources Code [PRC] § 21090(b): “[i}f the environmental
impact report for a redevelopment plan is a project environmental impact report all public and private
activities or undertakings pursuant to, or in furtherance of, a redevelopment plan shall be deemed to be a
single project.”

In 2001, the project was further reduced in scale, and the revised site plan proposed the preservation of a
3.4-acre wetland area, consisting of 0.8 acre of jurisdictional wetlands and 2.6 acres of wetland butffer,
instead of providing off-site mitigation, as described in SEIR 82-2. The 2001 project also involved a
commensurate reduction in residential dwelling units from 230 to 184. The 2001 site plan was the subject
of Addendum #2 to SEIR 82-2, which concluded that no significant changes in conditions had occurred,
compared to existing conditions in 1988; no new or more severe impacts would result from the 2001
project, when compared to impacts disclosed i SEIR 82-2 (in fact, some impacts related to wetlands and
hydrology were reduced); and no new or different mitigation measures would be required to reduce the
significant effects of the project (in fact, several mitigation measures related to wetlands and hydrological

impacts were rendered unnecessary by the changes in the site plan).

With respect to the third hotel portion of the Waterfront Development Project, SEIR 82-2 analyzed the
proposed development of a twelve-story, 300-room, first-class hotel, with up to 15,000 square feet (sf) of
meeting space on a 3.4-acre parcel of the Waterfront Development site. This use was consistent with the

Existing Hilton Waterfront Beach Resort Expansion 1-1
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evaluation in Addendum #1 to SEIR 82-2, and Addendum #2 to SEIR 82-2. As currently proposed, the
project consists of a nine-story expansion of the existing Hilton Waterfront Beach Resort that would include
a net increase of 151 rooms, with attendant meeting rooms, restaurant, retail, and guest serving amenities

such as a pool, health spa, and fitness room.

1.2 CEQA CRITERIA

According to CEQA Guidelines Section 15164(a), if a project does not fulfill any of the criteria enwmerated
in CEQA Guidelines Section 15162{(a)(1)—(3), then an Addendum, rather than a subsequent or
supplemental EIR, is the appropriate document to achieve environmental clearance. The determination that
none of the criteria outlined in CEQA Guidelines Sections 15162(a)(1)—(3) are fulfilled must be supported

by substantial evidence provided in the administrative record.

As stated in CEQA Guidelines Section 15162:

(2) When an EIR has been certified ... no subsequent EIR shall be prepared for that project unless
the lead agency determines, on the basis of substantial evidence in the light of the whole record,
one or more of the following:

(1) Substantial changes are proposed in the project which will require major revisions of the
previous EIR ... due to the involvement of new significant environmental effects or a
substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant effects;

(2) Substantial changes occur with respect to the circumstances under which the project is
undertaken which will require major revisions of the previous EIR ... due to the involvement
of new significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously
identified significant effects; or

(3) New information of substantial importance, which was not known and could not have been
known with the exercise of reasonable diligence at the time the previous EIR was certified as
complete ... shows any of the following:

(A) The project will have one or more significant effects not discussed in the previous EIR or
negative declaration;

(B) Significant effects previously examined will be substantially more severe than shown in the
previous EIR;

(C)Mitigation measures or alternatives previously found not to be feasible would in fact be
feasible and would substantially reduce one or more significant effects of the project, but
the project proponents decline to adopt the mitigation measure or alternative; or

(D)Mitigation measures or alternatives which are considerably different from those analyzed
in the previous EIR would substantially reduce one or more significant effects on the
environment, but the project proponents decline to adopt the mitigation measure or
alternative.

The rationale supporting preparation of an Addendum, considering each of the criteria enumerated above, is

provided in Section 3.30 (Conclusions) of this document, which follows the environmental analysis.

CEQA Guidelines Section 15164(a) also states that:

The lead agency or responsible agency shall prepare an addendum to a Previously certified EIR if
some changes or additions are necessary but none of the conditions described in Section 15162 ...
have occurred.

1-2 Existing Hilton Waterfront Beach Resort Expansion
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This Addendum analyzes the existing documentation, mitigation measures, and current site characteristics of
the Waterfront Development to determine whether an Addendum or a Supplemental EIR would be the
appropriate environmental document to achieve compliance with the procedural and substantive
requirements of the CEQA. Regarding CEQA Guidelines Section 15162(a)(1), the proposed changes to the
previously approved project, discussed in more detail in the sections to follow, are not considered to be
substantial such that major revisions of SEIR 82-2 would be required. Additionally, no new significant
environmental effects or substantial increases in the severity of previously identified significant impacts will
occur as a result of the revised project. On the whole, the revised project is a reduction in the density of the
previously approved project and the continuation of the long-standing hotel uses at the project site. A
careful examination of each environmental issue area that was evaluated in Addendum #1 and
Addendum #2 to SEIR 82-2 forms the basis for the determination that an Addendum is the appropriate

environmental documentation.

1.3 USE OF THIS ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTATION
ASSESSMENT

It is anticipated that Addendum #3 to SEIR 82-2 for the Waterfront Development Project would be used as
a basis for the City’s discretionary consideration of a number of entitlement approvals associated with the
project, including:

m Conditional Use Permit

m Coastal Development Permit
B Special Permits
|

Development Agreement

1.4 TERMINOLOGY

For purposes of this Addendum, the “project site” is defined to include the entire Waterfront Development
Project, including the Waterfront Residential Development, the Hyatt Regency Huntington Beach Resort
and Spa (hereafter referred to in this assessment as the “Hyatt Regency Resort”), the Hilton Waterfront
Beach Resort, Pacific View Avenue, and the interim use/future use (third hotel) site. However, the Hyatt
Regency Resort, the Hilton Waterfront Beach Resort, Pacific View Avenue, and the Waterfront Residential
were fully evaluated in SEIR 82-2, Addendum #1 to SEIR 82-2, and Addendum #2 to SEIR 82-2, and need
o further consideration in this document. The specific portion of the Waterfront Development Project that
is evaluated in this Addendum is the 3.4-acre third hotel portion of the overall development project. For
clarity, the third hotel portion will be referred to as the “proposed project” or “expansion project” when
referring to that portion of the Waterfront Development Project that is the subject of this Addendum. In
addition, the residential portion of the Waterfront Development Project is referred to as the “Waterfront
Residential Development. ?

Throughout this document, the 1988 project is used in reference to the project design that was evaluated in
SEIR 82-2. The 1998 project is used in reference to the project design that was evaluated in Addendum #1
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to SEIR 82-2, and the 2001 project is used in reference to the project design that was evaluated in
Addendum #2 to SEIR 82-2.

Lastly, the term “developer” and “Applicant” are used interchangeably throughout this document. The
mitigation measures adopted in 1988 refer only to a “developer,” who at that time was anticipated to be an

entity other than the Applicant or landowner.

1.5 MITIGATION NUMBERING

SEIR 82-2 contained numbered mitigation measures that were, in some cascs, re-numbered in the City's
Resolution of Adoption No. 5913 certifying SEIR 82-2. The mitigation measures identified in both
documents are substantially similar; however, the mitigation language and the numbering convention
presented in Resolution of Adoption No. 5913 are retained in this Addendum to provide the most accurate
assessment of the mitigation measures that the Applicant is required to implement. In addition to the
mitigation measures identified in Resolution of Adoption No. 5913, the Applicant would also be required to
implement and/or incorporate various conditions of approval that may be required as part of the
entitlernent process for the proposed project. It should farther be noted that in some instances the wording
of mitigation measures as adopted in SEIR 82-2 were changed in either Addendum #1 to SEIR 82-2, or
Addendum #? to SEIR 82-2. In such instances the original wording was used and the new language was

discussed as part of the mitigation evaluation.
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CHAPTER 2 Project Description

This section describes the fourth and final phase of development of the master planned Waterfront
Development Project, which in total consists of the existing 290-room Hilton Waterfront Beach Resort
(Hilton Hotel) which opened in 1990, the 517-room Hyatt Regency Huntington Beach Resort and Spa
(Hyatt Regency Resort) which opened in 2003, and the 184-unit Waterfront residential community which
was completed in 2004 The proposed project as described in this chapter would be an expansion of the
Hilton Hotel and would be operated by hotel staff and used by the public as one fully integrated resort hotel
(referred to herein as the proposed expansion project).

The proposed expansion project is being undertaken pursuant to the 1998 Amended and Restated
Development Agreement (DA) between the City of Huntington Beach and Mayer Financial, L.P., the 1998
Amended and Restated Disposition and Development Agreement (DDA) between the City’s
Redevelopment Agency and Mayer Financial, L.P., and the adopted Waterfront Commercial Master Site
Plan. The Waterfront project was originally approved in conjunction with the certification of SEIR 82-2.
Subsequently, Addendum #1 and Addendum #2 were prepared for subsequent phases of the project.

2.1 PROJECT LOCATION

The Waterfront Development Project is located in Orange County, California, in the City of Huntington
Beach, immediately adjacent to the City's waterfront area. The subject site of the proposed expansion
project is located within District 9 of the Downtown Specific Plan (DTSP). Figure 2-1 (Project Vicinity &
Regional Location Mapy), illustrates the regional location of the project site, as well as the prbject vicipity. In
November of 2009 the City Council approved an amendment to the DTSP which revised the district
designations; under this amended plan, the site is now located within District 3.! The site is part of a larger
parcel (approximately 45 acres) of land that was the subject of the original DA for development of The
Waterfront Development Project. However, the specific portion of the project site that is evaluated in this
Addendum consists of the combination of Lot 2 of Tract 15535 (3.55 acres) plus an approximately 20-foot-
wide strip of land on the eastern edge of Lot 1 of Tract 13045 (0.16 acre), for a total building site of
approxjmately 3.71 acres. The site is bounded on the north by Pacific View Avenue, on the east by Twin
Dolphin Drive, on the south by Pacific Coast Highway, and on the west by the existing Hilton Waterfront
Beach Resort, which is shown in Figure 2-2 (Site Plan).

I The amended DTSP has not yet been certified by the Californiz Coastal Commission; therefore, references to the DTSP refer to the
version existing prior to the November 2009 amendment.
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Chapter 2 Project Description

2.2 1998 SITE CHARACTERISTICS

The existing Hilton Waterfront Beach Resort is a full-service, first-class resort hotel consisting of 290
guestrooms in one twelve-story tower, approximately 13,250 net square feet (sf) of meeting space, one full-
service restaurant, one deli-style casual dining outlet, a club lounge, a gift shop, pool, Jacuzzi and other

miscellaneous amenities, back-of-house support facilities, and two subterranean levels of parking.

In 1998 the Planning Commission approved Conditional Use Permit No. 98-9 and Coastal Development
Permit No. 98-6 for interim uses on the subject site consisting of a pavilion tent for social events, a function
lawn and wedding gazebo, one tennis court, one volleyball court, and surface parking (refer to Figure 2-3
[Interim Site, Current Use]). Those uses currently remain on the site but would be removed in their

entirety when the proposed expansion project commences construction.
As of July 2010, several uses that were present on the Waterfront Development site in 1998 have been
removed. These include the following:

m Huntington Beach Inn
City-owned maintenance yard and facilities

||
M “Beach Remmant Parcel,” located at Beach Boulevard and Pacific Coast Highway
m Driftwood Mobile Home Park, consisting of approximately 240 coaches

|

Driftwood Beach Club, including a non-regulation 9-hole pitch and putt golf course

These facilities were removed in 1998 as a requirement of the Amended and Restated Disposition and
Development Agreement. Specific to the proposed project site in 1998 were the closed hotel/restaurant
(the Huntington Beach Inn) and its associated parking as well as several operational uses including a tented
pavilion, wedding area, and associated parking. As the name the Waterfront interim-use/future hotel site
suggests, several temporary improvements were implemented after the demolition of the Huntington Beach

Inn, which included consolidation of the varjous parking areas into one area.
Addendum #1 to SEIR 82-2 proposed two options for permanent use of the proposed project site, which
include:

m Option 1: Separate first-class hotel, totaling 275,000 sf (excluding parking), which would be similar
to the existing Hilton Waterfront Beach Resort and have the following amenities:

A maximum of 300 guestrooms

A maximum of 15,000 net sf of meeting space
One [ull service restaurant or café

One limited service café

Entertainment lounge and/ or lobby Jounge
Gift/sundry shop/retail

Exercise room

vV OV vV OV OV VYV

Qcean view plaza with swinoming pool and landscaping
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m Option 2: Separate first-class all-suite hotel, totaling 245,000 sf (excluding parking), which would
have the following amenities:

A maximum of 150 suite-type guestrooms

A maximum of 8,000 net sf of meeting space
One restaurant or café

Entertainment and/or lobby lounge
Gift/sundry shop/retail

Exercise room

Vv oVoVo VoY VY

Ocean view plaza with swimming pool and landscaping

In either option, the maximum height of the facility was determined to be twelve stories over two levels of
subterranean parking, which is the same as the existing Hilton Waterfront Beach Resort. The subterranean
parking structure and other facilities may have been physically comnected with the existing Hilton
Waterfront Beach Resort. Additionally, a third pedestrian overpass, spanning Pacific Coast Highway, was
included as an optional element in conjunction with either of the hotel options described above. Since the
2001 Addendum #1 to SEIR 82-2, The Waterfront Development Project has completed the development
of the Hyatt Regency Resort as well as the Waterfront Residential Development. The proposed project
would consist of the development of the site that is currently being used by the Hilton Waterfront Beach
Resort as landscaped surface parking, consisting of 150 spaces; event facility, including a 5,000 sf Wedding
Tent and support plazas, an ocean view function lawn, and gazebo; and recreation areas that include two
tennis courts, a regulation size sand Volleyball Court and outdoor barbecue grills. Figure 2-3 (Interim Site,

Current Use) provides a detailed illustration of the current conditions.

The 1998 Addendum #1 to SEIR 82-2 identified these uses as temporary for the interim / future hotel site,
and analyzed the impacts associated with the permanent use, which was proposed 1o be the third hotel. In
order to present the conservative “worsi-case” environmental scenario, Option 1 (the 300-room hotel) was

analyzed in Addendum #1 to SEIR 82-2 as the permanent use.

2.3 SURROUNDING LAND USES

The land uses surrounding the interim/future hotel site have changed somewhat since 1998. At the time of
the 1998 Addendum # 1 to SEIR 82-2, the adjacent land uses consisted of the Hilton Waterfront Beach
Resort, and Pacific Coast Highway/beach parking lot immediately adjacent, to the south of the site. Since
the 1998 Addendum #1 the following development has occurred: (1) the Hyatt Regency Resort, located
immediately adjacent and east of the site; (2) the Waterfront Residential Development immediately adjacent
and to the north of the site; and (3) the restored wetlands and buffer property, located approximately
1,100 feet east of the project site.

2-6 Existing Hilton Waterfront Beach Resort Expansion
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Chapter 2 Project Description

Development activity has also occurred in the downtown area, principally on Main Street and in the
residential areas west of Main Street. In February 2004, the City of Huntington Beach approved the Final
EIR for the Pacific City Project, on the vacant land west of the Waterfront Development Project site, with
entitlements for the development of 31.5 gross acres of vacant land. Project components include a visitor-
serving/ neighborhood commercial center adjacent to Pacific Coast Highway, which would include retail,
office, restaurant, cultural and entertainment uses; a residential village, and private and public open space;
and vehicular and pedestrian improvements, including the extension of Pacific View Avenue between
Huntington and First Streets. Currently the Pacific City site has been graded, the Pacific View Avenue
extension has been constructed, and portions of the proposed subterranean parking structure have been

constructed. Otherwise, however, the Pacific City Project site remaing vacant.

2.4 PROPOSED PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS

The expansion project would consist of the following new components:

B A new nine-story guestroom LOWer providing a total of 156 new guestrooms. Five existing
conventional guestrooms in the existing tower would be converted to a public corridor and other
uses, resulting in a net increase of 151 new guestrooms for the Hilton Hotel. (Together with the
existing 290 guestrooms of the existing hotel, minus five guestrooms that would be lost as described
above, the total guestroom count of the Hilton Hotel will be 441.)

[ ] Approximately 13,700 sf of net interior meeting space consisting of the following:
> A multi-divisible ballroom of approximately 8,500 sf

> A multi-divisible meeting room of approximately 3,300 sf
~ A main floor board room of approximately 1,300 sf

> A second floor board room of approximately 600 sf

Full service business center

Casual dining restaurant

A combined grocery/ gift store and coffee shop/deli
Secondary retail and recreational services shop

Children’s club room and entertainment area

Approximately 8,000 sl health spa

Fitness and exercise facility

Outdoor function lawn for events

Pool, deck, and outdoor pool restaurant

Secondary porte—cochere entry off Pacific View Avenue

m One level of semi-subterranean parking with a loading dock and other back-of-house facilities.

In addition to the new expansion components, the project would also include minor modifications to the
existing Hilton Hotel. T hese modifications include the following:

2-8 Existing Hilton Waterfront Beach Resort Expansion
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m A new public corridor connection to the expanded facilities will be provided on the main hotel level.
The modifications would primarily consist of the removal of an existing fitness room plus two
guestrooms to accommodate a full service business center and pew corridor through the base of the
existing guestroom tower.

m Three existing guestrooms adjacent to the new corridor would be converted to other uses, for a total
loss of five guestrooms in the existing guestroom tower.

m A vehicular connection between the existing upper parking garage level and the new garage facility
would be provided.

B A new pedestrian walkway connecting the existing swimming pool deck to the new swimming pool
deck in front of the existing guestroom tower would be provided.

m Various landscaping and walkway revisions at the interface of the existing guestroom tower to the
new expansion project would be made.

The proposed architectural style of the expansion project is contemporary Mediterrancan. The overall
building forms, architectural details, colors, landscaping, and style are intended to be consistent with the
existing Hilton Hotel property in order to provide a seamless addition with the existing facilities. At
completion, the property would contain three courtyards facing the ocean, all accessible from the main
public corridor traversing the property. The expansion project’s landscape design would be a consistent and
logical extension of the existing landscaping of the Hilton hotel, including the use of mature palm trees, lush

shrubbery and groundcover, and seasonal plantings.

The proposed construction activities would last approximately four months. Site preparation and demolition
activities would commence in Japuary 2012 (for conservative purposes) and last for approximately two
weeks. Mass grading/excavation would immediately follow for approxilnately one and a half weeks, moving
directly into fine grading for approximately one week. Trenching would last approximately one week with
building construction to occur immediately after for approm’mately two and half months. Paving (3 days)
and painting (3 weeks) would be the final construction activities. These construction activities are projected
to take place sequentially and it is assumed that two or more activities would not occur simultaneously. The
topography of the project site varies but is generally at an existing grade elevation similar to the elevation of
the parking level of the proposed project. It is expected that the site would be balanced such that there
would not be the need to import or export significant quantities of soil to or from the site to initially
construct the new building. However, approximately 5,000 cubic yards of import is estimated to be
required for final landscaping topsoil and fine grading purposes.

2.5 PARKING

Parking would be provided in the expansion project in one level of valet only parking below the main public
level of the building, similar to the existing operating conditions of both the Hilton Hotel and the Hyatt
Regency Resort. The proposed project would provide a total of 261 designated parking spaces. With the
addition of spaces due to valet car stacking (as discussed in Section 3.6 [Parking]), capacity for a total of 322
cars will be provided under the proposed expansion (261 designated parking spaces plus the capacity for 61
additional valet spaces). Per the Development Agreement for the proposed project, 97 of the proposed 322
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parking spaces for the third hotel will be allocated to the existing Waterfront Hilton Hotel, resulting in the
provision of approximatcly 225 parking spaces for the proposed 151 -net-room expansion. This would result
in a parking ratio of 1.49 spaces per new hotel room, in excess of the 1.1 ratio established by the City's
parking code.

2.6 DESCRIPTION OF REQUESTED APPROVALS

In conjunction with the appropriate environmental documentation, it is anticipated that the proposed
expansion project would be required to apply for and receive a number of permits and approvals, including,

but not limited to the following:

m Conditional Use Permit

m Coastal Development Permit
m Special Permits
]

Development Agreement

2-10 Existing Hilton Waterfront Beach Resort Expansion
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CHAPTER 3 Environmental Evaluation

3.1 GEOLOGY, SOILS, AND SEISMICITY

Initial Environmental Setting (1998)

As described in Addendum #1 to SEIR 82-2, the proposed project site is relatively flat, without significant
topographic relief. In 1998, G.A. Nicholl and Associates completed a geotechnical report for the project
site, based upon subsurface geotechnical investigations. The purpose of this report was to evaluate existing
geotechnical conditions in 1998, to identify any potential limitations to development, and/or to identify any
geotechnical recommendations that would facilitate development. The 1998 Addendum #1 to SEIR 82-2
recognized that the site has several above-average geotechm'cal constraints, including long-term impacts
resulting from a seismic bazard caused by the Newport—lnglewood fault, such as ground shaking, liquefaction
and soil stability.

Geomorphically, the Waterfront Development site is situated within the Santa Ana River Flood Plain,
bounded by the resistant terraces of Huntington Mesa to the northwest and the Newport Mesa to the
southwest. The site is underlain by several hundred feet of Quaternary alluvial sediments, comprised of both
marine and non-marine sediments, which were generated and transported during periods of regional
mountain uplift, stream erosion, and ocean activity. Along with the surrounding area, the site is situated
over a groundwater bearing zone known as the Talbert Aquifer, which is comprised primarily of
Pleistocene-age, dense sand and gravel. Above the Talbert Aquifer are less dense Holocene-age sediments,
which are approxjmate]y 11,000 years old and generally are comprised of interlayered sand, silt, and clay.
At the surface, the proposed project site is underlain by a layer of artificial fill varying in thickness from
roughly 4 to 11 feet. The fill was probably generated during petroleum exploration prior to the commercial
and residential development that existed on the project site in 1998.

The site is situated within the general area of the Newport—lnglewood Fault Zone; however, no traces of the
fault are known to traverse the property.

Elevations of groundwater in monitoring wells throughout the Waterfront Development were measured to
range from 1 foot above mean sea level (MSL), near the seaward boundary of the project site, to 3 inches
below MSL, near the inland boundary of the project site. Based on regional information, the depth to the
top of the groundwater—bearing Talbert gravel, which is approximately 90 feet thick in this area, is less than
60 feet. During the geotechnical explorations, the dense sand and gravel layer was encountered at a depth of
roughly 46 to 50 feet below the existing ground surface.

Existing Hilton Waterfront Beach Resort Expansion 3-1
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Impacts of 1998 Project

According to the geotechnical report prepared by G.A. Nicholl and Associates in 1998, seismic risk in
southern California is a well-recognized phenomenon. Seismic damage potential depends on the proximity
to active or potentially active fault zones and on the type of geologic structures. In relative terms, seismic
damage is gencraﬂy less intense in consolidated materials, such as alluvium. Most of the seismic damage to
man-made structures results from ground shaking and, to a lesser degree, from liquefaction and ground

rupture .

Seismic hazards at the proposed project site are attributed to ground shaking as a result of an earthquake
epicentered on an active fault. Ground rupture was not expected to occur on the property, due to the
absence of any known fault traversing the proposed project site. The potential for liquefaction was
considered high, based on the condition and characteristics of the underlying Holocene-age alluvial deposits
and shallow groundwater conditions. The potential for seismically induced Jandslides was non-existent,
since no natural slopes are present and future fill stopes would have been insignificant in relief. SEIR 82-2
noted a low-to-moderate tisk for tsupamis to exist at the site. Also, according to the Moderate Tsunami
Run-up Area map in the City of Huntington Beach General Plan, the project site is located in an identified

moderate tsunami run-up area.

Seismically induced settlement of the looser, alluvial deposits, coupled with structural loading, can occur if
proper compaction of the loose soils is not accomplished. Similarly, spontaneous consolidation of the looser

alluvial soils is also Possible.

In summary, the 1998 geotechnical report concluded that:

It is our opinion that the site will be suitable for the proposed development, from a geetechnical
aspect, assuming that our recommendations are implemented. From a geotedmicai standpoint, the
planned development will not have a detrimental effect on the site or the adjacent areas.

Based on the geotechnical studies conducted for the project area, in and before 1998, the site has several

above-average geotechm’cal constraints including:

m Long-term impacts resulting from a seismic hazard caused by the Newport—lnglewood fault
(groundshakjng in particular);

W Long-term impacts resulting from a moderate to high potential for liquefaction;

m Short term impacts due to weakened subsurface soil strength (which requires deeper foundations};
and

m Short-term impacts due to shallow groundwater (which requires de-watering during excavation
below the groundwater table}.

The project proposed in 1998 would have increased the number of people visiting the proposed project site
and, therefore, would have increased the number of people that are exposed to the geologic risks inherent
to the City's location. Although the dangers posed by these geologic hazards would be mitigated by project
~design features and construction methods, such risks would not be reduced to a less-than-significant level;

therefore, significant adverse impacts would oceur.

3-2 Existing Hilton Waterfront Beach Resort Expansion
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Approved 1998 Mitigation Measures

Mitigation Measure 1 The Waterfront Development Project shall coriform to mitigation measures included in the
Downtown Speciﬁc Plan FIR 8§2-2.

Mitigation Measure 2 Subject to approval by the Departments of Community Development and Public Works, the
developer shall incorporate recommendations provided by Irvine Soils Engineering, Inc. (in
their June 29, 1984 limited geotechnjcal investigation Jeb No. 2561-00, Log No. 4-
6086) into project designs, plans and specifications for each phase of the overall project.

Mitigation Measure 3 Prior to the issuance qf graa’jng permits for each project phase, a supp]emental
geotecbnica] investigation based on the specific proposed design shall be performed to
confirm subsurface conditions (liquefaction hazard zones and groundwater Jevels}), and
prow’de supplemental recommendations, as appropriate, Sfor_final design of each structure
and for the proposed residential development.

Mitigation Measure 4 Design provisions such as pile foundation systems shall be required to permit structures to
withstand liquefaction without serious consequences. If significant liquefaction hazard
zones are identified in the supplemental geotechnical investigation, the development plan
shall be revised prior to issuance of building permits for each phase, to avoid these areas or
the hazard shall be mitigated by densification of the liquefiable soil or other recognized

techniques.

Mitigation Measure 5 All structures shall be designed in accordance with the seismic design provisions qf the
Uniform Building Codes to promote safety in the event of an earthquake.

Mitigation Measure 6 If verified as being required by @ qualified soils engineer, existing Sfill materials and
disturbed, loose soils shall be removed and rep]aced with competent material. For each
phase, such reports shall be submitted to, and approved by, the City Engineer prior to
issuance gf grad'ing permits. All site preparation, excavation, and earthwork compaction
operations shall be performed under the observation and testing of soils en gineer(s).

Current Environmental Setting

As in 1998, the proposed project site is still relatively flat and without significant topographic relief. The
structures that occupied the proposed project site in 1998 have been removed, and the proposed project site
is currently being utilized by the Hilton Waterfront Beach Resort for overflow parking, outdoor events
(such as weddings), and recreation. These changes to the proposed project site have not resulted in a change
of the gealogy of the proposed project site. The existing geologic conditions remajn the same in 2010 as in
1998. According to the geotechnical report prepared by Group Delta Consultants for the proposed project,
the water table was encountered at depths of 6.5 to 8 [t below the site grade of about EL 10 feet or at EL
2.0 to El. 3.5 feet in the two borings drilled for this project. The elevation of the water table measured
during exploratory work on the nearby Hyatt project was generally within 1 to 3 feet of mean sea level.
Minor fluctuations of groundwater Jevel should be anticipated due to seasona) variations in precipitation and

surface infiltration, similar to conditions identified for the 1998 project.
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Impacts of Current Project/lmpacts Comparison

Seismic hazards, including ground rupture, liquefaction, and soil stability, are site -specific; and as described
above, the conditions on the proposed project site have not changed substantially since 1998; therefore the
impacts relating to a substantial seismic event are the same type and magnitude as analyzed in Addendum #1
to SEIR 82-2. Although completion of the Hyatt Regency Resort and the Waterfront Residential
Development have occurred since the preparation of Addendum #1 to SEIR 82-2, the existing geologic
conditions remain the same in 2010 as in 1998, The geotechnical report was prepared by Group Delta
Consultants for the proposed project and provided recommendations to assist the project’s structural
engineer in designing the building’s structural system to resist seismic forces. The geotech.nical report is
provided as Appendix A to this Addendum. Additionally, structures built in Huntington Beach are required
to comply with standards set forth in the California Building Code (CBC) and standard City codes, policies,
and procedures which require submittal of a detailed soils analysis prepared by a Licensed Soils Engineer.
Conformance with CBC requirements and standard City code requirements would ensure potential impacts

from seismic ground shaking are minimized.

Based on the high water table, as identified above, the proposed one, semi-subterranean level of
subterranean parking may require dewatering, either temporary (construction) or permanent (operation).
Per the geoteehnica] report prepared by Group Delta Consultants for the proposed project, a future
contractor would be responsible for the design of any dewatering systems, the review and approval of which
will be required by the City. Construction or temporary dewatering shall be addressed in a future, project-
specific Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWFPPF} that would be prepared in conjunction with
construction design drawings for the proposed project. Any pecessary permanent dewatering, if determined
to be necessary upon completion of design drawings in the future, shall be addressed in a revision to the
project-speciﬁc Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP).

Figure EH-8 of the City of Huntington Beach General Plan Hazards Chapter identifies the proposed project
site as being located within an area of moderate tsunami run-up. However, the Group Delta geotechnica].
report for the proposed project notes that the finished grades of the project site will range between an
clevation of 10 feet for the basement parking and an elevation of 26 feet for the hotel expansion. The report
also notes that a 5-foot run-up for a 100-year tsunami and an 8-foot run-up for a 500-year tsunami are
predicted nearby. If the tsunami coincides with high tide, the maximum water elevations may reach between
11 and 14 feet in areas near the proposed project site. It should be emphasized that the probability of
simultaneous occurrence of a 100-year tsunami and an astronomical high tide is low. In addition, the project
site is separated from the Pacific Ocean by beach parking lots west of PCH at an elevation of about 12 ft
above mean sea level. This raised parking area forms an effective barrier against tsunami run-up. In addition,
policies to address tsunami hazards are included in the City’s General Plan. The policies include
identification of tsunami-susceptible arcas; requiring developers, builders, or property owners to undertake
specific measures during initial construction to prevent or reduce damage from tsunami hazards;
participation in the National Weather Service or other system for local tsunami warnings; and providing
information to the public regarding tsunami areas and emergency response plans. The applicant of the
proposed project would be required to conform to the requirements of the City’s General Plan by defining
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and implementing speciﬁc measures during initial construction to prevent or reduce damage from tsunami

hazards.

Further, the proposed project is expected to result in a net 151-room hotel expansion, as opposed to the
300-room hotel evaluated in 1998. Therefore, the reduced number of individuals using the site
commensurately reduces the risk to the public arising from unmitigated or seismic or geological
disturbances, but not to a less-than-significant level. Nobetheless, the Statement of Overriding
Considerations adopted with the approval of the first three phases of the Waterfront Development, did
recognize that exposure of structures and the public to geological hazards is a significant, adverse, and
unaveidable enviropmental impact, but such risk is outweighed by the daily enjoyment of the coast by a
broader portion of the population. This level of risk, as opposed to the greater public benefit, would be
similar for the revised project, and no significant new impact or significant increase in the severity of a

previously described impact would occur with respect to geology, soils, and seismicity.

Mitigation Analysis

The mitigation measures examined above would still apply. Addendum #1 to SEIR 82-2 inserted modified
language in Mitigation Measure 2 that added the words “or a qualiﬁed geotechnical engincer” immediately
before “... into project designs, plans and speciﬁcations....” Irvine Soils Engineering is no longer in
existence and the Applicant would need to hire other firms, as appropriate, for the final design of the
project. As previously noted, a geotechnical report was prepared by Group Delta Consultants for the
proposed project, consistent with the requirements of Mitigation Measure 2.

The existing geologic conditions remain the same in 2010 as when previously studied in SEIR 82-2.
However, several revisions to the applicable building codes have occurred since the risk was studied in
SEIR 82-2. These code revisions have substantially improved the earthquake resistance of structures,
thereby reducing the level of risk to persons and property as from earlier years. Also, the City of
Huntington Beach General Plan, Hazards Chapter, Fnvironmental Hazards Element, contains several
measures to further reduce seismic related risks and impacts. The propo sed project would comply with the
City of Huntington Beach General Plan, as well as any other local or state law, policy or ordinance as they
relate to the potential impacts associated with seismic hazards. It is further anticipated that the Statement of
Overriding considerations adopted with the approval of the first three phases of the Waterfront

[43

Development, which states in relevant part, “... recognize that exposure of structures and the public to
geological hazards is a significant, adverse, and unavoidable impact, but such risk is outweighed by the daily
enjoyment of the coast by a broader portion of the population,” would be applicable for the proposed

project. No new or different mitigation would be required to reduce this impact.

32 BIOTIC RESOURCES—ON-SITE WETLANDS

Initial Environmental Setting (1998)

As described in Addendum #1 to SEIR 82-2, a biological resources evaluation and jurisdictional/wetland
delineation was completed in 1998 by LSA Associates, Inc. (LSA) to update, where appropriate, the findings
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of a 1987 biological resources evaluation and jurisdictional/ wetland delineation that was prepared for the
1988 SEIR 82-2. In summary, as a result of the 1998 LSA evaluation and consultation with City staff and the
California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG), the on-site wetlands located within the proposed
residential portion of the Waterfront Development was determined to be 0.8 acre. Further, the 1998
biological report indicated that the wandering skipper (a species of butterfly) has been identified as a
biological resource not previously described in SEIR 82-2; however, the biological study (LSA 1998) stated
that considering the small amount of potentially suitable, but isolated, habitat area for the wandering
skipper, which may or may not occur on site, this loss is not considered a significant impact. Further, LSA

did not recommend any new or different mitigation measures to offset this less vthan—signjﬁcant impact.

Notably, the updated biological report (LSA 199 8) states that:

The description of biolopical impacts presented in the SEIR is still entirely relevant and applicable to
the project as currently proposed, and no new impacts or conditions have been identified that
warrant additional consideration. Also, the proposed project will not conflict with any adopted
environmental plans, goals, and policies of the City relative to biotic resources.

It should also be noted that Addendum #1 to SFIR 82-2 did not identify any biological resources associated
with the proposed project site, as it was occupied by the closed Huntington Beach Inn and associated parking
and support structures at that ime.

Impacts of the 1998 Project

The impacts to on-site biotic resources of the 1998 project were found to be similar to the impacts found in
SEIR 82-2. Implementation of the project as proposed in 1998 would have required the filling and
developing of both the existing wetland and the adjacent, low-lying area, and would result in a loss of both
the existing wetland values and the potential for restoration. The loss of the wetland and low-lying area, if
not mitigated, were considered significant. Further, although the wandering skipper was identified as a
potential biclogical resource, implementation of the 1998 project was not considered to be a significant

impact on this species, due to the small and isolated nature of the on-site habitat.

Approved 1998 Mitigation Measures

Mitigation Measure 7 Subject to the approval of the Coastal Commission, and as agreed upon by the City staff
and State Department of Fish and Game staff, the amount of wetland area that shall be
mitigatedfor is 0.8 acre.

Mitigation Measure 8 To mitigate for the loss of on-site wetlands, the Applicant shall prepare a detailed wetland
restoration plan that complies with the Coastal Act requirements discussed above and
Department of Fish and Game criteria. Further discussions with the Coastal Commissiomn,
DFG, and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service will be necessary to determine the most
appropriate restoration site, the type of wetland to be restored, the monitoring plan, and
other considerations. If off-site mitigation is deemed appropriate, preference shall be given
to enhancing /restoring wetland sites located within the City of Huntington Beach. These
issues will be clarified prior to Coastal Commission review of the Coastal Development

Permit for the qﬁecﬁed phase of the project.
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Mitigation Measure 9 Full mitigation of the O.8-acre site shall be completed prior to the subject wetland site
being altered by the proposed project. No development permits for grading, construction or
otherwise, shall be issued for the impacting phase until full mitigation has been
accomplished. The mitigation measure(s) is subject to the approval of the City, the
California State Department of Fish and Game and the California Coastal Commission.

B The restoration plan shall generally state when restoration work will commence and
terminate, shall include detailed diagrams drawn to scale showing any alteration to
natural landforms, and shall include a list of plant species to be used, as well as the
method :j plant introduction (ie, seeding, natural succession, vegetative
transplanting, etc.).

W This condition does not preclude fulfillment of the mitigation requirement through the
payment of an in-Jieu fee consistent with the Coastal Commission’s adopted wetland
guidelines and the Huntington Beach Local Coastal Program.

Mitigation Measure 10 Prior to the alteration of the on-site wetland avea, a coastal development permit shall be
obtained _ﬁ'om the California State Coastal Commission.

Mitigation Measure 11 Subsequent to Coastal Commission and Regional Water Quality Control Board approva] cj
an appropriate wetland mitigation plan, and prior to the Sfilling of the on-site wetland
area, a 404 permit from the Corps of Engineers shall be obtained.

Current Environmental Setting

In 2001, Addendum #2 to SEIR 82-2 was prepared to address significant changes with regards to the
preservation of the 0.8-acre wetland located in the residential portion of the Waterfront Development
Project. In a negotiated settlement with the California Coastal Commission (CCC) the Applicant elected to
surrender the Coastal Development Permit (CDP) ihat was obtained in 1999, and accept the following deed
restrictions that established several conditions: (1) the Applicant must deed the degraded wetland located in
the residential portion of the Waterfront Project to the City of Huntington Beach Redevelopment Agency
within 20 months of accepting title, which occurred in the Spring of 2001; (2) the Applicant would not be
required to provide 0.8 acre of restored wetlands as mitigation (either on-site or off-site at the Shipley
Nature Center) because the wetland would be preserved in situ; and (3) the CCC would abandon a
condition imposed in the findings associated with the original CDP with respect to the commercial portion
of the Waterfront project site. The preservation of the 0.8-acre wetland—including a 100-foot buffer
surrounding the wetland that accounts for an additional 2.6 acres of preserved habitat—has occurred, for a
total of 3.4 acres of preserved wetland habitat. Further, the on-site wetland acts as a natural water quality
treatment system. .

As with the project evaluated in 1998, the currently proposed project shall be developed on a site that has
no identified sensitive or special-status species, or habitat for such specics on site; as the site is currently
being used for surface parking and guest amenities for the Hilton Waterfront, and any vegetation on site is
limited to landscaped ornamental trees and hedges. Although the previously identified 0.8-acre wetland and
9 6-acre wetland buffer is considered “on-site,” in that it is part of the entire Waterfront Development
project, it is not part of the site on which the currently proposed project would be developed. In addition,
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as a condition of Addendum #2 to SEIR 82-2, the “on-site” 0.8-acre wetland and 2.6-acre buffer have been

preserved.

In May of 1998 a survey of existing trees at The Waterfront project area {excluding the then existing Hilton
Waterfront Beach Resort but including the subject development site) was conducted by a certified arborist
and submitted to the City pursuant to a condition of approval for the Conditional Use Permit issued for the
since completed Hyatt Regency Huntington Beach Resort & Spa. A total of 243 significant trees were
identified, the majority of which were Washingtonia Robusta (Mexican Fan) palm trees. Approximately
1,300 new mature/significant trees were installed with the development of the Hyatt Regency Huntington
Beach Resort & Spa, Pacific View Avenue, Twin Dolphin Drive, and Waterfront residential community in
2002 through 2005. Together with the Hilton Waterfront Beach Resort, approximately 1,500
mature/significant trees were installed at The Waterfront project area by 2005. Today, approximately 105
mature trees exist on the proposed project site, the large majority being Washingtonia Robusta (Mexican
Fan) palm irees (Robert Mayer Corporation 2009). The existing trees are expected to be removed and
relocated offsite and, as practical, replanted elsewhere due to the constrained size of the site and planned
large—scale construction activity which does not allow for boxing and storage of the trees onsite. It is
anticipated that the proposed project would also be landscaped with approximately the same number of
mature trees that would be removed from the site.

Impacts of Current Project/Impacts Comparison

With the preservation of the 3.4 acres of wetland habitat on the residential portion of the site (treatment
wetlands), the impacts associated with the loss of on-site biotic resources have been avoided. The Migratory
Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) makes it unlawful to “take” (kill, harm, harass, etc.) any migratory bird listed in
50 CFR 10, including their nests, eggs, or products; providing protection to over 800 species of birds. This
list includes some very common species such as the American robin (Turdus migratorius), house finch,
American crow {Corvus brachyrhynchos), and western meadowlark (Sturnella neglecta). Migratory avian species
that may use portions of the proposed project site for pesting during the breeding season are protected
under the MBTA. Construction-related activities that may include, but are not necessarily limited to,
building demolition and/or relocation, grading, materials laydown, access and infrastructure improvements,
and building construction, could result in the disturbance of nesting migratory species covered under the
MBTA. The most identifiable potential direct impact to migratory species would involve the removal of
vegetation (esp. trees) within the proposed project site. Although no identifiable habitats exist within the
proposed project site, this does not preclude the presence of migratory species nesting among the existing
landscape vegetation. Compliance with the MBTA would be consistent with the City of Hunting Beach's
current codes and policies developed to protect biological resources. If construction activities occur outside
of the breeding season (between August 15 and February 15), no mitigation would be required for this
issue. However, il construction occurs between February 15 and August 15, implementation of mitigation
measure #69 would reduce potential impact by ensuring that surveys for MBTA. species and other special-
status species are performed during the appropriate time of year and, if necessary, buffer zones established
to protect nesting species. Accordingly, with the incorporation of mitigation measure #69, which is
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considered to be standard City procedure at this time, no new significant impact or significant increase in

the severity of the previously analyzed impact would occur with respect to on-site biotic resources.

Mitigation Analysis

Consistent with the deed restrictions for the property, the wetland has been preserved on-site and the
Applicant is no longer required to provide 0.8 acre of restored wetlands at the Shipley Nature Center,
which would have served as off-site mitigation for impacts to the on-site wetland. Therefore, Mitigation
Measures 7 to 11 are no longer applicable to the currently proposed project. With the preservation of the

on-site wetland no additional mitigation measures are necessary to protect the existing wetland.

Although the wandering skipper has been identified as a biological resource not previously described in
SEIR 82-2, the 1998 biological study by LSA Jetermined that “considering the gmall amount of potentially
suitable, but isolated, habitat area for the wandering skipper, which may or may not occur on ~site, this loss
is not considered a significant impact.” Further, LSA did not recommend any new or different mitigation
measures to offset this less—‘dlan—signiﬁcant impact. Therefore, no new mitigation measures with respect to
the wandering skipper would be necessary for the proposed project. Implementation of the proposed
project would result in the removal of existing mature trecs at the project site; however, there would not be
a net loss of mature trees as a result of the build out of this final phase of The Water{ront master planned
development due to the large aumber of mature trees already planted in the construction of the prior phases
of the project. Additionally, it is anticipated that the proposed project would also be landscaped with
approximately the same number of mature trees that would be removed from the site. Construction-related
activities associated with the development of the proposed project site would result in tree removal which
could result in the disturbance of nesting migratory species covered under the MBTA or CDFG code. If
construction activities occur outside of the breeding season (between August 15 and February 15), no
mitigation would be required. However, if construction occurs between February 15 and August 15,
implementation of Mitigation Measure 69 would reduce this impact by ensuring that surveys for MBTA
species and other special-status species are performed during the appropriate time of year and, if necessary,
buffer zones established to protect nesting species. Accordingly, the following mitigation measure shall be

implem ented:

Mitigation Measure 69 Nesting habitat Sfor protected or sensitive avian species:

1} Vegetation removal and construction shall occur between September 1 and January 31

whenever _ﬁaasible.

2) Pdor to any construction or vegetation removal between February 15 and August 31,
d mesting survey shall be conducted by a qualified biologist of all habitats within
500 feet of the construction area. Surveys shall be conducted no less than 14 days and
no more than 30 days prior to commencement of construction activities and surveys
will be conducted in accordance with CDFG protoco] as applicable. If no active nests
are identified on or within 500 feet of the construction site, po_further mitigation is
necessary. A copy of the pre-construction survey shall be submitted to the City of
Humtington Beach. Jf an active nest of a MBTA protected species is identified onsite
(per established thresholds) a 250-foot no-work buffer shall be maintained between
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the nest and construction activity. This buffer can be reduced in consultation with
CDFG and /or USFWS.

3) Completion of the nesting cycle shall be determined by qualified ornithologist or
biologist.

3.3 BIOTIC RESOURCES—ADJACENT WETLANDS

Initial Environmental Setting (1998)

As described in Addendum #1 to SEIR 82-2, urban runcff flows from the Waterfront Development project
to wetlands located east of Beach Boulevard, via the previously degraded wetland (the now preserved and
restored 3.4 acres of wetland habitat) at the castern edge of the project site. Concern was expressed that a
decrease of fresh water flow from the project site would lead to an increase in salinity and a decrease in

seasonal ponding and soil saturation of these non-tidal wetlands.

Impacts of the 1998 Project

Off-site wetlands located east of Beach Boulevard could be affected by a change in the volume of urban
runoff that presently flows from the site to the ofl site wetlands. In fact, SEIR 82-2 states that:

The CDFG expressed a concern that the Waterfront Development should continue to allow
freshwater urban runoff from the trailer park to flow to the wetlands southeast of Beach Boulevard.
Loss of this water supply would probably increase salinity and decrease the seasonal duration of
ponding and <oil saturation in these nontidal wetlands, with possible impacts on the nature and extent
of wetland vegetation. To assess the jmpacts on these wetlands and their associated wildlife, more
hydrological data are needed to determine the relative importance of this versus other water sources,
supplying the wetlands. This impact would be significant if not properly mitigated. Mitigation would
have to include maintenance of existing amounts of runoff to the wetland on the other side of Beach
Boulevard. No other significant irpacts on biological resources are anticipated.

A drainage study conducted in 1998 (Fuscoe Engineering 1998) concluded that the drainage patterns that
would exist after implementation of the Waterfront Development Project would deliver the same amount.
of freshwater urban runoff to the wetlands east of Beach Boulevard as under existing conditions, and at
approximately the same scasonal pattern. Additionally, the remaining portion of the project site would
continue to discharge its water to the Tract 9580 storm drain systern without exceeding the existing
conditions peak discharge by temporarily ponding excess water within 30 percent of interior private streets.
Based upon the results of the 1998 drainage study, no drainage-induced impacts would occur to the adjacent

wetland complex.

Approved 1998 Mitigation Measures

Mitigation Measure 12 Prior to any alteration of the overall project site by grading or filling activity, a
hydrological analysis of the drainage patterns affecting the on-site wetland area or
adjacent wetland area shall be conducted by the developer. Such analysis shall determine
the drainage effects on the wetland portion of the site. No development, grading or
alteration of the project site shall occur which affects the wetlands or adjacent wetlands
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without fully analyzing the effects on the on-site wetland and adjacent wetlands. The
developer shall provide evidence to the City and to the department of Fish and Game that
the project’s runoff management system will deliver approximately the same amount of
freshwater urhan runoff to these wetlands as under existing conditions, and in
appmximatelj the same seasonal pattern. This evidence shall include (@) a h)/drological
analysis comparing the existing and post-project water supply, and (b) drawings and a
description of the runoff conveyance system in sufficient detail for a qualified engineer to
judge its adequacy. The State Department of Fish and Game shall be consulted regarding
alteration of the drainage pattern of the site, which may affect the above-mentioned
wetlands. The developer shall prom’d‘e the Community Development Department with a
written report substantiating complignce with this mitigation measure prior to submittal of
grading plans or permit issuance for each phase.

Mitigation Measure 13 If the developer proposes to increase or decrease the water supply to the wetlands east of
Beach Boulevard, or to change the seasonal pattern, the developer shall provide, in
addition to the evidence required in the prior mitigation measure, a biological analysis
demonstrating that there would be no significant adverse impacts on the wetlands or
associated wildlife.

Current Environmental Setting

In 1998 and 1999, the existing on-site drainage patterns of the entire Waterfront project area plus the
tributary land to the west were evaluated by Fuscoe Engineering (Drainage Study The Waterfront Huntington
Beach, Fuscoe Engineering, July 1993; Hydrology & Hydraulic Report for Ocean Grand Resort at The Waterfront
Huntington Beach, Fuscoe Engineering, March 4, 1999). The final 1999 report determined that in a 25-year
storm event, 122.6 cubic feet per second (cfs) flowed to the existing 60” storm drain at the northern
boundary of The Waterfront site, which continues northward through Tract 9580 to the Atlanta Pump
Station. Additionally, in a 25-year storm event, approxixnately 76.07 cfs flowed eastward through an
existing culvert under Beach Boulevard to the existing wetland east of Beach Boulevard. With the
completion of the Hyatt Regency Huntington Beach Resort & Spa and the Waterfront Residential
component of the Waterfront Development project, the required drainage system improvements for project
build-out have been in place and functioning since 2002. The storm drain system was designed so that
essentially the same rate of flow, 75.82 cfs in a 25-year storm, is discharged to the wetland east of Beach
Boulevard, thereby ensuring an adequate recharge of [resh water to preserve the biotic resource of the
wetland. The resulting design collects storm drain flows from the subject site and the Hyatt Regency Resort
site, as well as portions of surrounding streets, and directs them under Beach Boulevard to the wetland east
of Beach Boulevard. All of these storm drain improvements were completed pursuant to plans and a
hydrological analysis prepared in conformance with the requirements of previously described Mitigation
Measures 12 and 13, and in total constitute the final storm drain infrastructure for the Waterfront

Development Project.
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Impacts of Current Project/Project Comparison

The proposed project site currently consists of interim uses including a pavilion tent for social events, a
function lawn and wedding gazebo, che tennis court, one volleyball court, and surface parking. The site
currently drains to the permanent drainage system within Pacific View Avenue. That drainage system
serving this site was designed and constructed per the previously referenced hydrology and hydraulic report
that was approved by the Public Works Department in 1999. The 1999 final hydrology report determined
that the subject site currently generates 11.12 cfs into the storm drain system in a 25-year storm. Based on
the existing and proposed impervious nature of the project site as well as the proposed project design, the
quantity of runoff shall not vary significantly from this pre_determined flow established by the 1999
hydrology report. By generating a similar quantity of storm water flow, downstream impacts should not be
adversely affected.

However, a WQMP was prepared and approved for the proposed project (included as Appendix B). Per the
request of City staff, the WQMP design includes diversion of the 85" percentile first flush stormwater
runoff to the existing treatment wetlands west of Beach Boulevard, satisfying the City’s concern of Tack of
cufficient flows to this wetland facility. This will ensure that low flows from the site reach appropriate
biofiltration treatment and maintain the health of this wetland facility. Higher storm flows from the site {and
the surrounding area) will continue to discharge to the existing public storm drain in Pacific View Avenue
and continue into the existing wetlands east of Beach Boulevard, maintaining the necessary flows for the
health of this wetland facility. As the project-specific WQMP has been designed and approved by the City to
satisfy the health of both the treatment wetland and that east of Beach Boulevard and no significant change in
the quantity of runoff is planmed, a further biological analysis is not required (consistent with SEIR 82-2
Mitigation Measure 13). No new significant impact or significant increase in the severity of the previously

analyzed impact would occur with respect to off-site biotic resources.

Mitigation Analysis

Mitigation Measures 12 and 13 would still apply to the currently proposed project. However, the drainage
infrastructure and the other portions of the Waterfront Development Project have previously been
completed in conformance with Mitigation Measures 12 and 13, and the proposed development site is
already connected to that infrasoructure. The storm drain system and WQMP for the Waterfront
Development has been designed in accordance with the City’s request to maintain a sufficient quantity of
stormwater runoff into both the residential treatment wetland and the wetland east of Beach Boulevard to
ensure the health of these wetland facilities. This change or redirection of existing flows was requested and
approved by City staff and, consistent with SEIR 82-2 Mitigation Measure 13, would not substantially alter
the amount of stormwater flow into the off-site wetland. Since no significant change in runoff flows is
expected due to the jmpervious nature of the site and preparation and approval of the WQMP has satisfied
City requirements and the health of both the nearby wetland facilities, further hydrological analysis of
drainage patterns affecting nearby wetlands per Mitigation Measure 12 or a further biological analysis per
Mitigation Measure 13 is not required. No new or different mitigation would be required to reduce this

impact.
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3.4 LAND USE

Initial Environmental Setting (1998)

As described in Addendum #1 to SEIR 82-2, the proposed project site was occupied in 1998 by the closed
two story-hotel/restaurant (the Huntington Beach Inn) and its attendant parking and guest amenities. As
part of the continuing development of the Waterfront Project, the Hilton Waterfront Beach Resort had
already been completed, and the current proposed project site was designated as the third hotel portion in
1998. The remainder of the Waterfront Development Project site consisted of:

® 102 mobile homes
m Non-regulation 9-hole pitch and putt golf course

m 732 parking spaces, which are located at the Hilton Waterfront Beach Resort; along Pacific View
Avenue; surrounding the tennis courts; at the pavilion tent; in front of the abandoned Huntington
Beach Inn; and adjacent the Driftwood Clubhouse

m Vacant property and a City owned access/ overflow parking lot along the Beach Boulevard frontage,
Jlso referred to as the “beach remnant parcel”

m City maintenance yard

In 1995, the City undertook a comprehensive update to the General Plan and the Downtown Specific Plan,
which served to signiﬁcanﬂy reduce land use intensity throughout the City. This resulted in the elimination
of approximately 500,000 square feet (sf) of mixed-use commercial uses in the downtown area, and a
reduction in allowed residential density. When the 1998 Addendum #1 to SEIR 82-2 was evaluated, the
City of Huntington Beach had adopted or approved a General Plan, Downtown Specific Plan, Downtown
Design Guidelines, Local Coastal Program, Zoning Ordinance, and the Main-Pier Redevelopment Plan.
These documents set forth the specific land use designations to guide the way by which the property may be
developed. At that time, all existing land uses on the Waterfront Development Project site, which included
the Hilton Waterfront Beach Resort and the constructed portion of Pacific View Drive, were consistent
with the regulating plans and land use designations.

As of 1998, the land uses surrounding the Waterfront Development Project site were similar to those
evaluated in SEIR 82-2. Development activity had occurred in the downtown area, principally on Main
Street, although at a reduced scale due to the land use planning changes described above. Land clearing,
grading and some oil well abandonment activities had occurred on the vacant property west of the Hilton
Waterfront Beach Resort; however, no specific project entitlements had been granted or issued at that time.

Impacts of the 1998 Project

The 1998 project was signjficanﬂy reduced from that approved in 1988. Even with those reductions,
however, the project was substantially more intense than the two-story motel, 9-hole pitch—and-putt golf
course, and mobile home park (developed at 13.3 units/acre) that existed on the site at that time.
However, the 1998 project, with implementation of recommended mitigation measures, was consistent

with all applicable plans, policies, and regulations, which include:
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m City of Huntington Beach General Plan
> Land Use

Urban Design
Historic and Cultural Resources
Economic Development
Growth Management
Housing (with mitigation)
Circulation (with mitigation)

Public Facilities and Services

>
>
>
g
>
>
>
> Recreation and Community Services (with payment of park development and “fair share” fees)
> Utilities

~ Environmental Resources/ Conservation

> Air Quality

> Coastal (with mitigation)

> FEnvironmental Hazards

> Noise (with mitigation)

> Hazardous Materials

Local Coastal Program

Downtown Specific Plan

Main- Pier Redevelopment Project Area

B Downtown Design Guidelines

Land use compatibility impacts were present in the 1998 project, as the commercial uses—namely the
existing Hilton Waterfront Beach Resort, and the proposed two additional hotels—would not be
compatible with either the existing mobile home park or the proposed Waterfront Residential
Development. This incompatibility was to be reduced by the completion of Pacific View Drive, which
would separate the commercial uses from the residential uses. The impacts associated with Tand use
incompatibility were further reduced by the significant reduction in size and intensity of the 1998 project
from the approved 1988 project.

The 1998 project site included the remaining 102 mobile homes, which were to be removed as part of the
Waterfront Development Project. In 1998 the Redevelopment Agency, the Applicant, and the affected
mobile home owners entered into an amended Mobile Home Acquisition and Relocation Agrecment
(MARA) to reflect the circumstances in 1998. Refer to Section 3.28 (Socioeconomic Impacts) for a further

discussion on the impacts relating to the closure and removal of the mobile home park from the project site.
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Both the 1983 and 1995 Downtown Specific Plans and the Downtown Design Guidelines identified a
conlemporary Mediterranean design theme to be used throughout the downtown area. The purpose of
selecting a uniform design theme is to ensure that all building designs, signage, landscaping, streetscaping,
and lighting are consistent. The project, as envisioned in both 1988 and 1998, was consistent with the
Mediterranean style. For example, the Hilton Waterfront Beach Resort has been constructed as a
Mediterranean villa, complete with terrazzo tile, queen palms, giant ferns, and birds of paradise. The
proposed 1998 project was designed in a similar fashion that would carry the Mediterranean theme

throughout the remainder of the Waterfront project site.

Addendum #1 to SEIR 82-2 identified that, unless mitigated, the significant impact identified in SEIR 82-2

would also occur as a result of implementation of the currently proposed project.

Approved 1998 Mitigation Measures

Mitigation Measure 14 The developer shall enhance the property _fronting Beach Boulevard with a
graduated'/ meandered landscaped setback of not Jess than 25 feet for residential and
50 feet for commercial, from curbline, along the distance of the entire  frontage. The intent
of this landscaped sethack is to provide a visual and aesthetic buffer for the property to the
east. Appropriate landscaping amenities shall be included, subject to the approval of the
Planning Director.

Mitigation Measure 15 Prior to the issuance of building permits for Phase 1, the developer shall screen the mobile
homes at Pacific Mobilehome Park (at the western portion of the project site) by means of a

6-foot-high block wall (the length of which to be determined by further acoustical study)

on top of a 1%4-foot-high berm. Substantial mature landscaping shall also be provided to

the approval of the Planning Director. The purpose of this wall is for aesthetic screening

and noise attenuation.

Mitigation Measure 16 The developer shall complete the site plan review process established within the
Conditional Use Permit regulations to ensure compatjbih‘t/v with all elements of the City’s
General Plan and the Local Coastal Program established by the Coastal Commission.

Current Environmental Setting

All of the existing land uses, which now include the Hilton Waterfront Beach Resort, the Hyatt Regency
Resort, the Waterfront Residential component (including its on-site 3.4-acre wetland habitat), the proposed
project site, as well as the completed Pacific View Avenue and Twin Dolphin Drive, are consistent with the
General Plan, (revised) Downtown Speciﬁc Plan, Downtown Design Guidelines, Zoning and Subdivision
Ordinance, Local Coastal Program, and the Main-Pier Redevelopment Program.

Other than the Hilton Waterfront Beach Resort and the now preserved wetland area, none of the land uses
present in 1998 remain as the Waterfront Development Project is nearing completion and the proposed

project is in its final phase.

In February 2004, the City of Huntington Beach approved the Final EIR for the Pacific City Project, the
vacant land west of the Waterfront Development Project site and adjacent to PCH, with entitlements for
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the development of 31.5 gross acres of vacant land. Project components include a visitor-
serving/ neighborhood commercial center, which would include retail, office, restaurant, cultural and
entertainment uses; a residential village, and private and public open space; as well as vehicular and
pedestrian improvements including the extension of Pacific View Avenue between Huntington and First
Streets. This development is also consistent with the City of Huntington Beach General Plan and Downtown
Specific Plan. In November of 2009 the City Council approved an amendment to the Downtown Specific
Plan that revised the district designations; under this amended plan the site is located within District 3;
however, the 2009 Downtown Specific Plan has not yet been certified by the CCC and therefore, the
proposed project would be required to conform with the 2002 amended Downtown Specific Plan. It should
be noted that the 2009 Downtown Specific Plan provides for the development of a third hotel at the

Waterfront Development Project site in the interim use area, consistent with the proposed project.

Impacts of the Current Project/Impacts Comparison

As previously stated, the proposed project is located within the City of Huntington Beach's Downtown
Specific Plan District 9, which is zoned for Commercial/Recreation. In 2002, the City revised the
Downtown Specific Plan; however, there are no significant changes from the Specific Plan as evaluated in
1998 from that revised in 2002. Section 4.11.01 of the Downtown Specific Plan discusses uses allowed in
District 9:

(a) The following list of commercial recreation uses in District 9 may be allowed. Other visitor serving
related uses as described in the Jand Use Plan, and which have the same parking demand as the
existing uses not specified herein may be allowed subject to the approval of the Director. For
example:

@ Carts and Kiosks pursuant to Section 230.94 of the Huntington Beach Municipal Code
m Retail Sales
m Tourist related uses
m Outdoeor dining pursuant to $.4.2.33
(b) The following lists of uses and any new construction, or change of such use in District 9 may be
allowed subject to approval of a Conditional Use Permit. For example:
m Dancing and/or Live Entertainment
m Hotels, motels
m Recreational Facilities
]

Restaurants

As evaluated in the 1998 Addendum #1 to SEIR 82.2, the proposed project site was to be occupied by a
300-room, first-class hotel. Under the current plan, the proposed project would be a 151-room expansion
of the existing Hilton Waterfront Beach Resort. The proposed project site is subject to an existing
development agreement (“Development Agreement”) between the City and the developer for The
Waterfront master planned development project. Pursuant to Section 1.4 of that Agreement, the City has
determined that the Development Agreement is consistent with the General Plan, the Specific Plan, the
Local Coastal Plan, and Chapter 246 of the Zoning Ordinance. The Development Agreement for The
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Waterfront project provides in Section 3.1.1.1(d) that the subject project shall conform to Option 1 or 2
for the Phase 3 Permanent Use as set forth in the Commercial Master Site Plan. The approved Commercial
Master Site Plan provides for either (1) a 300-room first-class hotel or {2) a 150-room first-class all-suite
hotel. Further, the Commercial Master Site Plan provides guidelines for several development parameters,
including the maxirmuwn height of the hotel tower and the location of buildings on the site. The proposed site
plan is consistent with the provisions of the previously approved Commercial Master Site Plan. The
proposed project is in conformance with the potential uses for the site specified in the Development
Agreement, and therefore, does not conflict with the General Plan, the Specific Plan, the Local Coastal
Plan, and Chapter 246 of the Zoning Ordinance. For the purposes of analysis under CEQA, this use would
be consistent with the uses allowed in Downtown Specific Plan District 9.

The project applicant also requests approval of special permits for (1) miscellaneous improvements over 42
in height such as glass windscreens and landscape retaining walls within project setbacks; (2) tandem parking
in the valet-only garage; and (3) miscellaneous variations in parking stall dimensions, clearances, and ramp
slopes in the valet-only garage. Such requested special permits are allowed under the Downtown Specific
Plan and are consistent with similar special permits previously issued for the existing hotels at The
Waterfront. Further, the applicant would be required to apply for and receive a number of approvals
including, but not limited 1o, the following:

m Conditional Use Permit for the Third Hotel on the Interim Uge Site

m Coastal Development Permit for the Third Hotel on the Interim Use Site
m Special Permits
]

Authority to Approve Modifications (if applicable)

The proposed project would not conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an
agency with jurisdiction over the project, including, but not limited to the General Plan, Downtown
Specific Plan, Local Coastal Program, or Zoning Ordinance. Therefore, no significant new impact or

significant increase in the severity of a previously analyzed impact would occur with respect to land use.

Mitigation Analysis

As the Waterfront development has moved forward, several potential impacts have been eliminated by
implementation of the project. Mitigation Measure 15 is no longer applicable since the mobile home buyout
has occurred and all on-site coaches have been removed. In addition, the 6-foot-high wall was constructed
and now provides the Waterlront Residential Development with aesthetic screening and noise attenuation.
Also, Addendum #2 to SEIR 82-2 identified that Mitigation Measure 14 would not apply to the preserved
on-site wetland because this area is intended to remain in its natural state. Instead, the wetland itself will
provide the visual and aesthetic buffer described in the mitigation measure. Additionally, the proposed
project would not require a change to the Waterfront Development Project site along Beach Boulevard, and
therefore, this measure simply reflects existing setback requirements and does not in itself constitute
mitigation for a conflict with land use policy, planning, or regulation.
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It is anticipated that Mitigation Measure 16 would still be applicable to the proposed project and would
ensure that the land use compatibility impacts identified above would remain less than significant. Further, it
should be noted that Mitigation Measure 16 simply reflects existing processing regulations and does not in
itself constitute mitigation for a conflict with land use policy, planning, or regulation. No new or different

mitigation would be required to reduce this impact.

3.5 TRAFFIC/CIRCULATION

Initial Environmental Setting (1998)

Huntington Avenue, Beach Boulevard, and Pacific Coast Highway (PCH) were, and continue to be, the
primary roadways providing regional and local access to the proposed project site. At the time of SEIR 82-2
approval, the intersections of Humntingten Street/Pacific Coast Highway, Beach Boulevard/Pacific Coast
Highway, Lake Street/Pacific Coast Highway and Main Street/Pacific Coast Highway operated at an
acceptable Level of Service (LOS); PCH operated at an unacceptable LOS. At that time (1988), several
arterial improvements were planned in the vicinity of the project site, including the widening of PCH; the
construction of Walnut Street, and the realignment of Delaware Street.

Circulation system improvements planned in 1938 that have been completed include the widening of PCH
in the immediate project vicinity to six through lanes between 1% Street and Main Street as well as the
construction of Pacific View Avenue (formerly Walnut Avenue) from Huntington Street to Beach
Boulevard. Other improvements have occurred in the project vicinity, but they are not significant to the
proposed project site; therefore, they are not speciﬁcally discussed in this Addendum.

The following streets continue to encompass the project area:
Atlanta Avenue, running east/west to the north of the project site;
Pacific Coast Highway running east/ west adjacent to the south of the project site;

Huntington Street, Lake Street, and Main Street running north/south to the west of the project site;

Beach Boulevard running north/south to the east of the project site: and

Pacific View Avenue running east/west through the center of the project site and connecting the
Hilton Waterfront Beach Resort to Huntington Street and Beach Boulevard.

As previously discussed, a comprehensive update to the General Plan that signiﬁcantly reduced the land use
intensity on a citywide basis was completed in 1996. As a result, approximately 500,000 sf of mixed-use
commercial uses were eliminated in the downtown core area. This reduction in land use intensity
sigm'ﬁcantly reduced the traffic forecast in the area. Consequently, the amount of ambient traffic forecast in
the 1988 traffic analysis was significantly higher than that forecasted in the 1996 General Plan. Additionally,
the Pierside Village retail and restaurant project planned for the east side of the pier, which had been
separately added to the General Plan build-out background calculations in 1988, has been replaced by a far
smaller restaurant development and public plaza, further reducing potential background traffic levels.

Furthermore, all of the intersections evaluated in 1988, as well as the additional intersections evaluated in
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1997, operated in 1998 at LOS A or B, indicating that additional traffic volumes could be accommodated at
that time without exceeding capacity.

Impacts of the 1998 Project

In 1998, a subsequent traffic analysis was completed to summarize existing 1988 traffic conditions, 1938
cumulative-plus-project conditions, 1996 General Plan build-out conditions with the previously approved
project, 1998 conditions, and 1996 General Plan build-out conditions with the 1998 proposed project
(Waterfront Ocean Grand Resort Transportation and Circulation Analysis, LSA, July 2, 1998). The 1998
LSA traffic study included a site-specific traffic analysis, a signal warrant analysis (for three new
intersections), a signal progression analysis along Pacific Coast Highway and Beach Boulevard, a sight
distance apalysis (for project access along Pacific View Avenue), and a parking study.

The updated traffic study examined the same intersections as the traffic study conducted for SEIR 82-2, as

well as the following seven additional intersections:
m Magnolia Street/ Pacific Coast Highway
Newland Street/Pacific Coast Highway
Twin Dolphin Drive/ Pacific Coast Highway
Beach Boulevard/Atlanta Avenue
Huntington Street/ Atlanta Avenue

First Street/ Pacific View Avenue

First Street/Atlanta Avenue-Orange Street

The additional intersections were evaluated as part of the Congestion Management Plan (CMP) analysis. In
1990, California voters passed Proposition 111, which established a gas tax for the purpose of funding
transportation improvements statewide. For a city to be eligible for these funds, projects must be consistent
with the adopted CMP and not create impacts on CMP facilities. Pacific Coast Highway and Beach
Boulevard are designated as CMP facilities.

The Orange County Measure M Growth Management Program (GMP) was also adopted in 1990. This
authorized the imposition of a sales tax for necessary transportation improvements countywide. Cities must

satisfy a variety of requirements to be eligible for Measure M funding.

Each of these programs established guidelines for the preparation of a traffic impact analysis, including a
level of service policy and study area determination for arterials and intersections. However, these programs
were not in place when the 1988 Waterfront Development Project was approved. Consequently, neither a
CMP nor GMP Traffic Impact Analysis is speciﬁcally required for this project. Nonetheless, the Applicant
studied the additional intersections that were not analyzed in 1988 in recognition of the requirements of the
CMP and GMP in 1998,

Taking into consideration the 1996 revisions fo the City's General Plan, the average daily trips (ADT)
associated with the initially proposed project would be reduced from 27,052 to 22,495, for a total
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reduction of 4,557 ADT (437 AM peak hour and 205 PM peak hour trips). Furthermore, all six study area
intersections would operate at acceptable levels of service. This updated information is provided to allow
for an analogous comparison of the initially proposed project with the currently proposed project, assuming
the revised 1996 General Plan puild-out conditions.

The 1998 project was signiﬁcantly lower in total trip generation than the previously approved project due to
the reduction in project size. The 1998 traffic analysis projected a total of 12,591 ADT's for the revised
development plan, including the existing Hilton Waterfront Beach Resort. This represented a reduction in
traffic generation of 53 percent for the 1998 project from that forecasted to occur pursuant to SEIR 82-2.
Additionally, background traffic levels had been reduced due to the revision of the General Plan, which
lowered build-out densities in the downtown area. As compared to the previously proposed project under
1996 General Plan build-out conditions, the total traffic generated by the 1998 project was reduced by
44 percent. In addition, assuming 1996 General Plan build-out conditions, the reduction in overall project
size correlated to an improvement in the intersection LOS for Beach Boulevard/ Pacific Coast Highway,
which goes from LOS C to LOS B in the AM peak hour. Of the additional seven intersections evaluated, all
would have operated at acceptable levels of service after implementation of the 1998 project. In summary,
uo significant impacts would have occurred to any of the studied intersections or the arterial streets as a
result of the 1998 project.

Approved 1998 Mitigation Measures

Prior to the issuance of a certificate of occupancy for each phase of the commercial portion of the project,
the developer shall provide a Transportation System Management Plan to the Community Development

Director. At a minimum, the plan shall include the following:

Mitigation Measure 17 The provision gf bus or shuttle services to regional activity centers within the County will
be provided to hotel visitors.

Mitigation Measure 18 The provision qf shuttle services to local activity centers, including Main Street and the
City and State beaches, will be provjded to hotel visitors.

Mitigation Measure 19 The provision of at—grade and elevated crosswalks to facﬂitate pedestrian access o beach

amenities.
Mitigation Measure 20 Employee use of pubh’c transportation shall be promoted by selling bus passes on site.

Mitigation Measure 21 The provision of bus shelters, benches, and bus pockets near the proposed project, subject to
review by the Orange County Transportation District.

Mitigation Measure 22 The provision of monitored or gated security facilities at all parking facilities to control

use.

Mitigation Measure 23 The provision of a southbound lefi-turn Jape at the intersection of Huntington
Street / Pacific Coast Highway to improve the flow of left-rurning traffic.

Mitigation Measure 24 Prior to approval of each subsequent phase beginning with Phase 3 of the project, the
Planning Commission shall determine the need to conduct a trcﬁc study. This
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determination will be made in consideration of original technical assumptions and
changed traffic or land use conditions. If an additienal study is required, the study shall
include summer and non-summer peak hour conditions. The study shall be based on local
conditions utilizing local statistics and recent traffic counts. The traffic analysis shall be
used to determine if additional significant impacts exist which were not addressed in final
SEIR 82-2.

Current Environmental Setting

To determine whether there was a substantial change to the existing conditions compared to the conditions
analyzed in the 1998 LSA study, new peak-hour iraffic counts were conducted at the study area
intersections. The new traffic counts include traffic genera’ted from the Hyatt Regency Resort, which was
considered vacant at the time of the 1998 LSA study.

Project LOS Comparison

Levels of service (LOS) analysis based on the Intersection Capacity Utilization (ICU) methodology was
conducted at the 13 study area intersections, similar to the 1998 L.SA study. Additionally, all Caltrans-
controlled intersections (intersections located on a California State Highway [i.e., PCH and Beach
Boulevard]) and unsignalized (stop-controlled) intersections within the study area have been analyzed using
the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) methodology. ‘The HCM methodology was not used in the previous
1998 analysis. The LOS analysis reflects a 120-second cycle length for the signalized study area intersections
(a 130-second cycle length was used for signalized intersections along Beach Boulevard). The existing
pedestriangonly phase at Main Street/PCH is also reflected in the LOS analysis (i.e., 30-second clearance
interval). The City of Huntington Beach considers the upper limit of LOS D, represented by an 1CU value of
0.90 or lower, as satisfactory operation for study area intersections. However, the upper limit of satisfactory
operation for Orange County Congestion Management Plan (CMP) intersections (i.e., Beach
Boulevard/PCH) is LOS E, represented by an ICU value of 1.00 or lower. An ICU value in excess of 0.90,
LOS E or F, (or in excess of 1.00, LOS F, at Beach Boulevard/PCH) is considered unsatisfactory.

A comparison was made between the current (2010) LOS and the previous LOS in the 1998 LSA study
(which were based on 1997 conditions).” This comparison showed that current conditions are generally
similar to conditions reported in 1997. The intersection of Main Street/ PCH operated at LOS C (0.79 ICLL)
in the PM peak hour in 1997; however, improvements to that location have occurred since that time and the
intersection now operates at LOS B or better in both peak hours. One change that has occurred since 1997
is the widening improvement on PCH to provide six through-lanes between 1% Street and Main Street.
Rased on 2010 traffic conditions, Beach Boulevard/Atlanta Avenue currently operates at LOS D in the PM
peak hour, and Huntington Street/ Atlanta Avenue operates at LOS C in the PM peak hour. All other
intersections analyzed in the 1998 LSA traffic study (1997 conditions) currently operate at LOS A and B,
similar to conditions in 1998. Therefore, substantial changes in the baseline or existing traffic conditions
have not been identified since the 1998 study. Additionally, it should be noted that the ICU at several
intersections has improved between the 1998 and 2010 studies.

? Waterfront Hotel Expansion: Traffic Impact Assessment. LSA Associates, Inc. December 2, 2010.
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CumulativelFuture LOS Comparison

An LOS comparison for future General Plan build-out conditions was also made between the future horizon
identified in the 1998 study and the future horizon analyzed as part of the DTSP traffic analysis (2009)°. The
1998 study was based on traffic forecast data from the City's 1996 General Plan traffic model while the
DTSP update utiliced the City of Huntington Beach Traffic Model (HBTM) to forecast the 2030 General
Plan build-out traffic volumes. However, both of these models are consistent with the City General Plan.

One of the cumulative projects analyzed in the DTSP TIA for future short-term (2020) and long-term (2030
General Plan) conditions was the Waterfront Hilton Hotel (i.e., the proposed expansion of 250 rooms).
Based on this cumulative project description, the currently proposed third hotel (151-net-room expansion)
is within the maximum number of rooms analyzed in 1998. As such, there are no substantial changes to the

project or cumulative conditions than previously analyzed.

As a result of the cumulative/future LOS comparison, it was found that all 13 study area intersections
would operate at acceptable LOS with implementation of the Hyatt Regency Resort. Four intersections
were forecast to operate at LOS D {Main Street/PCH, Magnolia Street/PCH, Newland Street/PCH, and
Beach Boulevard/Atlanta Avenue); however, this is within the City’s LOS standard. For reference, the
DTSP TIA concluded that the 13 study area intersections would operate at an acceptable LOS in the General
Plan buildout condition, including the proposed project.

Based on this information and comparison, all study area intersections would operate at an acceptable LOS
in the cumulative/future condition. The operation of many of the intersections has improved since the 1998
traffic study, despite the change in development in the area since that time. As such, no substantial changes
in the cumulative/future conditions have been identified.

Additional Considerations

Due to the potential for changes in conditions since 1998, and as a result of information that came out of the
DTSP and DTSP TIA preparation processes, the City requested the evaluation of operational conditions at
the Lake Street/Orange Avenue intersection. According to the DTSP TIA, the unsignalized intersection of
Lake Street/Orange Avenue is forecast to operate at unsatisfactory LOS F in the PM peak hour under 2030
with the DTSP. In the AM peak hour, this intersection is forecast to operate at satisfactory LOS B under
2030 with the DTSP. The two proposed mitigation options identified in the DTSP TIA include provision of
two eastbound and westbound through lanes on Orange Avenue (including the removal of on-street
parking) or installation of a traffic signal. Either of these improvements would achieve acceptable LOS at
Lake Street/Orange Avenue in the PM peak hour. The purpose of the requested analysis is to determine
whether the proposed project would significantly contribute to the future operational deficiency at this

intersection.

* The Downtown. Specific Plan Traffic Impact Analysis (DTSP TIA) was prepared by Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc., June 2009.
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Impacts of Current Project/Impacts Comparison

As outlined in the current traffic study prepared by LSA, the proposed project is forecast to generate
approximately 1,234 average daily trips (ADT), 85 AM peak hour trips (52 inbound and 33 outbound), and
89PM peak hour trips (47 inbound and 42 outbound). This is consistent with trip generation previously
anticipated from the proposed project site. Additionally, as discussed above, existing conditions in the
project area have not changed substantially since the 1998 study was prepared. As such, and with the
updated intersection study discussed above, the intersections surrounding the project site are forecast to
operate at acceptable LOS in the General Plan build out condition. No significant impacts would occur o
any of the studied intersections or the arterial streets as a result of the proposed project.

As discussed above, City staff requested the analysis of the Lake Street/Orange Avenue intersection. In
order to determine the project trip distribution through Lake Street/ Orange Avenue, LSA contacted AFA,
the City’s General Plan Circulation Element traffic consultant. Using the HBTM, AFA provided LSA with a
PM peak-hour select zone assignment for the project Traffic Analysis Zone (TAZ) (TAZ 276), in which this
intersection is located. Based on review of the select zone assignment, 4 percent of the PM peak hour traffic
generated by land uses within TAZ 276 travels through Lake Street/Orange Avenue. Therefore, the project
would contribute approximately four PM peak hour trips at this location (i.e., 4 percent of 89 total PM
peak hour trips estimated for the proposed project).

The PM peak hour volumes for the Lake Street/Orange Avenue intersection were estimated, using the
estimated project volumes, the assumed DTSP TIA 2030 with DTSP volumes, and existing volumes.* The
total new traffic anticipated at the Lake Street/QOrange Avenue intersection is 1,158 vehicles (i.e., 1,715
PM peak hour vehicles under 2030 with buildout of the DTSP minus 557 existing PM peak hour vehicles).
The proposed project traffic represents 0.345 percent of the total traffic growth at the Lake Street/Orange
Avenue intersection (i.e., 4 project PM peak hour vehicles divided by 1,158 total new PM peak hour
vehicles). Therefore, the new traffic generated by the proposed project would be less than one percent. This
is pot considered a significant contribution to the intersection volumes and a project contribution to the
recommended intersection improvements would not be required. Traffic impacts at the Lake

Street/Orange Avenue intersection would be less than signiﬁcant.

Mitigation Analysis

Mitigation Measures 17 through 23 describe features that are included in the existing Transportation
Systems Management (“TSM”) Plan. A TSM Plan was previously submitted and approved for the existing
Hilton Waterfront Beach Resort; the proposed project is an expansion of that existing facility and would be
subject to this previously approved plan. At-grade and elevated crosswalks as required by Mitigation
Measure 19 for the Waterfront Development have been previously constructed and would not be required
for the proposed hotel expansion project. Additionally, Mitigation Measure 23 is no longer necessary

+ The D'TSP TIA volumes included a 250-room hotel expansion at the project site, 99 more than the currently proposed 151 net
increase in rooms. Therefore, the estimation used for DTSP 2030 with DTSP volumes is conservative.
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because a southbound left-turn lane at the intersection of Huntington Street and Pacific Coast Highway was
provided with the Hilton Waterfront Beach Resort.

Mitigation Measure 24 required that the Planning Commission shall determine the need to conduct a traffic
study prior to the approval of each subsequent phase, beginning with Phase 3 of the 1988 project. However,
the traffic analysis completed in 1998, together with the additional analysis conducted by LSA Associates
(2010) as described in this Addendum, demonstrates that there is not a significant change in circumstances
under which the project would be developed and no significant impacts would occur to any of the studied
intersections or arterial streets as a result of the project. Further, as described in this Addendum, the project
is significantly lower in intensity than was previously considered in both the 1998 traffic analysis (300-room
hotel) and the Downtown Specific Plan Update (250-room hotel). Therefore, a more detailed traffic study is
not expected to yield any additional useful data that could assist in analyzing the proposed project further, or
result in new or different mitigation measures being proposed. Moreover, the analysis contained in this
Addendum is adequate for the analysis of the project under CEQA Guidelines Section 15162. Therefore, the
traffic analysis completed in 1998 together with the 2010 apalysis prepared by LSA and as described in this
Addendum is sufficient to examine the traffic impacts associated with the proposed project. No further
traffic study is recommended, no new or exacerbated impacts would result due to the proposed project, and

no new or modified mitigation would be required to reduce impacts of the proposed project.

3.6 PARKING

Initial Environmental Setting (1998)

In 1998, parking was provided in five places within the project site. As in 1988, there were 60 parking
spaces provided at the Driftwood Clubhouse and 175 parking spaces located in front of the non —operaﬁonal
Huntington Reach Inu. In addition, there were 327 parking spaces provided at the Hilton Waterfront Beach
Resort, 20 parking spaces provided at the pavilion tent (on the interim use site), and 122 parking spaces
provided along the constructed portion of Pacific View Avenue and within the parking area surrounding the
tennis courts. The parking at the Huntington Beach Inn was largely used as overflow parking for the Hilton
Waterfront Beach Resort; however, of the 175 spaces available, only 125 were used by the Hilton
Waterfront Beach Resort. The remaining 50 spaces were located at the easternmost portion of the parking
area and as such were too distant to be effectively used by the hotel. In total, 594 parking spaces were
provided for the Hilton Waterfront Hotel.

Impacts of the 1998 Project

Due to the overall reduction in project size, the amount of parking required was reduced proportiona,tely
from the 1988 requirement. The initial project entailed a greater number of rooms and amenities to be
provided on the project site in comparison to the 1998 plan. The 1998 parking analysis (LSA) concluded
that the parking supply for the Hyatt Regency Resort would be 1,000 spaces, which was far in excess of the
City’s requirement of 583 spaces, based upon a parking rate of 1.1 spaces per guest room. Furthermore,
150 spaces were provided by the use of the interim use site as a surface parking lot. Ninety-seven of these
parking spaces would be maintained for the benefit of the existing Hilton Waterfront Beach Resort once the
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permanent hotel on the project site is constructed, which would inevitably assist in satisfying the forecasted
parking demand. The Amended and Restated Development Agreement (City of Huntington Beach and
Mayer Financial, L.P., September, 1998), states:

The Third hotel Portion shall also include an additional 97 parking spaces to meet peak demands for

the Hilton Parcel, based upon the 1998 Waterfront Grand Resort Transportation and Circulation

Analysis prepared by LSA Associates, Inc., provided such number may be reduced at the time the

Third hotel Portion is developed pursuant to an updated parking demand analysis of the Hilton
Parcel.

Consistent with the Amended and Restated Development Agreement, the Applicant would have to provide
97 parking spaces for the use of the Hilton Waterfront Beach Resort within the subterranean parking
structure to be built with the proposed 290-room hotel on the Waterfront Development Project site.
Residential parking requirements were not specifically assessed in the updated parking analysis; however,
the developer provided parking for the residential portion in a manner consistent with the City’s Zoning and
Subdivision Ordinance. Consequently, the 1998 Addendum identified no significant parking impacts as a
result of the 1998 project.

Approved 1998 Mitigation Measures

Mitigation Measure 25 Prior to the approm] qf each phase of the project, the Planning Commission shall
determine the need to conduct a parking study. This determination will be made in

consideration Qf the parking ratios apph'ed to previous phases and performance thereof.

Current Environmental Setting

A parking accumulation survey was conducted by LSA Associates, Inc. in February 1994 for the existing
Hilton Waterfront Beach Resort. The peak parking demand for the 290-room hotel (including 100 percent
occupancy of the rooms, restaurants, and ballroom facilities) was observed to be 427 spaces. The parking
surveys included the 150 spaces provided for amenities to the third hotel site. Based on this analysis, a
parking rate of 1.47 spaces' per room was identified for the existing Waterfront Hilton. Currently at the
existing Hilton Waterfront Beach Resort, there are 321 designated parking spaces; however, since
approximately 2004 the Hilton Waterfront Beach Resort and the Hyatt Regency Resort have operated using
valet only parking services. Section 3.1.2.3 of the Amended and Restated Development Agreement states
that the parking for the commercial portion of the Waterfront Development Project site would be
determined at the rate of 1.1 spaces per guestroom (including all uses within the hotel) plus an additional 97
spaces upon, Ot as otherwise reduced by an updated parking demand analysis.

Impacts of Current Project/Impacts Comparison

Parking would be provided in the expansion project in a single level subterranean garage that would be
internally connected to the existing Hilton Waterfront Beach Resort subterrancan garage. As with the
existing Waterfront Hilton Beach Resort and the Hyatt Regency Resort, the proposed net 151-room
expansion of the Waterfront Hilton Beach Resort would operate with valet only parking. The proposed
project would provide approximately 261 designated, new parking spaces in a one level, subterranean
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garage. However, since approximately 2004, the Hilton Waterfront Beach Resort has operated with 100
percent valet parking services, thereby increasing the number of cars that can be parked at the site. In order
to more accurately assess the increase in parking capacity afforded by the 100 percent valet operation at the
Hilton, the typical car stacking layouts used by the valet staff in the existing hotel parking garage when
conservatively employing stacking were assessed. This study identified 321 designated parking spaces within
the existing garage, with the potential to accommeodate for 79 additional cars under the 100-percent valet
only conditions. Under the proposed renovation and hotel expapsion, capacity for four cars would be lost
(vehicular connections between the garages) and one would be gained (mechanical equipment), resulting in
a total parking capacity for 318 vehicles. This results in a total capacity for 397 cars in the existing parking
garage. It is understood that the proposed parking garage will operate the same way that the existing hotel
garage does, including provision of valet-only services. Extrapolation of the valet-only study results to the
Proposed parking expansion yields space for an additional 61 cars for a total parking capacity of 322 cars in
the proposed expansion garage (261 designated parking spaces plus capacity for 61 additional vehicles by
valet).

When only designated parking spaces are considered, the existing hotel provides a parking ratio of 1.10
spaces per hote] room (318 designated parking spaces for 290 hotel rooms). Under this condition, the
proposed expansion provides a parking ratio of 1.73 spaces per hotel room (261 designated parking spaces
for the 151-net-room expansion). Combined, the projects would provide 582 designated parking spaces for
441 hotel rooms, a parking ratio of 1.32 spaces per hotel room, far exceeding the minimum requirement
per Code and a provision well within the range of typical parking provided for urban and suburban first class
hotels such as this.

When considered in concert with the additional capacity afforded by the valet-only conditions, the existing
hotel would provide a parking ratio of 1.37 spaces per room (318 designated spaces plus capacity for 79
additional vehicles for 290 hotel rooms). The proposed hotel expansion would provide a parking ratio of
2.13 spaces per room (261 designated parking spaces plus capacity for 61 additional cars for 151 net rooms).
Combined the project would provide 719 parking spaces for 441 hotel rooms, a ratio of 1.63 spaces per.

hotel room.

From a parking demand standpoint, the proposed net 151-room expansion would function in a manner
similar to the existing Waterfront Hilton Hotel. Based on the Development Agreement, capacity for 97 of
the 322 vehicles proposed for the third hotel would be allocated to the Waterfront Hilton Hotel. When
considering capacity for only 225 net parking spaces for the hotel expansion, the proposed project would
result in a parking ratio of 1.49 spaces per new hotel room. Therefore, the proposed project would result in
a parking capacify in excess of (1) the City’s parking code (i.e., 1.1 spaces per room); (2) the 1994 parking
demand analysis for the existing hote] (i.e., 1.47 spaces per room); and (3) typical parking standards for
resort hotels. Additionally, as Jiscussed above, the proposed project in concert with the existing hotel (and
associated parking garages) would result in the provision of a parking ration of 1.63 spaces per hotel room,
in excess of the three standards noted above. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in substantial
changes to existing conditions and would not result in any new impacts to parking. It should also be noted
that the required maximum was projected by LSA Associates in a 1994 study of parking demand assuming
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100 percent occupancy of the ballroom, meeting rooms, restaurant, and guestrooms of the existing Hilton
‘Waterfront Beach Resort.

Mitigation Analysis

Mitigation Measure 25 adopted with SEIR 82-2 provided that the Planning Commission shall determine the
need to conduct a parking study of each phase of Waterfront Development Project, with consideration of
the parking ratios applied to previous phases and the performance thereof. As previously described, the net
increase of parking at the site would result in an acceptable parking ratio, exceeding the minimum
requirement per Code provision and the Development Agreement, as well as the typical parking provided
for urban and suburban first class hotels and resorts. Further, when considered in combination with the
adjacent parking garage and valet-only parking, parking would be provided at a ratio of approximately 1.63
spaces per guest room, again in excess of any applicable requirements. Given that the proposed parking
capacity would be well in excess of applicable code provisions and would be in compliance with the
Development Agreement, a more detailed parking study is not expected to yield any additional useful data
that could assist in analyzing the proposed project further, or result in new or modified mitigation measures
being proposed. Moreover, the analysis contained in this Addendum is adequate for the analysis of the
project under CEQA Guidelines Section 15162, Therefore, the traffic and parking analysis completed in
1998 together with the 2010 analysis prepared by LSA (described in this Addendum) is sufficient for analysis
of the proposed project impacts. No further parking study is recommended per the previous mitigation
measure, NO NEw o exacerbated impacts would result due to the proposed project, and no new or different

miftigation would be required to reduce impacts of the proposed project.

3.7 AIRQUALITY

Initial Environmental Setting (1998)

The general air quality of the South Coast Air Bagin, in which the project site is located, is determined by
the primary pollutants added daily to the air mass and by the secondary pollutants already present.
Secondary pollutants, primarily oxidants (ozone), represent the major air quality problems within the basin.
The air quality of the project site is determined by the primary pollutants emitted locally, the existing
regional ambient air quality, and the specific meteorological factors that influence the site. The ambient air
quality of the area is partially determined by its exposure to major sources of air pollutants, such as
freeways, power plants, or industrial sources, Stationary sources and mobile sources within a site, as well as
in the general vicinity, can also contribute to local pollutant concentrations. Major point sources are defined
as those sources from which a minimum of 100 tons per day of primary and secondary air pollutants are

generated.

The nearest air quality monitoring station to the project site is in Costa Mesa. The monitoring data compiled
at this station are considered to be representative of the subregional air quality found in Huntington Beach,
as well as the project vicinity. However, because the project site is located at the seashore, constant on-

shore air patterns tend to disperse air pollutants immediately.
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The South Coast Air Basin is under the jurisdiction of the South Coast Air Quality Management District
(SCAQMD) and the California Air Resources Board (CARB}. The SCAQMD sets and enforces regulations
for stationary sources in the basin. The CARB is charged with controlling motor vehicle emissions.

Impacts of the 1998 Project

Construction-related air quality impacts were generally reduced from 1988 project levels, due to the
46 percent reduction in project size, which resulted in a shorter overall construction period. Additionally,
the 1998 project was signiﬁcanﬂy lower in terms of long-term operational impacts due to a reduction in
total vehicle trip generation than the previous project, with the 1998 traffic analysis projecting a 44 percent
reduction in total ADT volumes. Moreover, background air quality conditions improved since SEIR 82-2
was certified. Nonetheless, the City had indicated their acceptance of adverse, signiﬁcant, and unavoidable
air quality impacts resulting from the initially proposed project, which would be more severe than the 1998
project, by issuance of a Statement of Overriding Considerations, In the Statement of Overriding
Considerations, the City has determined that the regional incremental air quality impacts were outweighed
by the (1) elimination of blight; (2) replacement of aged, deteriorating, and substandard structures with new
first-class, commercial, recreational, and residential facilities; (3) enhancement of access to coastal
resources; and (4) increased City and Redevelopment Agency revenues from the project. In addition, the
commercial portion of the 1998 project would have been a destination-oriented complex, which should
rminimize the need for visitor related trips. Further, locating residential uses near employment centers was
anticipated to reduce the housing-jobs imbalance in Orange County and minimize the number of miles
workers commute to places of employment, thereby offsetting, to some extent, traffic and regional air
quality concerns. Given the many public benefits derived from the 1998 project, the City determined that
the adverse regional air quality impacts were acceptable, and the same determination was made for the 1998

proj ect.

Approved 1998 Mitigation Measures

Mitigation Measure 26 Dust suppression measures, such as regular watering and early paving Qf the road shall be
jmp]emented by the project proponent at each phase to reduce emissions during

construction and 3rad1'ng.

Mitigation Measure 27 All parking structures shall be ventilated, in corgformance with the Ung’form Building Code
standards, to reduce vehicle emission levels within the facility. The ventilation plans shall
be approved prior to issuance of building permits for each parking structure.

Mitigation Measure 28  Prior to the issuance of Certificate’s of Occupancy for each commercial development phase,
a TSM plan, as approved by the Planping Director, shall be implemented' and shall
include the following components:

m  The provision of bus or shuttle services to regiona] activity centers within the County
for hotel visitors.

m  The provision of shurtle services to local activity centers including Main Street and the
City and State beaches during the summer peak periods.
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R The provision gf at-grade crosswalks and elevated crossings to facilitate pedestrian

access to beach amenities.

m A program to promote employee use of public transportation, including the sale of bus

passes on site.

m  The provision of bus shelters, benches and bus pockets near the proposed project.

Current Environmental Setting

The overall air quality impacts of the project site and southern California in generai, have improved since
approval of Addendum #1, based on SCAQMD monitoring data and stricter control measures in 2010, as
opposed to 1998, and in California, as opposed to any other state, The project site and local area continue to
benefit from constant on-shore airflow from the Pacific Ocean and remain within the South Coast Air Basin,
which is still under the jurisdiction of the SCAQMD and CARB.

Impacts of Current Project/Impacts Comparison

Construction-related air quality impacts would generally be reduced from 1998 project levels, due to the
reduction in project size and in the number of hotel rooms, as well as a shorter overall construction period.
Additionally, the currently proposed project would result in lower total vehicle trip generation than the
previous project, with the new traffic analysis projecting a reduction in total ADT volumes. Moreover,
background air quality conditions improved between 1998 and 2010.

The project Applicant has prepared an updated construction air quality analysis. Emissions during
construction were estimated by Mestre Greve Associates using the URBEMIS2007 (version 9.2.4) program
(Memorandum to Chawn Millbern, The Robert Mayer Corporation, Mestre Greve Associates, August 23, 2010
[included as Appendix C]). URBEMIS is a computer program developed by CARB that calculates emissions
for construction and operation of development projects. For on-road vehicular emissions, the URBEMIS
model utilizes the EMFAC2007 emission rates that have also been developed by CARB. Since little specific
information is available regarding the equipment that. would be used for construction, the URBEMIS
defaults for construction equipment were used by Mestre Greve in their analysis (refer to Appendix C for
details regarding construction equipment defaults). It should be noted that the proposed project includes a
net construction of 151 new hotel rooms and the interior renovation of five existing hotel rooms and
associated corridor space. The interior renovation portion does not include the use of substantial diesel
equipment and would benefit from existing ventilation systems. As such, the interior renovation would not

result in substantial construction related emissions.

While little or no structure demolition would occur during construction activities, for the purposes of this
analysis the following assumptions have been made: an approximately 4,800 square feet tent structure will
be removed, 4,022 square feet of hotel will be remodeled, and 1.5 acres of asphalt will be removed. To
represent a “worst-case scenario” for analysis purposes, these activities have been modeled as the demolition
of a normal building with 5,000 square feet or a building volume of 75,000 cubic feet. Additionally, the
grading of the project site will be balanced; no material will be imported or exported. The exception to this
is pear the end of the project during the landscaping phase; approximately 5,000 cubic yards of fill will be
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brought in for landscaping purposes as approximately 7 05 acres of the site will be landscaped. The import
of the landscaping fill and fine grading during the landscaping phase was incorporated into the
URBEMIS2007 model) during calculation of project—related emissions from the construction activities.

These calculations assume that mitigation measures to reduce fugitive dust would be implemented,
consisting of watering exposed surfaces three times daily and the application of s0il stabilizers to inactive
areas. These measures are consistent with Mitigation Measure 26, identified in SEIR 82-2, which requires
appropriate dust suppression measures to reduce construction activity emission levels. These measures are
also consistent with SCAQMD Rule 403-—Fugitive Dust and the City of Huntington Beach General Plan

policies regarding reduction of construction related emissions.

The projected total emissions for each phase of construction activity are presented below with a comparison
to the SCAQMD Regional Thresholds for construction in Table 3-1 (Daily Construction Emissions). As can
be seen, no activity exceeds the identified Regional Thresholds. The project approved in SEIR 82-2 in 1998
envisioned up to 300 new hotel rooms while the proposed project would result in a net addition of only 151
new guestrooms, as a result, the proposed project is reduced in building size by approximately 22 percent in
total building square footage. The reduced project size, the improvements in regional air quality and the
improvements and refinements in air quality modeling account for the reduction in emissions from the

project previously analyzed.

Demolition 6.6 10.1 1.3 3.8 1.3 0.0
Mass Grading 12.9 235 19 10.2 30 0.0
Fine Grading 12.9 235 2.9 11.0 EX| 0.0
Trenching 9.0 16.5 2.0 0.8 08 0.0
Construction 9.9 9.5 1.3 0.6 0.6 0.0
Landscaping 7.2 12.2 1.5 10.7 27 0.0
Paving 9.4 3.6 29 .1 1.0 0.0
Coating 0.8 0.0 63.4 0.0 0.0 0.0
Significance Threshold £50 100 75 150 55 150
Exceed Threshold? No No No No No No

SOURCE:  Mestre Greve Associates, August 2010

Similarly, operational air quality emissions would be reduced in comparison to those identified for the 19938
project. Implementation of the proposed project would result a sign.iﬁcantly lower trip generation than the
previous project, as the 1998 project envisioned up to 300 rooms for the proposed project site, compared to
the 151 net rooms that would be added with implementation of the hotel expansion project. Additionally,
Mitigation Measure 78 identified in SEIR 82-2 required the provision of bus or shuttle service to local and
regional activity centers and a public transportation program for employees would be applicable to the
proposed project. The provision of an at-grade crosswalk and bus shelters and benches have been provided
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in coordination with the City of Huntington Beach and the Orange County Transportation Authority and no
new facilities would be required with implementation of the proposed project. By issuance of a Statement of
Overriding Considerations, the City had indicated their acceptance of adverse, significant, and unavoidable
air quality impacts resulting from the initially proposed project, which would have been more severe than
the currently proposed hotel expansion project. In the Statement of Overriding Considerations, the City has
determined that the temporary regional incremental air quality impacts are outweighed by the
(1) elimination of blight; (2) replacement of aged, deteriorating, and cubstandard structures with new first-
class, commercial, recreational, and residential facilities; (3) enbancement of access to coastal resources; and
(4) increased City and Redevelopment Agency revenues from the project. Moreover, the commercial
portion of the project is a Jestination-oriented complex, which should minimize the need for visitor-related
trips. Further, locating the Waterfront residential uses near employment centers has resulted in the
reduction of the housing-jobs imbalance in Orange County and reduced the number of miles workers
commute to places of employment, thereby offsetting, to some extent, traffic and regional air quality
concerns. Given the many public benefits derived from the proposed project, the City has determined that
the adverse regiona.l air quality impacts are acceptable. As described above, due to the reduction in building
size and the decrease in vehicle trips associated with the hotel expansion project, construction and operation
of the proposed project would not result in emissions that would exceed the thresholds established by the
SCAQMD. Consequently, no significant new impact or significant increase in the severity of a previously

analyzed impact would occur with respect to air quality.

Mitigation Analysis

The mitigation measures approved for the 1998 project, when implemented, would mitigate, to the extent
feasible, the significant impacts associated with the proposed project; however, significant and unavoidable
impacts may still occur, though they are expected to be lesser in magnitude when compared to the 1998
project. As described above, the calculated construction related emissions assumed implementation of
Mitigation Measure 26 and included watering of the construction site three times daily and the application of
soil stabilizers. Additionally, the at-grade crosswalk and provision of bus shelters as required by Mitigation
Measure 28 have been incorporated into the design of the Waterfront Development project and would not
be required for the proposed hotel expansion project. No new or different mitigation would be required to

reduce this impact.

3.8 CULTURAL RESOURCES AND ARCHAEOLOGY

Initial Environmental Setting (| 998)

The 1998 Addendum #1 SEIR 82-2 cited a paleontological jiterature review that determined that no fossil
localities have been recorded on site, yet significant sites have been found along the bluffs of the Huntington
Mesa area, which are located north and west of the project site. Review of archival data revealed that the
study area is underlain by Quaternary age alluvium. Due to the geologicaﬂy young age of the alluvium, there
was a low potential for significant fossils in these sediments. Fossil bearing sediments of the San Pedro
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Formation lie only one mile north of the site; however, monitoring of construction activities associated with

the Hilton Waterfront Beach Resort did not reveal signiﬁcant paleontological materials.

Impacts of the 1998 Project

Although the intensity of development associated with the 1998 project was reduced from the initially
proposed project evaluated in SEIR 82-2, the magnitude of earth-disturbing activities was not substantially
reduced. Accordingly, the archaeological resources impacts disclosed in SEIR 82-2 were similar, if not
identical, to the 1998 project; however, monitoring of construction activities associated with the Hilton
Waterfront Beach Resort did not reveal significant archaeological materials. Because the 1998 project did
not require deeper excavation than that of the Hilton Waterfront Beach Resort, and the near-surface soil (15
to 20 feet below existing ground level) consists of . artificial fill material, the recommendation in
Addendum #1 to SEIR 82-2 that no further monitoring for subsequent phases of the project still applied to
the 1998 project.

Approved 1998 Mitigation Measures

Mitigation Measure 29 For each development phase of the project a qualyried paIcontoIogist, Tisted with the
County of Orange, shall attend the pre—gmd'e meeting with the contractor, developer and

City representative to ensure cooperation for the paleonto]cgical monitoring.

Mitigation Measure 30 For each development phase of the project a qualifted paleontologist, listed with the
County of Orange, shall be retained to monitor grading to salvage any fossils exposed by

construction activity.

Mitigation Measure 31 For each development phase of the project, if any archaeological ot historical materials are
found during grading or copstruction, all work shall cease immediately and a qualified
archaeologist shall be contacted in order that the appropriate mitigation measures con be

taken.

Mitigation Measure 32 For each development phase of the project, any Sossils collected during grading of the
Project shall be curated with an appropriate museum  facility.

Current Environmental Setting

Since 1998 substantial grading and excavation activities took place on the proposed project site with the
demolition of the Huntington Beach Inn and conversion of the project site to the interim use site. These
activities resulted in further disturbance of soils capable of supporting archaeological resources, which
served to reduce the possibilities of discovery of intact resources. While significant paleontological and
archaeological resources were discovered at the Pacific City site, there has been no indication that the
proposed project site has equivalent resources. In addition, the underlying soils have not changed and the
project site has been developed with surface parking and other hotel amenities since the 1998 project;
therefore, there are no substantial changes in the circumstances under which the project is undertaken.
Further, the proposed project contains only one semi-subterranean parking level with a floor elevation of

4+10’ MSL which is approximate to the existing grade level of the project site. In comparison, the existing
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Hilton Waterfront Beach Resort contains two levels of parking with the lower floor elevation at +5° MSL.
Ag a result, signiﬁcantly less subsurface grading would occur at the proposed project in comparison o the
adjacent site of the existing Hilton Waterfront Beéach Resort where no paleontological or archaeological
artifacts were discovered with continuous monitoring of grading by a qualified paleontologist, thereby

resulting in similar impacts to archaeological resources.

Impacts of Current Project/Impacts Comparison

Monitoring of construction activities associated with the Hilton Waterfront Beach Resort, the Hyatt
Regency Resort, and the Waterfront Residential Development did not reveal significant paleontologieal
resources materials. Because the proposed project would require less subsurface grading and excavation than
that of the Hilton Waterfront Beach Resort, and the near-surface soil (15 to 20 feet below existing ground
Jevel) consists of artificial fill material as the interim use site was previously occupied by the Huntington
Beach Inn, the recommendation in Addendum #1 to SEIR 82-2 that no further monitoring for subsequent
phases of the project would still apply. Consequently, no significant new impact or significant increase in the

severity of a previously analyzed impact would occur with respect to cultural or archaeological TESOUrCes.

~Mitigation Analysis

The 2001 Addendum #2 to SEIR 82-2 concluded that Mitigation Measures 29, 30, and 32 are no longer
necessary per the project archacologist; however, Mitigation Measure 31 would stll apply, reducing any
potentia.l impact to archaeological resources to 2 less—than-signiﬁcant—level. No new or different mitigation

would be required to reduce this impact.

3.9 PUBLIC HEALTH AND SAFETY—FLOOD

Initial Environmental Setting (1998)

In 1997, FEMA re-designated a portion of the City, including the Waterfront Development Project site, as
Zone A-99. This designation indicated that the site may still be subject to flooding in a 100-year flood, but
no minimum flood level would be specified and FEMA building requirements would be waived. However,
the City could still clect to establish minimum design standards. This action was taken in re cognition of the
substantial improvements being made to the Santa Ana River Channel and related flood control facilities
which lessened the potential impact of the 100-year flood. Subsequently, the FEMA and the County of
Orange retained a consulting firm to study the 100-year flood impact resulting from a theoretical failure or
overtopping of the Huntington Channel, which runs parallel to the south of Beach Boulevard. That study
indicated that flooding up to 4.5 feet above mean sea level would occur, and recommended that an area
inclusive of the project site be designated AE (Elevation 5), indicating a projected 100-year flood level of
5 feet above mean sea level. This designation, if adopted, was anticipated to occur in 1999.

In 1998, the existing on-site drainage patterns were evaluated by Fuscoe Engineering (Drainage Study, The
Waterfront Huntington Beach, Fuscoe Engineeririg, July 1998). In this report, the drainage patterns following

development of the Hilton Waterfront Beach Resort, but prior to any other development in the area, were
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evaluated. A field visit and careful evaluation of the drainage patterns confirmed that the 1998 conditions
were still substantially the same as were originally depicted in 1988. In 1998, the flows to Tract 9580 (and
to the Atlanta Pump Station) were 122.6 cfs, while the flows to the wetland cast of Beach Boulevard were
65.87 cfs. Both estimates assume a 25-year flood event.

Impacts of 1998 Project

In 1998, the Applicant and City staff agreed to assume 2 100-year flood elevation of 5 feet above mean sea
level (rather than 11 feet above mean sea level, as previously assumed) in the design of the project, due to
re-designation of the flood control potential of the project site by FEMA. To limit the rate of discharge of
storm waters from the site to the City's storm water system during a 100-year storm, temporary ponding of
water would occur on site. This temporary ponding could be accommodated within selected portions of the

private streets of the development, subject to the approval of the City Engineer.

Based upon drainage calculations completed by Fuscoe Engineering in 1998, the revised Waterfront
Development Project would deliver approxjmately the same amount of freshwater urban runoff to the
wetland east of Beach Boulevard as was delivered under the 1998 “no-project” conditions. During the 25-
year flood event, fAows were estimated to be 77.33 cfs without the 1998 project; assuming build-cut of the
project site, there would be 81.67 cfs delivered to the adjacent wetlands. This represented an increase in
flow of only 5.7 percent.

In 1998, the flows delivered to the Tract 2580 drainage system under the 25-year flood event were
estimated to be 116.5 cfs. At 1998 project build-out, the flows to Tract 9580 were estimated to be
125.9 ofs without on-site retention and 116.5 cfs with on-site retention. The method of retention would
likely involve temporary ponding on 30 percent of the total interior street area. The benefit of on-site
retention is that flows from the project site would not exceed the existing peak discharges to the Atlanta
Pump Station. As in 1988, anecdotal accounts by City staff indicated that the capacity of the pump station
was inadequate; therefore, the Applicant has agreed to contribute the same amount of flows after build-out
of the project as under existing conditions (both in 1988 and 1998, since the flows were identical). With the
implementation of the identified mitigation measures, a Iess—ﬂ:lan-signiﬁcant impact to public health and

safety (caused by flood events) was anticipated.

Approved 1998 Mitigation Measures
Mitigation Measure 33 All phases of the project shall conform to mitigation measures specified in EIR 82-2.

Mitigation Measure 34 The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) requires that developments within
the Special Flood Hazard Zone elevate any habitable areas of a dwelling unit to or abeve
the expected level o ‘flooding for a 100-year event. Non-residential habitable structures
must be elevated or flood proofed to FEMA standards. The project shall comply with all
mandated FEMA standards. Compliance shall be verified prior to the issuance of building
permits for any phase of the project.

Mitigation Measure 35 For each phase, positive surface gradjents shall be provided adjacent to all structures so as
to direct surface water run-off and roof drainage away from foundations and slabs, toward
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suitable discharge facilities. Ponding of surface water should not be allowed on pavements
except where approved by the City Engineer or adjacent to buildings.

Mitigation Measure 36 Prior to the issuance of a grading permit for any phase, a grading plan shall be submitted
to and approved by the Departments of Community Development and Public Works.

Current Environmental Setting

Drainage patterns on the proposed project site are substantially similar as when evaluated in 1998: the site
would drain into either existing or recently constructed storm drains and, as required by the City, a
drainage plan would be submitted with the Tentative Tract Map for the proposed project. As with the 1998
project, the proposed project would deliver the same amount of flows to the Atlanta Pump Station after
project build-out as were delivered in both 1988 and 1998 (flows were identical under both evaluations).

FEMA updated their Flood Insurance Rate Map on December 3, 2009, and designated the proposed project
site as Flood Zone X, and therefore the proposed project site is not located within a 100-year flood zone.

Impacts of Current Project/Impacts Comparison

With the completion of the Hyatt Regency Huntington Beach Resort & Spa and the Waterfront Residential
component of the Waterfront Development project, the required drainage system improvements have been
in place and functioning since 2002. The storm drain system for those components of the Waterfront
Development Project was designed so that essentially the same rate of flow, 75.82 cfs in a 25-year storm, is
discharged to the wetland east of Beach Boulevard, while the storm drain system for The Hilton Waterfront
Beach Resort project was designed and constructed so that not more than 122.6 cfs flows to the northern
60” storm drain and to the Atlanta Pump Station. Further, it should be noted that since the 1998 evaluation,
the County of Orange implemented improvements along the Huntington Beach Channel, into which the
Atlanta Pump Station discharges. These improvements are designed to increase the capacity of the channel
to accommodate a 100-year storm event. This would reduce the already less-than-significant impacts from

drainage alterations.

In addition, as described above, in December 2009 FEMA designated the proposed project site as having a
Flood Zone of X, which effectively removes the project site from the 100-year flood zone. The flood related
impacts of the proposed project would not alter the significance conclusions of the 1998 analysis and would
not result in new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified

signiﬁcant impacts.

Mitigation Analysis

Mitigation Measure 35 has been modified in Addendum #?2 to SEIR 82-2 to now read, “Ponding of surface

water should not be allowed on pavements except where approved by the City Engineer or adjacent to

buildings.”

The Mitigation Measures approved for Addendum #1 to SEIR 82-2 in 1998, when implemented, would still
adequately mitigate adverse flooding impacts associated with the proposed project. While the proposed
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project is no longer Tocated within a designated 100-year flood zone, Mitigation Measure 34 would still be
implemented such that the hotel expansion would be developed to comply with all FEMA mandated

standards. No new or different mitigation would be required to reduce flooding impacts.

3.10 PUBLIC HEALTH AND SAFETY—NOISE

Initial Environmental Setting (1998)

The project site remains under the jurisdiction of the City’s Noise Ordinance at the time of SEIR 82-2
approval. The exterior noise Testrictions remained 65 dBA for daytime events and 60 dBA for nighttime
events. Similarly, interior noise restrictions remained 45 dBA. In addition, the circulation system on the key
arterials within the study area did not change significantly from the 1988 existing condition. Furthermore,
the ambient traffic levels throughout the City were reduced due to the 1996 General Plan Amendment, as
well as development that was anticipated in 1988, but never occurred. Accordingly, traffic-related noise in

the vicinity of the project site was similar to, or reduced from, the conditions in 1988.

Impacts of 1998 Project

The aboveground parking structure was the focus of substantial concern for impulsive noise impacts to
noise _sensitive land uses, such as on-site and off-site residential uses. However, the parking structure for the
1998 project was reduced in size and placed below grade, which further reduced potential noise impacts.
Nonetheless, Mitigation Measures 38 through 45 were still required.

Additionally, total project vehicle trip generation was reduced by 53 percent from the trip generation of the
1988 project and the City's overalt background traffic levels were also reduced due to the 1996 General
Plan Update and development that was anticipated in 1988, but never occurred. Therefore, noise impacts
associated with the 1998 project were expected to be significantly reduced in comparison to the 1988
project. This conclusion was based upon qualitative, rather than quantitative, noise data. Further, because
noise impacts were not considered significant and adverse for the 1988 project (as evaluated in SEIR 82-2),
it was reasonable to conclude that the noise trapacts resulting from the 1998 project, when known to be
reduced in overall magnitude in comparison to the 1988 project, also would not result in significant,

immiﬁgable noise impacts.

Approved 1998 Mitigation Measures

The following measures shall be implemented unless a noise analysis, performed by a registered acoustical
engineer and approved by the Director of Community Development, Jetermines that the construction of all

or some of the following measures is not warranted:

Mitigation Measure 37 Prior to the issuance of Certificate of Occupancy Sfor each commercial phase, and subject to
approval of the Planning Directot, a 6-foot masonry wall shall be constructed adjacent to
existing and proposed residential  properties along Walnut Avenue. Other sound
attenuating design Jeatures subject to the approval of the Planning director may be
jmplemented in addition to the masonry wall.
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Mitigation Measure 38 Prior to the issuance of building permits for any residential phase, an acoustical assessment
shall be conducted documenting that the proposed 6-foot sound walls are adequate to
reduce noise levels to 65 dBA or less in private outdoor living areas (i.e., patio areas) of
residence only. Additionally, the assessment shall identify the measures necessary to insure
that indoor noise levels will be 45 dBA or less, as required by the Cualifornia Noise
Insulation Standards.

Mitigation Measure 39 Prior to the issuance of Certificate of Occupancy for each residential phase, and subject to
the approval of the Planning Director, a 6-foot masonry wall shall be constructed adjacent
to proposed residential properties along Beach Boulevard. Other sound attenuating design

features may be constructed subject to the approval of the Planning Director.

Mitigation Measure 40 Prior to the issuance of building permits for any commercial phase, an acoustical study
' shall be prepared addressing the guestrooms in the hotel. The study shall identify all
measures NECessary to reduce noise levels in guestrooms to 45 dBA or less per the California
Noise Insulation Standards. Subject to the approval of the Planning Director, the

recommended mitigation measures shall be incorporated into the project.

Mitigation Measure 4] Prior to issuance of Certificate of Occupancy for each phase, a landscaped berm shall be
constructed between the masonry wall and the curb edge for noise attenuation.

Mitigation Measure 42 Sweeping operations within all of the parkjng structures shall be restricted to dayptime
bours, between 7:00 AM and 8:00 rM, Monday through Saturday and 10:00 M and
6:00 PM on Sundays.

Mitigation Measure 43 A textured parking surface, such as aspholt or textured concrete, shall be used in the
parking structure to reduce tire squeal. Compliance with this condition shall be Very}'ed
prior to the issuance of the Certificate of Occupancy, -for each parking structure.

Mitigation Measure 44 Design of the parking structure shall incorporate one cf the following noise attenuation
options:
B Enclose the parking structure’s sidewall paraﬂel to the residential area.

m  Allow openings in the structure’s sidewalls and place a masonry wall on the top level

of the structure parallel to the residential areas.

® Incorporate other sound attenuating design feature to the approvo] of the Planning

Director.

Mitigation Measure 45 For each development phase that includes a parking structure, @ minimum 130-foot
separation between the residential and parking structure uses shall be maintained, or other
sound attenuating design features may be incorporated to the approval of the Planning
Director. All approved building plans shall reflect the 1 30-foot separation.

Current Environmental Setting

As stated previously, the project site remains under the jurisdiction of the City’s Noise Ordinance at the
time of SEIR 82-2 approval. The exterior noise restrictions remain 65 dBA for daytime events and 60 dBA

for nighttime events. Similarly, interior noise restrictions remain 45 dBA. As peak-hour traffic counts were
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conducted in 1997 to determine the existing environmental setting for the 1998 project, new peak-hour
iraffic counts were conducted at study area intersection to determine whether a significant change to 1997
conditions had taken place. As discussed in Section 3.5 (Traffic/Circulation), the circulation system on the
key arterials within the study area did not change signiﬁcantly from those conditions studied in 1997.

Accordingly, (raffic-related noise in the vicinity of the project site is similar to the conditions in 1997.

Impacts of Current Project/lmpacts Comparison

Construction related noise impacts would be reduced under Section 8.40.090 (Special Provisions) of
Chapter 8.40 of the City Municipal Code, as noise sources associated with construction are exempt from the
requirements of the Municipal Code, provided that construction activities do not occur hetween the hours
of 8:00 M and 7:00 am Monday through Saturday, or at any time on Sunday or a federal holiday.

Therefore, similar to the 1998 project construction related noise would be considered less than significant.

The Waterfront Development project as originally approved in 1988 contained up to 1,600 hotel rooms and
875 residential units. In 1998 the project was revised to provide for a total of approxima,tely 1,100 hotel
rooms and 184 residential units, substantially lowering the potential impact of traffic-related noise below
that which was disclosed in SEIR 82.2. As a result, Addendum #1 noted that since traffic-related noise
impacts were not considered significant in SEIR 82-2, such impacts were reduced further with the revised
project and were therefore not considered significant. Further, the project site was approved in 1998 to
contain up to 300 new hotel rooms while the proposed hotel expansion project would result in a net
addition of only 151 net new guestrooms, again substantially decreasing the potential impacts from traffic-
related noise disclosed in SEIR 82-2 and Addendum #1. As a result, the impact of waffic-related noise is
anticipated to be less than significant.

Exterior noise levels of nearby residential uses was analyzed in SEIR 82-2 and it disclosed the potential for
noise impacts arising principally from short-term impulsive noises such as garage sweepers, Car doors and
tire squeals from a then-proposed surface parking garage with open side walls. As previously described, the
parking for all the hotels at The Waterfront Development project, including the proposed expansion, would
be located in fully enclosed subterranean parking facilities. The provision of subterranean parking for the
proposed hotel expansion would serve to reduce the already less than significant impact related to parking

structure noise levels.

Mitigation Analysis

Mitigation Measures 37 through 39 would not apply to the proposed project, as the identified masonry walls
and landscaped berm adjacent to the Waterfront Residential Development and the associated residential
acoustical analysis have been completed and the proposed project would not develop new residential uses.
Mitigation Measure 40 requiring an acoustical study addressing the guestrooms of the hotel would still
apply. Also, Mitigation Measures 41 through 45, while identified in SEIR 82-2 to reduce noise related
impacts from surface parking, would stll be implemented for the subterranean parking structure and when

implemented, would adequately mitigate adverse noise impacts associated with the proposed project. No
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new or different mitigation measures would be requjred to substantially reduce the significant offects of the

proj ect.

3.11 AESTH ETICS—VISUAL

Initial Environmental Setting (1998)

In 1998 the proposed project site was occupied by the already closed Huntington Beach Inn (a
hotel/restaurant, with associated parking, and several operational uses, including a tented pavilion, wedding
area). Structures associated with the Waterfront Development Project site consisted of a number of low-rise
buildings, other than the twelve-story Hilton Waterfront Beach Resort. The City of Huntington Beach
General Plan contained measures that governed development within the corridor along PCH to protect and
ephance scenic arcas and views. Further, the City approved in 1998 a Commercial Master Site Plan that
encompassed the project site. The Plan included gujdelines for the height and massing of structures on the

Project site.

Impacts of 1998 Project

The 1998 Addendum #1 to SEIR 822 states that by virtue of the reduced building heights and project size,
the Proposed 1998 project would have a lesser impact on views from areas surrounding the project in
comparison to that originally anticipated in 1988. In total, the number of high-rise structures was reduced
from five structures, with heights ranging from nine to 15 stories, to two structures with heights ranging up

to 12 stories.

The Statement of Overriding Considerations for EIR 82-2 highlighted the potential for unmitigated view
impacts looking northward from the beach and from Pacific Coast Highway. The most significant impact on
views from these areas would have been caused by the construction of high-rise structures; however,
because the five nine- to fifteen-story high-rise structures planned in the originally approved plan were
reduced to two twelve-story high-rise structures in the 1998 proposed plan, overall view impacts from the
beach area were reduced in scale. Additionally, the proposed 1998 project generally exhibited more massing
at a lower beight, and lesser massing at a higher height, in comparison to the originally approved project,
which encouraged staggered view envelopes from the beach and maximized views to the ocean from the

1998 project.

it should be noted that some ocean views would have existed from the originally planned residential portion
of the project, largely allowed by the construction of four-story housing units. The substantially reduced
density of the 1998 revised residential plan consisted of two-story homes that provided limited, if any,

ocean views. This impact was not considered significant because it did not affect existing views.

In summary, due to the magnitude of the 1998 project in comparison to the existing on-site land uses, visual
impacts were otill considered adverse, significant, and unavoidable. Nonetheless, the City indicated their
acceptance of adverse significant visual quality impacts resulting from the initially proposed project by
issuance of a Statement of Overriding Considerations. In the Statement of Overriding Considerations for
SEIR 82-2, the City Jetermined that elimination of the existing blighted structures and the fiscal effects of
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the project, including an anticipated rejuvenating offect on the downtown area, would outweigh any
unmitigated impairment of views. Moreover, the opportunity for greater numbers of people to visit the
ocean arca would have enhanced overall ocean view enjoyment, which countervailed the limited view
impairment from certain vantage points. Therefore, the significant adverse impacts resulting from the
revised 1998 project design, which were reduced in comparison to the original project design, were also

considered to be acceptable in light of the overall public benefit.

Approved 1998 Mitigation Measures

No mitigation measures were recommended in SEIR 82-2 or Addendum #1 to SEIR 82-2.

Current Environmental Setting

The project site now contains interim uses, inchuding a Wedding Pavilion, a gazebo, an overflow parking
area, a tennis court, a sand volleyball court, and ornamental vegetation. As in 1998, the General Plan
contains measurcs to govern development within the PCH corridor, to enhance and protect scenic views,
and the Commercial Master Site Plan remains in effect. The Hyatt Regency Resort lies immediately east
from the proposed project site across Twin Dolphin Drive. Directly north of the proposed project site, The
Waterfront residential community has replaced the mobile home park. The existing Hilton Waterfront
Beach Resort is located adjacent to the proposed project site, and Pacific coast Highway and the beach are
located directly south of the proposed project site. The vacant land to the west of the Hilton Waterfront
Beach Resort has now been entitled as the Pacific City development, while the remaining land uses

surrounding The Waterfront Development Project area site remain largely unchanged.

The proposed project site’s main function is that of an overflow parking area for guests of the Waterfront
Hilton Beach Resort. The parking area occupies almost half of the 3.4-acre site, with the majority of spaces
located on the eastern portion of the site, with access located at the northwest entrance from Pacific View
Avenue. The 5,000 sf Wedding Tent, located on the western portion of the site is the most visually
dominate feature on the site. Immediately adjacent to the Wedding Tent are support pavilions to the west
and landscaped terraced walkways to the north and south. The gazebo and its landscaped walkway occupy
ihe southwest corner of the site, and directly east of the gazebo lay the tennis court and volleyball court.
Mature palm trees are planted throughout the proposed project site, and a landscaped buffer, similar in
elevation to the Hilton Waterfront Beach Resort, separates the proposed project site from Pacific Coast
Highway and Twin Dolphin Drive.

Impacts of Current Project/Impacts Comparison

Implementation of the proposed project would involve demolition of the existing structures and parking
areas of the interim use site and development of a nine-story hotel expansion. The architectural style and
design, as well as the massing would be similar to that of the existing Hilton Waterfront Beach Resort. As
stated in Section 3.4 (Land Use), the proposed project would be designed in such a way to be consistent
with the rest of the Mediterranean-styled Waterfront Development Project and consistent with the height
and massing guidelines established for the Project site by the 1998 Coramercial Master Site Plan. As with the
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Hilton. Waterfront Beach Resort, the proposed project would integrate landscaped buffers from Pacific
Coast Highway, and parking would be below grade.

The elimination of blighted structures was listed as one of the benefits of the Waterfront Development in
the Statement of Overriding Consideration for SEIR 82-2. As stated above, the Waterfront Development
has progressed and the blighted structures on the interim site have been removed, and the proposed project
site is currently utilized for spillover parking and other guest amenities for the Hilton Waterfront Beach
Resort. While development of the proposed project would change the existing visual character, as stated
above, the proposed project is consistent with the use evaluated in 1998, and would be consistent in design
and styles with previously implemented portions of the Waterfront Development.

The proposed project would be similar in architectural design, height, and massing as the already completed
Hilton Waterfront Beach Resort, and would have to comply with all the City of Huntington Beach General
Plan measures that govern development within Pacific Coast Highway to protect and enhance scenic areas
and scenic views. Further, implementation of the proposed project would not obstruct or impede views
from Pacific Coast Highway southward to the beach or ocean. Even with the implementation of City
policies, and the reduced scale of the Proposed project, impacts to scenic views within a scenic highway
would be significant and unavoidable, similar to the 1998 project. While these impacts are reduced, they
would still be significant and unavoidable with implementation of the proposed project.

Mitigation Analysis

No mitigation measures were required for the project approved in SEIR 82-2. Accordingly, due to the
project’s reduced scale and magnitude from a visual resources perspective, no new or different mitigation

would be requi_red to reduce this impact.

3.12 AESTHETICS—LIGHT AND GLARE

Initial Environmental Setting (1998)

The 1998 project site contains the Hilton Waterfront Beach Resort and a section of Pacific View Avenue.
These land uses provide a high level of nighttime illumination due to parking and exterior/interior lighting.
The interim use site is currently illuminated by exterior lights for parking; however, this site is primarily
used during daylight hours. The remainder of the project site, as reviewed in Addendum #1 to SEIR 82-2,

had seen a minor reduction in on-site lighting due to the removal of many of the mobile homes.

Impacts of 1998 Project

The proposed 1998 project climinated seven of the nine tennis courts and the aboveground parking
structure, which would have provided the majority of light impacts of the 1988 project. In addition, the
project was reduced in overall scale from five nine to fifteen-story high-rise structures to two twelve-story
structures. This reduction in project scale, as well as the change in project design, resulted in fewer and less
severe light and glare impacts. No significant impacts are anticipated with adoption of approved Mitigation

Measures.
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Approved 1998 Mitigation Measures

Mitigation Measure 46 All Iighting Sfixtures in the commercial portien of the project shall be directed so as to
prevent "spjﬂage” onto adjacent residential uses.

Current Environmental Setting

The proposed project site is currently being utilized by the Hilton Waterfront Beach Resort as surface
parking, with an event pavilion tent and other guest amenities and landscaping. As such, the major source of
light and glare on the project site is produced by exterior security lights for parking, and nighttime use of
the tennis court. However, consistent with Mitigation Measure 46, light fixtures on the proposed project
site are directed in such a way as to illuminate the immediate vicinity so as to prevent “spillage.” Adjacent
street lighting from Twin Dolphin Drive, Pacific View Averme and PCH are designed to be consistent with
the City of Huntington Reach’s arterial lighting standards, such that ambient nighttime light levels within the
project vicinity are relatively high.

Impacts of Current Project/Impacts Comparison

Development of the proposed project would insert a nine-story hotel onto land that currently has only one-
story facility structures, and the potential for adverse impacts as a result new sources of light and glare are
potentially significant. However, the proposed project’s architectural design is intended to minimize the
amount of glare. For example the addition of amenities, such as overhangs and balconies, would decrease
the amount of reflected light. Therefore, the project’s design, as well as previously identified mitigation
measures assists in mitigating the impacts resulting from the addition of reflective surfaces to a less than
significant level. Further, the substantial increase in development since the 1988 and 1998 analyses,
including the provision of street lighting along Pacific View Drive and Twin Dolphin Avenue, has resulted in
higher ambient nighttime lighting levels than were previously evaluated, and the contribution of the
proposed project to the now-existing light levels would, therefore, be reduced. Consequently, no significant
new impact or significant increase in the severity of a previously analyzed impact would occur with respect

to light and glare.

Mitigation Analysis

Compliance with Mitigation Measure 46 would still be applicable for the currently proposed project, and
would serve to mitigate the potentially significant adverse light and glare impacts associated with the

proposed project. No new or different mitigation would be required to reduce this impact.

3.13 AESTHETICS—SHAD E/SHADOW EFFECTS

Initial Environmental Setting (1998)

In 1998, the project site contained the Hilton Waterfront Reach Resort, which casts a shadow on the hotel’s
parking area during the winter months. The remainder of the project site contained the same uses as in

1988, which did not cause and were not affected by shade and shadow impacts. Also, as described above in
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Section 3.11 (Aesthetics-Visual), the City approved in 1998 a Commercial Site Plan that encompassed the
Project site. The Plan included guidelines for the height and massing of structures on the Project site.

Impacts of 1998 Project

As described above, the 1998 project redesign reduced the height of the proposed structures, and this
redesign reduced the impacts associated with shading or shadow impacts to a less-than-significant level,
compared to the 1988 project. Further, the expected impact to the six residential umits arose from a
different commercial and residential configuration than the 1998 project. Analysis of the proposed 1998
project showed no significant shade or shadow effects on any of the proposed residential units.

Approved 1998 Mitigation Measures

Mitigation Measure 47 The residential site plan shall be modified to move or reorient the six plus, or minus, units
noted on pages 96 and 97 in the DSEIR as being affected by shadows for periods of more
than four hours.

Current Environmental Setting

The proposed project site is currently being utilized by the Hilton Waterfront Beach Resort as surface
parking, with an event pavilion tent and other guest amenities and landscaping. Development of the
proposed project would insert a nine-story hotel complex onto that site. The Hyatt Regency Resort and
Waterfront Residential development have been completed, and both cast shadows onto the project site.
Also, the 1998 Commercial Master Site Plan remains in effect for the Project site.

Impacts of Current Project/Impacts Comparison

The proposed project has been further reduced in height from that proposed in 1998 and would be
consistent with the height and massing requirements of the Commercial Master Site Plan. This height
reduction would further reduce potential impacts with shade or shadow effects. No significant shade or
shadow impacts are anticipated to impact the completed residential units as a result of the proposed project,
due to the reduced height and reconfiguration of the proposed development. In addition, the residential
portion of the Waterfront Development Project was reduced in scale and reconfigured from that analyzed in
1998, which also serves to reduce the potential impacts {from shade and shadowing. No significant new
impact or significant increase in the severity of a previously analyzed impact would occur with respect to

shade and shadowing.

Mitigation Analysis

Addendum #1 to SEIR 82-2 determined that Mitigation Measure 47 is no longer applicable to the project,
as the new configuration of structures to be erected within the proposed project area eliminated the need
for the measure by avoiding the identified impact. It is anticipated that the currently proposed project would
be configured in a similar manner to the 1998 Project, and that Mitigation Measure 47 would also not apply
to the currently proposed project. No new or different mitigation would be required to reduce this impact.
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3.14 PUBLIC SERVICES AND UTILITIES—WATER

Initial Environmental Setting (I 998)

Woater service in the project area was provided by the City’s Public Works Department. The City's water
supply is derived from two primary sources)imported water from the Metropolitan Water District of

Southern California and groundwater from the Orange County Groundwater Basin.

At the time of the 1998 project, an 18-inch waterline was constructed from an existing City water main in
Lake Street, across the vacant property west of project site, to ihe east end of the existing extension of
Pacific View Avenue. This water line was to serve Hilton Waterfront Beach Resort, and would be extended
with Pacific View Avenue to serve the remaining portions of the project site. The water service facilities for

the remaining portion of the project site had not changed significantly since the approval of SEIR 32-2.

Impacts of 1998 Project

Implementation of the 1998 project would have substantially increased the existing on-site consumption of
water resources, thereby requiring the extension and/or improvement of Tocal water service facilities.
According to the 1987 Water Master Plan, the City’s water supply system was inadequate to meet peak
hour demands on a citywide basis. Off-site water loops would be installed prior to occupancy of the
proposed development, consistent with City plans for provision of water service to the area. A decision and

funding commitment fora preferred alternative was made in 1988.

The reduced size of the 1998 project served to commensurately reduce the amount of water consumption in
comparison to that anticipated from the originally approved project. Nonetheless, pursuant to the
Development Agreement, the City and the Applicant continue 1o be responsible for providing an adequate
supply of water to the project site. The 18-inch water line within Pacific View Avenue is expected to

provide ample capacity for the proposed project’s land uses.

Approved 1998 Mitigation Measures

Mitigation Measure 48 The project shall conform to the City of Huntington Beach Water System——Design
Criteria. In addition, separate water Jines shall be installed for each phase provjdjng a
domestic/potable water supply system and a landscape watering supply  system.
Compliance with this requirement shall be verified prior to the issuance of building permits
for each phase.

Mitigation Measure 49 The following water copservation measures for the internal use of water shall he included
in the project: Iow flow shower heads and faucets; low flush toilets; insulation of hot water
lines in water recirculating systems; compliance with water conservation provisions Qf the

appropriate pIumbing code; reduced water pressure.

Mitigation Measure 50 The following water comservation measuzes_for the external use of water shall be included
in the project: conservation designs utilizing low water demand landscaping (Xeriscape);
berming to retain runoff. for irrigation; utilization of drip irrigation where feasible; and
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irrigating only during off peak hours (late evening). Additienally, any water-oriented
amenity within the project shall be so designed as to be a self-contained natural or
artificially filtered system which reuses water internal to the system.

Mitigation Measure 51 Adequate water supply shall be Provjd'ed to the site consistent with alternatives described in
a Tetter dated October 20, 1987, City of Huntington Beach (Appendix F), pursuant to the
DDA.

Current Environmental Setting

Water service in the proposed project area would continue to be provided by the City’s Public Works
Department, and the City’s water supply is still derived from the same sources as in 1998. In 2005, the
Huntington Beach Public Works Department prepared an Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP), which
analyzed the City's past and future water pipeline infrastructure, sources, supplies, reliability, and
availability. The 2005 UWMP necessarily included the proposed 1998 project as part of future water
demand for the City of Huntington Beach. Further, the Hyatt Regency Resort and the Waterfront
Residential Development were completed and included in the forecast for the 2005 UWMP, which was not
the case in 1998. Based on the 2005 UWMP, the City of Huntington Beach has an adequate supply of water
to serve both projected and existing customers of the City. Additionally, an 18-inch main water line {rom
First Street to Beach Boulevard was constructed in Pacific View Avenue and as 17 -inch water line in Twin
Dolphin Drive from Pacific View Avenue to Pacific Coast Highway as a part of the Waterfront Develcpment
project’s infrastructure improvements. These water lines connected to other main water lines in First
Street, Huntington Street, Beach Boulevard, and Pacific Coast Highway providing a redundant loop water
supply for the Waterfront Development project site. These water lines were originally sized to support the
project as originally approved in 1983 that contained up to 1,600 hote! rooms and 875 residential units.

Impacts of Current Project/Impacts Comparison

The major water generators of the 1998 project included a maximurm of 300 hotel rooms and approximately
15,000 square feet of meeting space. A development this size is estimated to generate approximately
61,500 gallons per day (gpd), which was reduced from the 1988 project water demand estimates.” The
proposed project is a further reduction of the project on site and includes a maximum of 151 net, new hotel
rooms, approximately 8,000 square feet of a fitness center, and approximately 13,700 square feet of
meeting space. This development is anticipated to generate approximately 52,180 gpd, a reduction of
approximately 9,320 gpd as compared to the 1988 project. Therefore, the subject project presents
sigpificantly less water demand than previously considered in the Water Master Plan and UWMP,
SEIR 82-2 and Addendum #1 to SEIR 82-2; therefore, the impact of the Waterfront Development as a
whole would remain mitigated to a less-than-significant level. No significant new impact or significant

increase in the severity of a previously analyzed impact would occur with respect to water supply.

® Based on water demand generation rates utilized in Water Supply Assessment for the Proposed Beach and Edinger Specific Plan Preject.
Prepared for City of Huntington Beach by PBS&] in August 2009. Assurnes a water demand of 130 gallens per hotel room, 1.5 gallons
per square foot for meeting space, and 1.5 ga]lons per square foot for fitness space.
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Mitigation Analysis

Mitigation Measures 48 through 50 were adopted with SEIR §2-2 requiring that the project shall conform to
the City's water system design criteria and additionally requiring various water conservation measures.
Further, the project is subject to compliance with the City’'s Water Ordinance as well as Title 24
conservation measures such as low flow fixtures, which would ensure that water consumption is minimized.
Mitigation Measure 51 of SEIR 82-2 required that the previously described main water lines be constructed
and since those water lines are completed, this mitigation measure is no longer applicable to the subject
project. However, Mitigation Measures 48 through 50 approved for the original project are still appropriate
to reduce water consumption at the proposed project. No new or different mitigation would be required to

reduce this impact.

3.15 PUBLIC SERVICES AND UTILITIES—GAS

Initial Environmental Setting (1998)

The Southern California Gas Company served the Waterfront Development Project site in 1998. (Gas
service was provided to the Hilton Waterfront Beach Resort from the gas main located south of the site,
along Pacific Coast Highway. Gas service exists for the remaining porfion of the Waterfront Development

Project site, and had not changed significantly since SEIR 82-2.

Impacts of 1998 Project

The Southern California Gas Company was able to provide service to the project area without any significant
impacts to its existing services or facilities. The reduced size of the project did somewhat reduce the amount
of gas consumption in comparison to that anticipated from the originally approved project, and the impact

remained less than signiﬁcant.

Approved 1998 Mitigation Measures

Mitigation Measure 52 Building construction shall comply with the Energy Conservation Standards set forth in
Title 24 of the California Administrative Code.

Mitigation Measure 53 The developer shall consuls with the Southern California Gas Company during the design
phase to ensure efficient development and installation of natural gas facilities. Methods of
energy conservation techniques that shall be considered include:

B Enerqy efficient concepts in buildin Iayout, design, and orientation, such as the use
qr % g Ly 4

qf solar water and space heating technologies.

m  Comprehensive planning for landscaping to complement new structures and parking

lots, thereby minimizing heating and cooling energy use.

®  Walls, ceiling, floors, windows, and hot water lines should be insulated to prevent
heat loss or gain per Title 24 regulations.
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Current Environmental Setting

The Southern California Gas Company continues to serve the proposed project site, as in 1998, In addition,
the Hyatt Regency Resort and the Waterfront Residential Development have been completed with no

signiﬁcant impacts to gas service.,

Impacts of Current Project/Impacts Comparison

‘The Southern California Gas Company is still able to provide service to the proposed project area without
any significant impacts to its existing services or facilities. Also, the reduced size of the project would reduce
the amount of gas consumption in comparison to that anticipated from the 1998 project. As the proposed
project is reduced from the maximum 300 hotel rooms under the approved Commercial Master Site Plan
compared fo the propo‘sed 151 net hotel room addition, impacts to natural gas supplies would remain less
than significant. No significant new impact or significant increase in the severity of a previously analyzed

impact would occur with respect to gas supplies.

Mitigation Analysis

The mitigation measures approved for the initially proposed project still apply and, when followed, would
further reduce impact associated with the currently perosed project. These mitigation measures would
ensure that the proposed project is built in 2 manner that would reduce energy consumption and therefore
reduce consumption of natural gas at the proposed project site. No new or different mitigation would be

required to reduce this impact.

3.16 PUBLIC SERVICES AND UTILITIES—ELECTRICITY

Initial Environmental Setting (1998)

In 1998, Southern California Edison provided electrical service to the project area through a 66-kilovolt
(KV) electrical line that runs between Main Street and Lake Street, providing the entire downtown area
with electric power. Power to the land uses on the project area is supplied by underground wiring from this
line. Southern California Edison provided electric service to the Hilton Waterfront Beach Resort and the
existing portion of Pacific View Boulevard, as well as the remaining portion of the project site.

Impacts of 1998 Project

The reduced magnitude of the 1988 project would have similarly reduced the electrical consumption in
comparison to that anticipated from the originally approved project. Because the original demand fell within
the elecirical service’s capabilities, and the facilities and services remained adequate in 1993, the reduced
demand was also expected to be within available capacity. Southern California Edison indicated that
electrical load requirements for the 1998 project could be met, provided that electrical demand does not

exceed estimates and there were no unexpected outages to major sources of electrical supply.
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Approved 1998 Mitigation Measures

No miﬁgaﬁon measures were required.

Current Environmental Setting

Southern California Edison continues to serve the proposed project site and the surrounding land uses,
including the Hilton Waterfront Beach Resort, the Hyatt Regency Resort, and the Waterfront Residential
Development.

Impacts of Current Project/lmpacts Comparison

The reduced magnitude of the current project would reduce the electrical consumption in comparison to
that anticipated from the 1998 project. Because the 1988 and 1998 demands fell within the electrical
service’s capabilities, and the facilities and services remain adequate, the reduced demands are also expected
to be within available capacity, and no significant impact is anticipated. No significant new impact or
significant increase in the severity of a previously analyzed impact would occur with respect to electricity

supplies.

Mitigation Analysis

No mitigation measures were required for the initial project assessed in SEIR 82-2. The proposed project
would also result in a less-than-significant impact and would require no mitigation. No new or different

mitigation would be required to reduce this impact.

3.17 PUBLIC SERVICES AND UTILITIES—SOLID WASTE

Initial Environmental Setting (1998)

In 1998, the City of Huntington Beach, including the project area, had the same solid waste disposal service
a5 at the time of SEIR 82-2 approval. The solid waste transfer station had sustained the total number of tons
per day it was allowed, However, the landfill that ultimately accepted the solid waste changed since 1998:
the Coyote Canyon Landfill had reached capacity and closed, and the Bee Canyon Landfill received the
area’s solid waste. This change did not affect solid waste disposal capabilities.

Impacts of 1998 Project

The reduced magnitude of the 1998 project reduced the amount of solid waste, compared to 1988 the
project, and the solid waste impact remained less than significant.

Approved 1998 Mitigation Measures

No mitigation measures were required for the 1988 or 1998 projects.
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Current Environmental Setting

Solid waste collection service for the City of Huntington Beach is provided by Rainbow Disposal (Rainbow
Disposal 2010). Collected solid waste is transported to a transfer station where the solid waste is sorted and
processed through a Materials Recovery Facility where recyclable materials are removed. The remaining
solid waste is transported to the Frank R. Bowerman Landfill located in the City of Irvine. The landfil has a
remaining capacity in excess of 30 years based on present solid waste generation rates. Additionally, the
proposed project would continue to implement various operational policies of the existing Hilton

Waterfront Beach Resort intended to reduce the production of solid waste.

Impacts of Current Project/Impacts Comparison

No changes that would adversely affect solid waste disposal have ocaurred with respect to hauling or
depositing. Further, the proposed project would generate less solid waste than that anticipated in 1998 as
the project has been reduced from a 300-room luxury hotel to a 151 net new room hotel expansion.
Impacts would remain less than significant. No significant new impact or significant increase in the severity

ofa previously analyzed impact would occur with respect to solid waste disposal.

Mitigation Analysis

No mitigation measures were required for the 1988 or 1998 projects and the proposed project requires no
mitigation. No new or different mitigation would be required to reduce this impact.

3.18 PUBLIC SERVICES AND UTILITIES—
STORMWATER/WASTEWATER

Initial Environmental Setting (1998)

The City of Huntington Beach muaintains the sewers and storm drains in the project area. Storm drains
Jocated in the project area consisted of a 30-inch reinforced concrete pipe (RCP) along Beach Boulevard,
and a 54-inch, 48-inch, and proposed 36-inch RCP along the northern boundary of the project area. A
reinforced concrete box was also located along Beach Boulevard. Within the project area, new storm drains
were constructed along Pacific View Avenue to serve the Hilton Waterfront Beach Resort. In addition,
wastewater service was also provided for the Hilton Waterfront Beach Resort. The stormwater/wastewater

services for the remaining portion of the project site had not changed signiﬁcanﬂy since 1988.

The County of Orange Sanitation District operated scparate sewer collection facilities in the project area. In
1998, they operated a 54-inch sewer main along Pacific Coast Highway. However, sewer service to the
proposed development was initially to be provided by the City’s system. After this initial tie-in to the City’s
system, a permanent connection to the County system would take p}ace.
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Impacts of 1998 Project

Because the 1998 project was reduced from the originally evaluated project, estimated amounts of sewage
generated from the proposed project were determined based on generation ratios provided by the County
Sgnitation District. In summary, the estimated increases to suspended solids and biochemical oxygen
demand, based on a worst-case scenario, fell well within the regional growth projections of the Sanitation
District, and were considered less than significant. In addition, the stormwater system for the project has
been designed to ensure that the peak flow rate into the City's stormwater system does not exceed the
amount delivered in 1988 (or in 1998), without the proposed project. This would have been accomplished
with flow restriction devices and temporary on-site retention of stormwater through localized ponding on
selected private streets. In summary, no adverse impacts to the City's stormwater or wastewater systems

were anticipated to occur as a result of the Proposed project.

Approved 1998 Mitigation Measure

No mitigation DMEeasures were requjred.

Current Environmental Setting

As described under Section 3.2 (Biotic Resources—On-Site Wetlands), Section 3.3 (Biotic Resources—
Adjacent Wetlands) and Section 3.9 (Public Health and Safety Flood), with the completion of the Hyatt
Regency Resort and the Waterfront Residential component of the Waterfront Development project, the

required drainage system improvements have been in place and functioning since 2002. A new miain sewer
line was constructed in Pacific View Avenue and Beach Boulevard, connecting to the existing 547 OCSD
sewer trunk on the south side of Pacific Coast Highway. This sewer line was originally sized to support the
project as originally approved in 1988 that contained up to 1,600 hotel rooms and 875 residential units. The
proposed project would also have to comply with all federal, state, and local laws, regulations, policies, and
ordnances with regard to water quality standards or waste discharge requirements including the current
NPDES and MS4 permits. Further, stormwater from the project site currently flows to the storm drain in
Pacific View Avenue and into the wetlands east of Beach Boulevard. The preserved 3.4-acre freatment
wetland habitat could act as additional natural filtration system for the Waterfront Development, if project
stormwater is sent to this location, further reducing the impacts associated with storm water runoff. The
rest of the Waterfront Development Project site is still served by the Orange County Sanitation District,

with no impacts.
Impacts of Current Project/Impacts Comparison

Addendum 1 to SEIR 82-2 concluded that the 1998 project fell within the long-term growth projections
of the City of Huntington Beach and the County Sanitation District; consequently, the reduced scale of the
currently proposed project would also fall within the City and County’s anticipated growth levels. The
proposed project would tie into the existing sewer lines in Pacific View Avenue as described above. No
additional sewer lines are needed to be constructed to support the project. The proposed project would
gencrate approximately 28,240 gallons of wastewater per day. Wastewater from the proposed project
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would be delivered from the main sewer line in Pacific View Avenue and Beach Boulevard to the Orange
County Sanitary District’s (“OCSD”) 54 trunk sewer line on the south side of Pacific Coast Highway. The
wastewater generated from the proposed project would be treated by OCSD’s treatment plant at
Brookhurst Street and Pacific Coast Highway in Huntington Beach. This additional wastewater is a negligible
portion of the remaining capacity of the OCSD’s facilities. Additionally, OCSD is currently constructing
additional equipment at that plant that would add an additional 60 million gallons per day (MGD) of
secondary treatment capacity, that equipment is scheduled to come on line in 2012. Construction of new
wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities is not anticipated as a result of the proposed
project. The proposed project would also have to comply with all federal, state, and local laws, regulations,
policies, and ordnances with regard to wastewater treatiment requirements. The reduction in size and scale
of the proposed project would reduce the amount of wastewater discharged from that analyzed in
Addendum #1 to SEIR 82-2, which was found to be less than significant.

Most urban stormwater discharges are diffuse sources and are regulated by the Stormwater National
Pollutant Discharge Flimination System (NPDES) Permit. As such, the proposed project would be required
to prepare a WQMP, in accordance with the NPDES Permit. In order to improve the quality of the
stormwater discharge from the project site, and in consultation with the City of Huntington Beach, the
expansion project would divert the 85 percentile of the first flush storm water runoff from the proposed
project site to the treatment wetlands west of Beach Boulevard (adjacent to The Waterfront residential
project). Low flows from the proposed storm drain for the expansion project wilk be directed into the
existing catch basin in Pacific View Avenue and into a proposed storm drain line that will discharge to the
treatment wetlands. This redirection of low flows will be accomplished by installing a weir in the manhole
located within the existing Pacific View Avenue storm drain line. This would serve to address both the
Stormwater Quality Design Flow (SQDF) requirements and the City's existing concern regarding the lack
of flows to the existing treatment wetland, west of Beach Boulevard. Per the approved WQMP (included as
Appendix B), additional project features would include installation of a CDS (continuous deflective
geparator) unit, onsite trash screens and initial fileration and other operational BMP’s. Higher storm flows
from the site (and the surrounding area) will continue to discharge to the existing public storm drain in
Pacific View Avenue and continue into the existing wetlands east of Beach Boulevard, maintaining the
necessary flows for the health of this wetland facility. Design of the proposed project to allow for low water
flows into the treatment wetlands to the west of Beach Boulevard, as well as implementation of operational
BMPs identified in the project WQMP would ensure that impacts to water quality are reduced 1o a less-
than-significant level. Further, due to the existing and proposed impervious nature of the project site,
impacts due to the quantity of water leaving the project site would be considered less than significant.
Therefore, no significant new impact or significant increase in the severity of a previously analyzed impact

would occur with respect 1o storm or wastewater.
Mitigation Analysis

No mitigation measures were required for the initial project assessed in SEIR 82-2. Per the design of the
project-specific WQMP, the proposed project would not result in an increase in impacts due to a change in
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water quantity or water quality, and the proposed project would not require mitigation measures. No new

or different mitigation would be required to reduce this impact.

3.19 PUBLIC SERVICES AND UTILITES—FIRE

Initial Environmental Setting (| 998)

The City of Huntington Beach Fire Department provides fire protection service for the City, as well as the
project area. Speciﬁcally, two fire stations serve the area: the Magnolia Fire Station and the Lake Street Fire
Station, although the Lake Street Station is closer to the project site. The one-engine company Magnolia Fire
Station is located on Magnolia and Hamilton. The Lake Street Fire Station is located on Lake Street and 5%
Street, and contains one Engine Company, one Truck Company, and one paramedic unit. The Lake Street
Company's average response time to the project area was, in 1998, five minutes. Consultation with the
Department confirmed that construction of the Hilton Waterfront resulted in no significant impact to the
Lake Street Station.

Impacts of 1998 Project

The Fire Department did not anticipate any problems serving the project area; however, the project would
generate more emergency calls than were generated without the project. The Fire Department expected
that the project would generate 0.7 calls per year per residential unit; there are no established rates for
commercial uses. Nonetheless, the project would not create the need for additional staff or expansion of
existing fire service facilities. It was further anticipated that the reduction of the 1998 project from the 1988

project would serve to lessen the impacts associated with fire service.

Approved |998 Mitigation Measures

Mitigation Measure 54  The project developer shall work closely with the City of Huntington Beach Fire
Department to ensure that adequate fire sqﬂety precautians are implemented in the project.
All site plans, floor plans, and elevations for each phase are subject to the review of the
Fire Department.

Mitigation Measure 55 The project developer shall provide the full range of fire and life safety systems in all
buildings as recommended by the City of Huntington Beach Fire Depariment. This

provision will aid in reducing the potential manpower required in a major emergency.

Current Environmental Setting

As in 1998, the City of Huntington Beach Fire Department provides fire protection service for the City, and
the Magnolia Fire Station and the Lake Street Fire Station serve the project site. The 1998 Addendum #1 to
SEIR 82-2 confirmed that construction and operation of the Hilton Waterfront Beach Resort has not
resulted in a significant impact to the Lake Street Fire Station. Further, the City of Huntington Beach
General Plan lists an emergency response time of less than 5 minutes 80 percent of the time. According to
the 2009 Annual Response Statistics, the average response for all emergencies throughout the city was

4 &minutes.
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Impacts of Current Project/Impacts Comparison

The reduction in size and guest-serving rooms would also serve to reduce the impacts related to fire
protection for the project. Similar to the 1998 project, there would not be a need for additional staff or the
expansion of the existing facilities. No significant impacts would occur, as with the 1998 project. No
significant new impact or significant increase in the severity of a previously analyzed impact would occur

with respect to fire protection.

Mitigation Analysis

The mitigation measures approved for the 1988 and 1998 project are still appropriate for the currently
proposed project. No new or different mitigation would be required to reduce this impact.

3.20 PUBLIC SERVICES AND UTILITIES—POLICE

Initial Environmental Setting (1998)

In 1998, the Huntington Beach Police Department operated a single police facility located at Main Street
and Yorktown Avenue. The authorized level of personnel is approximately 1.15 officers per 1,000 persons,
0.0075 officers per acre of parks, and one officer per 225,000 sf of office or commercial space. Consultation
with the department indicated that construction of the Hilton Waterfront has not directly resulted in a

substantial increase in service calls, nor has it necessitated additional personnel or equipment.

Impacts of 1998 Project

Based on the type of development proposed for the project area in 1988, it was estimated that 1.5 additional
officers would be needed to serve the project site. With the additional need for officers, there were also
associated costs for additional equipment; however, no adverse impacts were identified. The reduced
magnitude of the 1998 project reduced the number of police personnel required in comparison to that
anticipated from the originally approved project. Consultation with the City of Huntington Beach Police
Department indjcated that development of the 1998 project would not directly cause a significant increase

in demand on police services or capacity. Consequently, no significant impacts were anticipated.

Approved 1998 Mitigation Measure

Mitigation Measure 56 The developer shall work closely with the police department to emsure that adequate
Security precautjbm are impfemented in the project. The provision of adequate security
precautions includes construction phases of the project. Such security could include
construction fences and private security patrol. Police services to the development will be
enhanced through the provision of adequate street lighting, clearly marked street names
and building numbers and security hardware.
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Current Environmental Setting

As with the 1998 project, the proposed project would be served by the City of Huntington Beach Police
Department. The current authorized staffing level for the Police Department is at 2 ratio of 1.1 officers per
1,000 residents and is adequate to provide for the provision of police services and maintain adequate
response times within the City (Huntington Beach 2009).

Impacts of Current Project/Impacts Comparison

The project site was approved in 1998 to contain up to 300 new hotel rooms while the proposed project
would result in a net addition of only 151 new guestrooms, decreasing the potential impacts disclosed in
SEIR 82-2 and Addendum #1. It anticipated that the reduction in size and guest-serving rooms under the
currently proposed project would also serve to further reduce the impacts related to police service.
Consultation with the City of Huntington Beach Police Department has indicated that development of the
proposed project would not directly cause an increase in demand on police services or capacity, and that no
significant impacts would occur. No significant new impact or significant increase in the severity of a

previously analyzed impact would occur with respect to police service.

Mitigation Analysis

The mitigation measures approved for the initially proposed project are still appropriate for the currently
proposed project, and because the currently proposed project would not result in a significant impact, no

new or different mitigation would be requjred to reduce this impact.

3.21 PUBLIC SERVICES AND UTILITIES—TELEPHONE

Initial Environmental Setting (1998)

Conditions in 1998 remained the same as in 1988, except additional service was provided to the Waterfront
Hilton Beach Resort. The project area was within the service jurisdiction of General Telephone Company
(GTE). Existing aerial and buried cable telephone lines service the Driftwood Mobile Home Park, and
operate at an appropriate residential consumption level. In addition, a privately owned conduit located
within the mobile home park served the Huntington Beach Inn. Relocation or maintenance of the system in
place in 1998 would occur at the developer’s expense. The developer must also share costs associated with
installation of new facilities, under Standard Public Utilities Commission Rule 34.

Impacts of 1998 Project

GTE did not foresee any adverse impacts to the services they provide as a reswt of the proposed 1998

development.

Approved 1998 Mitigation Measures

No mitigation measures were required.
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Current Environmental Setting

In 2007 the Waterfront Hilton Beach Resort and the Hyatt Regency Resort switched service providers to
Telepacific (Padilla 2010). Completion of the Hyatt Regency Resort and the Waterfront Residential
Development has not had any adverse impacts to telephone service.

Impacts of Current Project/Impacts Comparison

The currently proposed project would also require improvement and/or extension of existing Telepacific
service facilities in the project area, which would occur at the Applicant’s expense. As with the 1998
project, no adverse impacts are anticipated. No significant new impact or significant increase in the severity

of a previously analyzed impact would occur with respect to telephone service.

Mitigation Analysis

No mitigation measures were required in SEIR 82-2, or Addendum #1 to SEIR 82-2, and impacts under the
currently proposed project would remain less than significant. No new or different mitigation would be
required to reduce this impact.

3.22 PUBLIC SERVICES AND UTILITIES—SCHOOLS

Initial Environmental Setting (1998)

The Huntington Beach Union High School District (HBUHSD) is responsible for educating the high school
age students living in the project area, while the Huntington Beach City School District is responsible for K-
8 students. In 1988, the HBUHSD school district was 101 students over projections for the 1987/88 school
year. Because the school district could not accommaodate all of the students in existing permanent facilities,
either in 1988 or in many years prior, temporary (portable) classrooms have been used since the 1970’s.
The following schools and districts served the project area in 1998:

Huntington Beach City School District
m Kettler Elementary School (Grades K-5)
m Dwyer Middle School (Grades 6-8)

Huntington Beach Unjon High School District

®m Huntington Beach High School (Grades 9-12)

There have been no new facilities constructed since the approval of SEIR 82-2. However, all of the schools

serving the project area continued to provide adequate capacity, either in temporary or permanent facilities.

Impacts of 1998 Project

The reduced residential density in the 1998 project resulted in a total number of residential units that is
approximately the same as the number of mobile homes removed from the site (184). However, the

number of school-age children would likely be greater at the new residential development than at the
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existing mobile home park. According to the Impact of Conversion Report (Impact of Conversion Report, RLM
Properties, February 19, 1988), the average age of the maobile home residents was approximately 53 years.
Depending on the price level and features of the new residential development, the pumber of school age
children would likely be greater in the proposed residential area than in the mobile home park, though still
lesser than the initially proposed residential area (due to the decreased density). However, the developer
shall pay the required school impact fees, which would ensure that impacts to the school system remain less

than signiﬁcant.

Approved 1998 Mitigation Measures

No mitigation measures were requ_ired.

Current Environmental Setting

The Huntington Beach City School District and Huntington Beach Union High School District still serve the
project site. Further, the Huntington Beach City School District is currently experiencing a decline in
enrollment; therefore, as in 1998, adequate capacity exists within the schools listed above, which would still
serve the project site (Huntington Beach, 2009).

Impacts of Current Project/Impacts Comparison

While the project as evaluated in 1998 did foresee an increase in school aged children, this increase was due
1o construction of the completed residential component and is not included as part of the proposed project.
The proposed project would result in the expansion of the existing Hilton Waterfront Beach Resort by 151
net rooms. Although the proposed development could increase the number of jobs in the region that could
attract families and therefore indirectly increase the number of school-aged children in the area, it is
understood that the City of Huntington Beach has an available labor pool and that these jobs would likely be
filled from within the existing community. As such, the project as currently proposed would not
substantially contribute to the existing school aged population of the City. Additionally, to assist in
providing facilities to serve students generated by new development, the governing board of any school
district is authorized to levy a fee, charge, dedication, or other requirement against any construction within
the boundaries of the district, for the purposes of funding the construction oF reconstruction of school
facilities. As such, the project Applicant would be required to pay required development impact fees.
Impacts to schools would be less than significant. No significant new impact or significant increase in the

severity ofa previously analyzed impact would occur with respect to schools.

Mitigation Analysis

No mitigation measures were required in SEIR 82-2, or Addendum #1 to SEIR 82-2. Further, the currently
proposed project would not result in a significant impact. No new or different mitigation would be required

to reduce this impact.
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3.23 PUBLIC SERVICES AND UTILITIES—RECREATION
FACILITIES

Initial Environmental Setting (1998)

As with the 1988 project, the City of Huntington Beach Community Services Department continued in
1998 to manage and supervise the municipal beach parking lot and recreational beach facility located on the
south side of Pacific Coast Highway. This was the only recreational facility in the vicinity of the project site.
Subsequent to approval of SEIR §2-2, the Huntington Street entrance to the municipal beach parking ot and

camping facility was redesigned to encourage effective ingress and egress.

Impacts of 1998 Project

The proposed 1998 development would not have resulted in the need to expand the existing beach facilities
or provide additional recreational facilities, other than those proposed as part of the project in 1998. The
initial plan contained two pedestrian overcrossings spanning Pacific Coast Highway, which would actually

increase access to the beach. No significant impacts were anticipated to occur.

Approved 1998 Mitigation Measures

No rnjtigation measures were rcquired.

Current Environmental Setting

Recreational facilities near the project site include those available in 1998, as well as the development of a
pedestrian crossing in conjunction with the Hyatt Regency Resort.

Impacts of Current Project/Impacts Comparison

As with the 1998 project, the proposed project would increase visitor access to the recreational beach
located just south of the proposed project across from Pacific Coast Highway. However, the proposed
development would not result in the need to expand the existing beach facilities or provide additional
recreational facilities, other than those proposed as part of the project. As with the 1998 project, no
significant jmpacts would occur. No significant new impact or significant increase in the severity of a

previously analyzed impact would occur with respect to recreation facilities.

Mitigation Analysis

No mitigation measures were required in SEIR §2.2 or Addendum #1 to SEIR 82-2. Further, the currently
proposed project would not result in sigm'ficant impacts. No new or different mitigation would be required

to reduce this impact.
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3.24 PUBLIC SERVICES AND UTILITIES—TRANSIT

Initial Environmental Setting (1998)

The project was still served in 1998 by OCTA. The Route 1 (PCH) transit line provides the following stops
serving the project area: northbound and southbound at Pacific Coast Highway/ Beach Boulevard, Pacific
Coast Highway/ Drifcwood Mobilehome Park entrance, and Pacific Coast Highway/ Huntington Street.
These are the same transit stops and routes identified in SEIR 82-2.

Impacts of 1998 Project

The Proposed project required the installation of additional bus stops, pedestrian accessways, and other
passenger amenities to serve the needs of the Community. Due to the reduced project size compared to the
1988 project, the amount of transit service (ridership) generated by the site was less than that assumed
under the original project. Nonetheless, a potentiaﬂy significant impact was determined to occur if not

mitigated )

Approved 1998 Mitigation Measure

Mitigation Measure 57 Site plans of the proposed project shall be farwarded to the OCTA, as they become
available for each phase. The plans will be reviewed in terms of their conformance to the
OCTA Design Guidelines for Bus Facilities.

Mitigation Measure 58  In order to ensure accessibility and available transit service_for employees and patrons of
this development, the following transit amenities shall be incorporated in the project as
“Project Betterment’s” and shall be the responsibility of the developer. These measures will
also provide incentives for bus ridership and lessen impacts on air quality. Implementation
of these measures shall be verified prior to the Certificate of Occupancy for each phase.
W The existing bus stops shall be preserved or upgraded, and bus turnouts provided, if
determined by the City Traffic Engineer and QCTD to be necessary based on traffic

volumes, speeds, and roadway cross sections.
W Paved, handicapped accessible passenger waiting areds, including a bus shelter, should

be provicfed' at each stop.

| | g)rdeemed necessary b}f the City Trqﬁ}c Engineer and OCTD, the area adjacent to the
turnouts should be able to accommodate a passenger waiting area complete with a bus
shelter and bench.

m A paved, lighted, and handicapped accessible pedestrian accessway should be provided
beiween each stop and the profect buildings.

Current Environmental Setting

The project is still served by OCTA. The Route 1 (PCH) transit line provides the following stops serving
the project area: northbound and southbound at Pacific Coast Highway/Warner Loop and Pacific Coast
Highway/ 1" Street. The Route 29 transit line provides stops at Pacific Coast Highway/ 1" Street (OCTA,
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2010). Although these are not all the same transit stops and routes identified in SEIR 82-2—Route 1 stops
at Pacific Coast Highway/Beach Boulevard and Pacific Coast Highway/ Huntington Boulevard have been
eliminated— the same pumber of stops serves the project area when nearby stops on Route 29 are
considered. In any event, the required bus turnout lanes and related passenger amenities for The Waterfront
Development Project were constructed in 2003 at Pacific Coast Highway for the northbound direction and
at Beach Boulevard for the southbound direction pursuant to plans approved by the City of Huntington
Beach Public Works Department and OCTA. Those approved plans and completed improvements
constituted the total public transportation improvements for The Waterfront Development Project, and no

further improvements at the proposed project site are required or anticipated.

Impacts of Current Project/Impacts Comparison

Due to the further reduced project size from 1998, the amount of transit service (ridership) generated by
the project would be less than assumed under either SEIR 872 or Addendum #1. In any event, as
referenced above, the bus turnout lanes and related passenger amenities needed for The Waterfront
Development Project have been previously constructed. No further public transit improvements are
anticipated to be needed or provided with the proposed project.

Because the necessary public transportation improvements for The Waterfront Development Project have
been previously completed, and farther, reduced ridership can be expected to be generated by the proposed
project than previously assumed under either SEIR §2-2 or Addendum #1; the proposed project would not
result in new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant

Impacts.

Mitigation Analysis

The bus facilities required to be installed as a result of Mitigation Measures 57 and 58 have been previously
installed and no bus improvements are required or planned for the subject project site. Therefore,
Mitigation Measures 57 and 58 are not applicable to the subject project. Consequently, no new or different
mitigation would be required to substantially reduce the significant effects of the project.

3.25 PUBLIC SERVICES AND UTILITIES—OIL WELLS

Initial Environmental Setting (1998)

A record search for oil wells indicated that seven wells were located on the project site. It further indicated
that the wells were abandoned between the years of 1925 and 1967. As of 1998, no changes had occurred in
the site environment since approval of SEIR 82-2 that would affect the existing, though abandoned, oil
wells. None of the seven wells located had been re-abandoned to meet current California Division of Oil
and Gas (DOG) standards.
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Impacts of 1998 Project

Seven on-site wells were required to be re-abandoned to meet current DOG requirements. The DOG
requires that cement plugs be placed over the well stub when the well casing is cut and recovered. This
procedure was not conducted when the wells were initially abandoned. Supplementary Notices to Re-
abandon the wells have been prepared, but were not submitted to the DOG. The total cost for re-
abandoning the wells was estimated to be $125,375. If not mitigated, this impact was considered potentially
significant.

Approved 1998 Mitigation Measure

Mitigation Measure 59 The project proponent will compljr with current DOG standards and requirements for the

reabandonment of the seven on-site wells.

Mitigation Measure 60 If any abandoned or unrecorded wells are uncovered or damaged during excavation or
grading, remedial cementing operation may be required. I such damage occurs, the DOG's
district office shall be consulted.

Mitigation Measure 61 Efforts shall be made to avoid building over any abandoned well. If construction over an
abandoned well is unaveidable, a DOG approved gas venting system shall be placed over
the well. The site plan and/or venting system shall be removed by the City’s Fire

Department.

Current Environmental Setting

The seven oil wells that were abandoned between the years of 1925 and 1967 were located on the
Waterfront Development Project site; however, none of these wells are located on the currently proposcd
project site. Further, all wells on the Waterfront site have been re_abandoned to current City or California

Department of Conservation, Division of Oil and Gas Standards.

Impacts of Current Project/Impacts Comparison

Because no wells are located on the current project site, no impacts related to oil wells would occur.

Mitigation Analysis

The mitigation measures approved for the 1998 project have been implemented and have adequately
mitigated all of the identified oil well impacts. Therefore, Mitigation Measure 59 is not applicable to the
proposed project while Mitigation Measures 60 and 61 remain applicable only in the event that unknown
wells are discovered during the construction of the proposed project. Further, the proposed project site
contains no wells. Consequently, no impact would occur, and no new or different mitigation measures

would be required.
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3.26 PUBLIC SERVICES AND UTILITIES—OIL PRODUCT
PIPELINES

Initial Environmental Setting (1998)

In 1988, Chevron had ownership of a pipeline facility in the proximity of the Waterfront Development
Project site. Ownership of the ol pipeline located on site had been transferred to the Golden West Refinery
by 1998. The pipeline remained on site, in the same Jocation as at the time of SEIR 82-2 approval.
However, Golden West Refinery was in the process of dismantling its storage tanks and had informed the
City of its intent to abandon its offshore oil loading pipelines and storage facilities in the City. In such case,
the pipeline on the Waterfront site would cease operation and be removed in its entirety. However, a
separate company had expressed interest in attempting to reconstruct and reactivate the tanks and pipeline.
If the company obtained the necessary regulatory approvals to do so, the pipeline lease agreement on the
Waterfront site requires the operator to relocate the pipeline off of the project site.

Impacts of 1998 Project

The potential environmental impact associated with the on-site pipeline was anticipated to be eliminated as a
result of Golden West Refinery’s abandonment of its offshore pipelines and onshore storage facilities. This is
an environmentally superior option to the relocation and continued operation of the pipe (as assessed in
SEIR 82-2); and no impacts were determined. If another company reactivates the pipeline, the impact
would have been the same as originally assessed in SEIR 82-2.

Approved 1998 Mitigation Measure

Mitigation Measure 62 If after consulting with the owner of the underground gas/oil pipeline Jocated om site, it
has been determined that a conflict exists berween the project and the undergraund
pipeh'ne facﬂit}f, the subject pipeh'ne {Exhibit E, Addendum to Final SEIR 82 -2) shall be
relocated under the Pacific Coast Hz'ghwa)// Beach Boulevard rfght—cj—wa)/ area, or under
the public parking Jot area along the west side of Beach Boulevard, or under open space in
front of the proposed Waterfront project, whichever is most feasible.

Current Environmental Setting

The on site oil pipeline, which in 1998 was owned by the Golden West Refinery, was acquired by Cenco
Refining Company, but was abandoned in 1999.

Impacts of Current Project/Impacts Comparison

The potential environmental impact associated with the on-site pipeline was eliminated as a result of
Cenco’s abandonment of its offshore pipelines and onshore storage facilities in 1999. No impacts would

occur under the currently proposed project.
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Mitigation Analysis

Mitigation Measure 62 is no longer applicable because another company cannot reactivate an abandoned
pipeline. Further, no impact would occur under the currently proposed project, and no new or different

mitigation would be required.

3.27 FISCAL IMPACT

Initial Environmental Setting (1998)

In the 1988 SEIR 82-2, the purpose of the fiscal impact was to ascertain whether there would be potential
effects on the environment, or on the health, safety, and wellare of the community as a result of potentially
negative fiscal impacts. Although not required by CEQA, the fiscal analysis is provided to identify the
project’s effect on City services and revermes. The City of Huntington Beach provides general city services,
incJuding police and fire protection, recreation, planning and development services, financial services, and
public works. The resources could be negatively affected if revenue resources are depleted by the provision
of services to a new development project. The setting for fiscal impact in 1998 was identical to that in 1988.

Impacts of 1998 Project

The 1998 project was anticipated to yield the City approximately $138,821,000 in net revenues over a 25-
year period. Fees accruing to other jurisdictions (from impact fees or fair share participation in fee
programs) were anticipated to be $5,801,000. There was no expected fiscal impact from this project that
would cause a depletion of City revenues, which, in tarn, would cause an adverse effect on the environment

or the health, safety, or welfare of the community.

Approved Mitigation Measure

No mitigation measures were required.

Current 1998 Environmental Setting

The City of Huntington Beach continues to provide general city services, including police and fire

protection, recreation, planning and development services, financial services, and public works.

Impacts of Current Project/Impacts Comparison

The Redevelopment Agency would undertake a revised fiscal analysis, if necessary. This analysis is not
required under CEQA, and no adverse offects in the environment or the health, safety, or welfare of the
Community are anticipated. No significant new impact or significant increase in the severity of a previously

analyzed impact would occur with respect to fiscal impacts.
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Mitigation Analysis

No mitigation measures were required in SEIR 82-2 or in Addendum #1 to SEIR 82-2. As with the 1988
and 1998 projects, no significant impact would occur under the proposed project. No new or different
mitigation would be required to reduce this impact.

3.28 SOCIOECONOMIC IMPACTS

Initial Environmental Setting (1998)

In 1982, the City of Huntington Beach adopted a mobile home park conversion ordinance to establish a
means for providing a reasonable and proper transition from the present mobile home park to the uses
permitted in the underlying zoning district. The majority of the mobile home park residents was two-person
houscholds with individuals above 50 years of age and characterized as having low to moderate incomes.
Most of the residents permanently reside on site, and bave lived in the park 5 years or more. By 1998, the
aumber of mobile homes located within the project area had decreased by approximately 50 percent since
certification of SEIR 82-2. The construction of Pacific View Avenue and the Hilton Waterfront Beach Hotel
required the removal of 28 mobile homes. In addition, approximately 102 mobile homes had been
purchased and/or relocated by the Redevelopment Agency, pursuant to the MARA; therefore, there were

109 mobiles homes existing on site in 1998.

Impacts of 1998 Project

As a result of the proposed development, residents of the Driftwood Mobile Home Park were required to
relocate or be compensated for displacement. Many of these residents were characterized as having special
needs (low income, older age) and would have been directly affected by the conversion of the mobile home
park. The City’s Housing Element emphasized programs to assist these special needs groups. Tn 1998, it was
anticipated that the remaining parties would enter into an amended MARA, taking into account
circumstances as they existed in 1998. However, should this not occur, the existing 1988 MARA would still
apply. No significant impacts were anticipated.

Approved 1998 Mitigation Measure

Mitigation Measure 63 A minimum of six months prior to the date that a specific phase of the park will be closed,
all affected tenants will receive a written notice advising them of the definite date of
closure. If relocation assistance per the approved Relocation Assistance Plan has not been
previously arranged with affected tenants, the program will be put into effect during this

six-month period.

Mitigation Measure 64  Consistent with program 8.5.2.5 of the City’s Housing Element of the General Plan, the
Applicant and/or City staff shall meet with the mobile home park tenants and coach

owners to explain conversion process and relocation assistance.

Mitigation Measure 65 Consistent with program 8.5.2.6 of the Housing Element, the City or Redevelopment
Agency shall assist in relocation of persons affected by this redevelopment project.
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Mitigation Measure 66 The developer shall comply with all aspects of Article 927 of the Municipal Code,
including an approved Relocation Assistance Plan that shall include a Mobilehome
Acquisition and Relocation Benefits Agreement executed by the Redeve]opment Agency,
RIM Properties, LTD., and the Driftwood Beach Club Mobile Homeowners Association,
Inc.—the Mobile Home Overlay Zone, an ordinance enacted to require rezoping on
change of use of mobile home park to comply with certain requirements/ standards prier to
initiating such a change in use (refer to Appendix for provisions of Article 927).

Mitigation Measure 67  Prior to dosing any portion of the mobile home park, the developer shall provide a
relocation coordinator who will provide general relocation assistance to all tepants with
special emphasis on assisting special needs groups identified in the SEIR. Availability of
such a relocation assistance plan shall be to the approval of the City Council, and shall be
incorporated into the Relocation Assistance Program required to Article 927 of the
Municipal Code.

Mitigation Measure 68 Per the provisions in the stipulated Relocation Assistance Plan, the developer shall pay the
cost of relocating a mobile home coach, when the age and condition of the coach allows
feasibfe relocation.

Current Environmental Setting

When the 1998 project was evaluated, the Driftwood Mobile Home Park, with 102 mobile homes,
occupied that portion of the Waterfront Development Project that is now occupied by the Hyatt Regency
Resort and the Waterfront Residential Development. As previously stated, the proposed project site was
occupied by the closed hotel and restaurant (the Huntington Beach Inn), and was designated as the third

hotel portion in 1998. No residences remain on the project site.

Impacts of Current Project/Impacts Comparison

As stated above, the Driftwood Mobile Home Park has been closed, and the 102 mobile homes that were on
site in 1998 are no longer in existence. The socioeconomic impacts discussed in Addendum #1 to SEIR §2-2
related solely to the closure of the Driftwood Mobile Home Park, which has already occurred. No

significant new impact or signiﬁcant increase in the severity of a previously analyzed impact would occur.

Mitigation Analysis

As previously stated, since 1998, the mobile home buyout has ocamred and all on-site coaches have been
removed. Closure of the mobile home has eliminated any impacts associated with dividing a community.

Therefore, the mitigation measures are no longer applicable and there are no impacts.

3.29 GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

The issue of project-generated greenhouse gas (GHG) ernissions is a reflection of the larger concern of
global climate change. While GHG emissions can be evaluated on a project level, overall, the issue reflects a
more regional or global concern. CEQA requires all projects to discuss a project’s GHG contributions. The
information provided in this section is based on recently established California goals for reducing GHG
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emissions, as well as a project-specific emissions inventory developed for the proposed project. Determining
how a proposed project might contribute to climate change, and what the overall effect of an individual
project would be based on that contribution, is still undergoing debate at this time.

Previous (1998) Environmental Analysis

At the time that the 1998 Addendum #1 was prepared, the evaluation of GHG emissions was not required
as part of CEQA, and was therefore not conducted as part of Addendum #1. However, since the issuance of
the previous EIR, the State of California, through Assembly Bill (AB) 32 and Executive Order $-3-05, has
set statewide targets for the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions, and as of December 31, 2009, the
California Natural Resources Agency has adopted revisions to the CEQA Guidelines that require the
evaluation of greenhouse gas emissions. More specifically, the recent revisions require future projects
subject to CEQA to address “the mitigation of greenhouse gas emissions and the effects of greenhouse gas
emissions, including, but not limited to, effects associated with transportation or energy sources.” (Refer to
PRC § 21083.05.)

Environmental Setting

Global climate change refers to changes in the normal® weather of the earth measured by alterations in wind
patterns, storms, precipitation, and temperature relative to historical averages. Such changes vary
considerably by geographic location. Over time, the earth’s climate has undergone periodic ice ages and
warming periods, as observed in fossil isotopes, ice core samples, and through other measurement
technigues. Recent climate change studies use the historical record to predict future climate variations and
the level of fluctuation that might be considered statistically normal given historical trends. Temperature
records from the Industrial Age (ranging from the late cighteenth century to the present) deviate from
normal predictions in both rate and magnitude. Most modern climatologists predict an unprecedented
warming period during the next century and beyond, a trend that is increasingly attributed to human-

generated greenhouse gas emissions resulting from the industrial processes, transportation, solid waste

g
generation, and land use patterns of the twentieth and twenty-first centuries. According to the United
Nations Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), greenhouse gas emissions assocjated with
human activities have grown since pre-industrial times, increasing by 70 percent between 1970 and 2004
(IPCC, 2007). Increased greenhouse gas emissions are largely the result of increasing fuel consumption,

particularly the burning of fossil fuels.

The IPCC modeled several possible emissions trajectories to determine what level of reductions would be
needed worldwide to stabilize global temperatures and minimize climate change impacts. Regardless of the
analytic method used, global average temperature and sea level were predicted to rise under all scenarios
(IPCC, 2007). In other words, there is evidence that emissions reductions can minimize climate change
effects but cannot reverse them entirely. Fmissions reductions can reduce the severity of impacts, resulting

in lesser environmental impacts. For example, the IPCC predicted that the range of global mean

6 “Normal” weathet patterns include statistically normal variations within a specified range.
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temperature change from year 1990 to 2100, given different emissions reductions scenarios, could range
from 1.1°C to 6.4°C.

The greenhouse gas emissions from any individual project, even a very large development project, would
not individually generate sufficient greenhouse gas emissions to measurably influence global climate change
(AEP, 2007). However, the greephouse gas emissions from any individual project, contribute to camulative
emissions. Climate change is an irreversible, significant cumulative effect on a global scale. Consideration of
a project’s impact to climate change, therefore, is essentially an analysis of a project’s contribution to a
cumulatively significant global impact through its emission of greenhouse gases. As the level of greenhouse
gas emissions is related to other air quality emissions, the evalnation of GHG emissions from a regulatory
standpoint has been placed under the purview of the SCAQMD and CARB, with respect to the proposed
project.

Impacts of Current Project/Impacts Comparison

This analysis is based on the methodologies recommended by the California Air Pollution Control Officers
Association [CAPCOA] (January 2008) CEQA and Climate Change white paper. CAPCOA conducted an
analysis of various approaches and significance thresholds, ranging from a zero threshold (all projects are
cumulatively considerable) to a high of 40,000-50,000 metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent (CO2e) per
year. For example, assuming a zero threshold and the AB 32 2020 targets, this approach would require all
discretionary projects to achieve a 33 percent reduction from projected “business-as-usual” emissions to be
considered less than significant. A zero threshold approach could be considered based on the concept that
climate change is a global phenomenon in that all GHG emissions generated throughout the earth contribute
to it, and not controlling small source emissions would potentially peglect a major portion of the GHG
inventory. Another method based on a market capture approach that requires mitigation for greater than
90 percent of likely future discretionary development would use a quantitative threshold of greater than 900
metric tons CO2e/year for most projects, which would generally correspond to office projects of
approximately 35,000 sf, retail projects of approximately 11,000 sf, or Supermarket space of approximately
6,300 sf. Another potential threshold of 10,000 metric tons was considered by the Market Advisory
Committee for inclusion in a GHG Cap and Trade System in California. A 10,000 metric ton significance
threshold would correspond to the GHG emissions of approximately 550 residential units, 400,000 sf of
office space, 120,000 sf of retail, and 70,000 sf of supermarket space (CAPCOA 2008). This threshold
would capture roughly half of new residential or commercial development. The basic concepts for the
various approaches suggested by CAPCOA are used herein to determine whether or not the project’s GHG

erissions are “cumulatively considerable.”

Calculations of carbon dioxide, methane, and nitrous oxide are provided for full disclosure of the magnitude
of potential project effects. The analysis focuses on carbon dioxide (CO,), nitrous oxide (N,O), and
methane (CH,) as these are those GHG emissions that the project would emit in the largest quantities, as
compared to other GHGs (such as chlorofluorocarbons [CFCs]). Caleulations were based on the
methodologies discussed in the CAPCOA white paper (January 2008) and included the use of the California
Climate Action Registry General Reporting Protocol (January 2009).
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Projected GHG Emissions

Indirect Emissions. Operational emijssions of CO,, nitrous oxide (N,O) and methane (CH,) were
quantified using the California Climate Action Registry General Reporting Protocol (January 2009} indirect
emissions factors for electricity and natural gas use (refer to Appendix D for caleulations). The calculations
and emission factors contained in the General Reporting Protocol were selected based on technical advice
provided to the Registry by the California Energy Commission. This methodology is considered reasonable
and reliable for use, as it has been subjected to peer review by numerous public and private stakeholders,

and in particular by the California Energy Commission, and is recommended by CAPCOA.

Based on this methodology, operation of the Proposed Project would be expected to generate 773 metric
tons of CO,e beyond existing conditions (i-e., that which was analyzed in SEIR 82-2, Addendum #1 and
Addendum #2).”

Direct Emissions from Mobile Combustion. Emissions of CO, from transportation sources were
quantified using the California Air Resource Board’s URBEMIS 2007 (version 9.2.4) computer model.
Nitrous oxide (N,0) and methane (CH,} emissions were quentified, using the California Climate Action
Registry General Reporting Protoco) (January 2009) direct emissions factors for mobile combustion (refer
to Appendix D for calculations). Total daily mileage was calculated in URBEMIS 2007 and extrapolated to
derive total annual mileage. Emission rates were based on the vebicle mix output, generated by URBEMIS,
and the emission factors found in the California Climate Action Registry General Reporting Protocol. Based
on this methodology, the Proposed Project would generate approximately 1,865 metric tons of CO,e per

ye ar.

It should be noted that one of the limitations to a quantitative analysis is that emission models, such as
URBEMIS, evaluate aggregate emissions and do not demonstrate, with respect to a global impact, what
proportion of these emissions are “new” emissions, specifically attributable to the project in question. For
most projects, the main contribution of GHG emissions is from motor vehicles and the total vehicle miles
traveled (VMT), but the quantity of these emissions appropriately characterized as “new” is uncertain.
Traffic associated with a project may be relocated trips from other locales, and consequently, may result in
cither higher or lower net VMT. In this instance, some of the Proposed Project-related GHG emissions
associated with traffic and energy demand would be truly “new” emissions; but, it is also likely that some of
the emissions represent diversion of emissions from other locations. Thus, although GHG emissions are
associated with the project, it is not possible to discern how much diversion is occurring or what fraction of
those emissions represents global increases. In the absence of information regarding the different. types of
trips, the VMT generated by URBEMIS is used as a conservative estimate.

GHG Cumulative Significance

As discussed above under Methodology, CAPCOA provided several approaches to consider potential
cumulative significance of projects with respect to GHGs (CAPCOA, 2008). Table 3-2 (CAPCOA
Suggested Thresholds for Greenhouse Gases) shows CAPCOA's suggested thresholds for GHG emissions. A

7 Assumes average hotel room dimensions would be 15 feet by 30 feet.
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zero threshold approach can be considered based on the concept that climate change is a global phenomenon
in that all GHG emissions generated throughout the earth contribute to it, and not controlling small source
emissions would potentially neglect a majox portion of the GHG inventory. However, the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines also recognize that there may be a point where a project’s
contribution, although above zero, would not be a considerable contribution to the cummilative impact.
Therefore, a threshold of greater than zero is considered more appropriate for the analysis of GHG
emissions under CEQA. In addition, CAPCOA suggests certain qualitative or size-based thresholds that can
be applied to developments when assessing their significance, however because the Proposed Project
involves improvements/ expansion of an existing development, use of these qualitative thresholds is not

considered appropriate for the Proposed Project.

Quantitative {300 tons) ~ 900 tons CO,efyear

Report: 25,000 tons CO,e.fyear
Cap and Trade: 10,000 tons CO.elyear
Quantitative Regulative inventory Capture ~40,000-50,000 tons CO,efyear

SOURCE:  California Air Pollution Control Officers Association, CEQA & Climate Change, January 2008.
sf = square feet

Quantitative CARB Reporting Threshold/Cap and Trade

Based on the CAPCOA suggested thresholds in Table 3-2, the Proposed Project’s contribution of
approximately 2,638 metric tons (direct and indirect) of CO,e/year would exceed the 900-ton Quantitative
Threshold, but not the other quantitative shresholds. Tt should also be noted that the proposed project is
infill development, an intensification and reuse of already developed land as opposed to low-density

development on undeveloped land.

CAPCOA’s suggested quantitative thresholds are generally more applicable to development on greenﬁeld
sites, where there would be a substantial increase in VMT and associated GHG emissions than to expansion
of an on-site use. For this reason, the most conservative (i.e., lowest) thresholds, suggested by CAPCOA,
are not considered appropriate for this project, given that the City of Huntington Beach is highly urbanized
and built out. Consequently, this analysis uses a dual threshold methodology that considers the 10,000 tons
CDE/ year threshold (the second lowest non-zero threshold) as a quantitative benchmark for significance
and qualitative consideration of the California Environmental Protection Agency’s (CalEPA) GHG emissions
reduction strategies that were prepared by CalEPA’s Climate Action Team (CAT) established by Executive
Order S-3-05. The CAT strategies arc recommended to reduce GHG emissions at a statewide level to meet
the goals of the Executive Order $-3-05 (http:// www.climatechange.ca.gov). A project’s contribution to
curmulative impacts to global climate change is considered cumulatively considerable, if the project would
generate 10,000 tons CO,e/year. For projects that would generate fewer than 10,000 tons CO,e/ year, the
impact would be considered cumulatively considerable, if the project would be inconsistent with one or
more of the CAT’s GHG reduction strategies.
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As indicated above, CO,e emissions, associated with the proposed project, would be less than 10,000

tons/year. Therefore, the project’s impact would be cumulatively considerable, if the project were
inconsistent with CAT strategies. Several of these actions are already required by California regulations.
Table 3-3 (Project Consistency with CAT Report Greenhouse Gas Emission Reduction Strategies) illustrates
that the proposed project would be consistent with the GHG reduction strategies set forth by the CAT
Report. Therefore, the project’s contribution to cumulative GHG emissions and climate change would not

be cumulatively considerable. Impacts would not be considered signiﬁcant.

Pro;ectCons;stencywnth CATReport Greenhouse Gas Emlssmn

‘Reduction Strategies

CALIFORNIA AIR RESOURCES BOARD

Vehicle Climate Change Standards

AB 493 (Paviey) required the state to develop and
adopt regulations that achieve the maximum feasible
and cost-effective reduction of climate change
emissions emitted by passenger vehicles and light duty
trucks. Regulations were adopted by the ARB in
September 2004,

Consistent. These are CARB enforced standards and
vehicles that access the proposed project are required to
comply with the standards. While the proposed project
would not be required to implement any measures with
respect to the CAT standards listed, it would involve in-fill
development, which would potentially serve to reduce
vehicle miles traveled and thereby reduce climate change
emissions, similar to the objective of the strategies
described herein.

Diesel Anti-ldling

In July 2004, the CARB adopted a measure to limit
diesel-fucled commercial motor vehicle idling.

Consistent. Current state law restricts diesel truck idling
to five minutes or less. Any trucks attributed to the
proposed project would be subject to this statewide law.

Hydrofluorocarbon Reduction

1) Ban retail sale of HFC in small cans

2) Require that only low-GVVP refrigerants be used in
new vehicular systems

3) Adopt specifications for new commercial
refrigeration

4) Add refrigerant leak-tightness to the pass criteria
for vehicular inspection and maintenance programs

5) Enforce federal ban on releasing HFCs

Consistent. This strategy applies to consumer products.
All applicable products would comply with the regulations
that are in effect at the time of manufacture.

Alternative Fuels—Biodiesel Blends

CARB would develop regulations to require the use of
| to 4 percent biodiesel displacement of California
diesel fuel.

Consistent. CARB is in the process of developing
regulations which would increase the use of biodiesel for
transportation uses. Currently, it is unknown when such
regulations would be implemented; however, it is expected
that upon implementation of such a regulation that would
require biodiesel blends, the diese! fuel used by vehicles that
travel to and from the project site would be
correspondingly displaced by biodiesel.
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- Project Consnstencywrth CAT._Réport_Greénhbuse.Ga',s_.' _Er"r'\is_Sio'_ri_.'__f

Alternative Fuels—=Ethanol
Increased use of E-85 fuel.

Reduction Strategies

Consistent. As data becomes available on the impacts of
fue! specifications on the current and future vehicle fleets,
CARB will review and update motor vehicle fuel
specifications as appropriate. in reviewing the specifications,
CARB will consider the emissions performance, fuel supply
consequences, potential greenhouse gas reduction benefits,
and cost issues surrounding E-85, for gasoline by January 31,
2007, and for diesel by December 31, 2008. Visitors to the
project site could purchase flex-fuel vehicles and utilize this
fuel, once it is commercially available in the region and local
vicinity.

Heavy-Duty Vehicle Emission Reduction
Measures
Increased efficiency in the design of heavy-duty

vehicles and an education program for the heavy-duty
vehicle sector.

Consistent. The heavy-duty vehicles that travel to and
from the project site on public roadways would be subject
to all applicable CARB efficiency standards that are in effect
at the time of vehicle manufacture.

Achieving 50% Statewide Recycling Goal

Achieving the State's 50% waste reduction mandate as
established by the Integrated Waste Management Act
of 1989, (AB 939, Sher, Chapter 1095, Statutes of
1989), will reduce climate change emissions, associated
with energy intensive material extraction and
production, as well as methane emission from landfills.
A diversion rate of 48% has been achieved on a
statewide basis. Therefore, a 2% additional reduction
is needed.

Consistent. The City has completed a comprehensive
waste reduction and recycling plan in compliance with State
Law AB 939, which requires every city in California to
reduce the waste it sends to landfills by 50% by the year
2000. As of 2000, the City was recycling 67% of its solid
waste, thereby complying with the standards established by
AB 939. Currently, the City requires that 71% of all solid
waste, including construction/demolition waste, be diverted
from landfills, which is higher than the State mandate of
50%.

Zero Waste—High Recycling

Efforts to exceed the 50% goal would allow for
additional reductions in climate change emissions

Consistent. As discussed above, as of 2000 the City was
recycling 67% of its solid waste, thereby exceeding the
State’s 50% goal. Currently, the City is achieving a 71%
diversion of all solid waste, including
construction/demolition waste, from landfills, which is
higher than the State mandate of 50%.

DEPARTMENT OF FORESTRY

Urban Forestry

A new statewide goal of planting 5 million trees in
urban areas by 2020 would be achieved through the
expansion of local urban forestry programs.

Consistent. The project would comply with City General
Pian Policy UD 1.3.I, which includes specific direction
regarding landscaping for new development. Further, the
project involves improvements to the existing Hilton Hotel
site, which already includes landscaping in accordance with
City direction.
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DEPARTMENT OF WATER RES

Tth CAT Report Greenhouse Gas Emission_

on Strategies:

OURCES

Water Use Efficiency

Approximately 19 percent of all electricity, 30 percent
of all natural gas, and 88 million gallons of diesel are
used to convey, treat, distribute and use water and
wastewater. Increasing the efficiency of water
transport and reducing water use would reduce
greenhouse gas emissions.

-

Consistent. Title 1452 of the City's Municipal Code
includes  stringent  landscape  water conservation
requirements that address both the allowable plant water
needs as well as the efficiency of the irrigation system. In
addition, the City's municipal code identifies water
conservation requirements such  as watering  hours,
irrigation overspray and runoff, and cleaning requirements.
The proposed project would be required to adhere to
hese existing regulations, which reduce water use.

| these existing regulations, which recuce WoEB%

ENERGY COMMISSION (CEC)

Building Energy Efficiency Standards in Place
and in Progress

Public Resources Code 25402 authorizes the CEC to
adopt and periodically update its building energy
efficiency standards (that apply to newly constructed
buildings and additions to and alterations to existing
buildings}.

Consistent. The City of Huntington Beach requires all
new construction to meet current California Code of
Regulations Title 24  energy efficiency standards. The
proposed project would comply with these requirements,
which among other purposes, are intended to conserve
nonrenewable energy and support the use of renewable
energy.

Appliance Energy Efficiency Standards in Place
and in Progress

Public Resources Code 25402 authorizes the Energy
Commission to adopt and periodically update its
appliance energy efficiency standards (that apply to
devices and equipment using energy that are sold or

offered for sale in California).

Consistent. As noted above, the City of Huntington Beach
requires all new construction to meet current California
Code of Regulations Title 24 energy efficiency standards.
No update has been scheduled at this time.

. -

BUSINESS, TRANSPORTATION, AND HOUSING

Measures to Improve Transportation Energy
Efficiency

Ruilds on current efforts to provide a framework for
expanded and new initiatives including incentives,
tools, and information that advance cleaner
transportation and reduce climate change emissions.

Smart Land Use and Intelligent Transportation
Systems (ITS)

Smart land use strategies encourage jobsthousing
proximity, promote transit-oriented development, and
encourage high-density residential/commercial
development along transit corridors. ITS is the
application of advanced technology systems and
managerent strategies to improve operational
efficiency of transportation systems and movement of
people, goods and services.

Consistent. The project would provide additional hotel
facilities adjacent to the existing local destinations, which
would further centralize the City's hotel uses and reduce
the level vehicle trips that could occur if 2 hotel were built
in a less-traveled area of the City.

Consistent. The proposed project involves the expansion
of an existing use and would not introduce a new,
potentially incompatible use into a new area. Further, the
project site would be located on an in-fill site in close
proximity to mass-transit opportunities, as well as regional
recreation and tourist destinations.

SOURCE:  PBS&] 2010

it should be noted that many of the emissions reduction strategies in this table relate to technologies that are evolving and will evolve, or become available.
Some of these measures also relate to emissions reduction strategies that must be implemented on 2n area-wide or regional basis. Thus, several of these
measures will be implemented over time as implementation becomes practicable, and the wording of these additional measures reflects that condition.
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Mitigation Analysis

As noted above, GHG emissions were not previously analyzed as part of the SEIR §2-2, Addendum #1, and
Addendum #2. However, consistency with accepted CAT GHG emission reduction strategies would insure
that impacts associated with the proposed expansion of the hotel would not be cumulatively considerable

and not signiﬂcant. No mitigation is required.

3.30 CONCLUSIONS

As described above, according to Section 15164 of the CEQA Guidelines, if a project does not fulfill any of
the criteria enumerated in Section 15162(2)(1)-(3) of the CEQA Guidelines, then an Addendum, rather
than a subsequent or supplemental EIR, is the appropriate document to achieve environmental clearance.
The determination that none of the criteria outlined in CEQA Guideline Section 15162(2)(1)—(3) are
fulfilled must be supported by substantial evidence provided in the administrative record.

As stated in CEQA Guidelines Section 15162:

(a) When an EIR has been certified ... no subsequent EIR shall be prepared for that project unless
the lead agency determines, on the basis of substantial evidence in the light of the whole record,
one or more of the following:

(1) Substantial changes are proposed in the project which will require major revisions of the
previcus EIR ... due to the involvement of new significant environmental effects or a
substantial increase in the severity of previously identified sigpificant effects;

(7) Substantial changes occur with respect to the circumstances under which the project is
undertaken which will require major revisions of the previous EIR ... due to the involvement
of new significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously
identified significant effects; or

(3) New information of substantial importance, which was not known and could not have been
known with the exercise of reasonable diligence at the time the previous EIR was certified as
complete ... shows any of the following:

{A) The project will have one or more significant effects not discussed in the previous EIR or
negative declaration;

(B) Significant effects previously examined will be substantially more severe than shown in the
previous EIR;

(C)Mitigation measures or alternatives previously found not to be feasible would in fact be
feasible and would substantially reduce one or more significant effects of the project, but
the project proponents dectine to adopt the mitigation measure or alternative; or

(D)Mitigation measures or alternatives which are considerably different from those analyzed
in the previous EIR would substantially reduce one or more significant effects on the
enviropment, but the project proponents decline to adopt the mitigation measure or
alternative.

Subsection (a)(1} does not apply to the proposed changes to the hotel portion of the Waterfront Project
because the revisions amount to a reduction in the project’s scale and a commensurate reduction in overall
environmental impacts from those initially anticipated and disclosed in SEIR 82-2 and Addendum #1 to
SEIR 82-2. No new significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously
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identified significant effects would occur as a result of construction of the proposed project, which includes

a reduced number of hotel rooms and associated conlerence and commercial uses.

Subsection (a)(2) does not apply because there are no substantial changes to existing environmental
conditions such that new and significant environmental impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of the
environmental impacts would occur, Sections 3-1 to 3-28 provided, within each environmental issue area,
comparisons of the environmental conditions that existed in 1998 (when Addendum #1 to SEIR 82-2 was
prepared) and those that currently exist. In summary, each analysis concluded that there are no substantial
changes in existing conditions that would result in new significant environmental effects or a substantial
increase in the severity of significant effects. Although the site is currently subject to construction activities
(as described in Section 2.2 of this document), which provides a different condition than in 1998, these are
not considered substantial and would not result in new significant environmental effects or a substantial
increase in the severity of significant effects. Furthermore, construction-related effects were fully analyzed
and disclosed in SEIR 82-2 and Addendum #1 to SEIR 82-2.

In addition, the intensity of planned land uses in the downtown area has been substantially reduced as a
result of a comprehensive update to the City's General Plan in 1996. Accordingly, the potential for
substantial cumulative impacts resulting from the combination of the proposed project with other
development in the surrounding community has also been signiﬁcantly decreased. In summary, the
environmental circumstances under which the project is undertaken are substantially similar to, or in some

cases are improved over, the conditions in 1998.

Lastly, Subsection (2)(3) does not apply because the environmental analysis did not identify any significant
environmental effects that were not previously disclosed in SEIR 82-2, nor did this analysis find that any
significant envirommental effects previously examined in SEIR 82-2 would be substantially more severe:
and, in fact, all effects were dJetermined to be less severe as a result of the reduced scope of development.
Further, this analysis did not reveal that there are any new mitigation measures that would substantially
reduce one or more significant effects. For some issue areas, such as Greenhouse (Gas Emissions, new
regulatory requirements have been adopted since the time of SEIR 82-2 certification. Where appropriate,
these new regulations have been addressed in this Addendum and no new or additional impacts have been
identified. However, there is no new information regarding the previously approved project, community

issues, or environmental issues that could have been known previously.

Although significant and unavoidable impacts would occur with respect to geological risks, aesthetics, and
regional air quality, they would be reduced under the proposed project when compared to either the 1988
or the 1998 projects. These impacts were disclosed in the Statement of Overriding Considerations adopted
concurrently with the certification of SEIR 82-2. This statement remains applicable to the proposed project

and is hereby incorporated by reference.

Because none of the conditions enumerated in Section 15162(a}(1)-(3) of the CEQA Guidelines would be
met by the proposed project, an Addendum would be the appropriate environmental documentation for the
proposed changes to the Waterfront Project, according to Section 15164 of the CEQA Guidelines.
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City of Huntington Beach

2000 MAIN STREET . CALIFORNIA 92648

DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND BUILDING
www.huntingtonbeachca.gov

Planning Division Building Division
714.536.5271 714.536.5241
May 5, 2011

Shawn Millbern

The Robert Mayer Corporation

660 Newport Center Drive, Suite 1050
Newport Beach, CA 92660

SUBJECT: COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT NO. 09-011 / CONDITIONAL USE
PERMIT NO. 09-037 (HILTON WATERFRONT EXPANSION)

Dear Mr. Millbern, ' =

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 permiiting process and various stages of
project implementation should the Planning Commission approve your project.

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

The Director of Planning and Building has interpreted the relevant Sections of the 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 helieve some of the items
listed do not apply to your project, and/or you would fike to discuss them in further detail, please
contact me at 714-536-5861 or at ethan.edwards@surfcity-hb.org and/or the respective source
department (contact person below).

Sincerely,

P

Associate Planner

Enclosure

e Jason Kwak, Building and Safety Depariment - 714-536-5278
Darin Maresh, Fire Department — 714-536-5531
Steve Bogart, Public Woiks - 714-536-1692
Jan Thomas, Police Department — 949-348-8186
Herp Fauland, Planning Manager
Jason Kelley, Planning Department
Project File

O-\Edwards\Planning CommissiosHilion ExpansiomComments\Code Letter Final.docx




HUNTINGTON BEACH
DEPARTMENT

HUNTINGTON BEACH

PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION CODE REQUIREMENTS

DATE: September 8, 2010

PROJECT NAME: HILTON WATERFRONT EXPANSICN

PLANNING

APPLICATION NOG. PLANNING APPLICATION NO. 2009-321

ENTITLEMENTS: COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT NO. 09-011, CONDITIONAL USE
PERMIT NOC. 09-037

DATE OF PLANS: DECEMBER 18, 2009

PROJECT LOCATION: 91100 Pacific Coast Highway, Huntington Beach (APN: 024-252-01)

PLAN REVIEWER: GERALD CARAIG '

TELEPHONE/E-MAIL: 714.374.1575/ GCARAIG@SURFCITY-HB.ORG

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: CDP: To permit the construction of the project within the coastal zone.
CUP: To permit the construction of a 125 ft. high, nine-story 213,899 sq. fi.
hotel building at the existing Hilton Waterfront Beach Resort. The project
contains 151 guestrooms with additional facilities that include a ballroom,
meeting rooms, restaurants, spa, retail stores, swirnming pools, function
lawn, parking and other resort amenifies.

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 upoen final project approval. If you have any questions regarding these

requirements, please confact the Plan Reviewer,

1. SPECIAL CONDITIONS:

1. None

i. CODE ISSUES BASED ON PLANS & DRAWINGS SUBMITTED:

1. Project shall comply with the current state building codes adopted by the Cily ot the fime of
permit application submittal.  Currently they ore 2007 California Building Code (CBC), 2007
Calfornia Mechanical Code, 2007 California Plumbing Code, 2007 California Becirical Code,
2007 Califormia Energy Code and the Hurtington Beach Municipal Code [HBMC). Compliance to
all applicable state and local codes is required prior fo issuance of building permit.

2. If the project is formally submitted for review on or after January 1, 2011, the project will need 1o
conform to the 2010 California Building Code, 2010 California Mechanicat Code, 2010 California
Plumbing Code, 2010 California Blectrical Code, 2010 California Energy Code, 2010 Green

T TS R TR TR




Page2 of 2

Building Standards Code and the Huntington Beach Municipal Code [HBMC}. Compliance fo all
applicable state and local codes is required prior o issucnce of bullding permit.

3. A thorough building code analysis shall be provided encompassing bul nof imited fo:
a. Classificafion of occupancy groups

Allowable area and height ;

Construction type '

Mix cccupancy provisions

Location cf structures on site relalive fo the propearty line and to adjacent structures

0o A 0T

Detailed requirements based on occupancy, €.g. high rise provisions

Fire resistance and rating provisions

s Q@

Egress

i. Fre protection and alarm systems
i.  Accessibility

k. Structural provisions

4, Recommendation: It would be advantageous to go over the overall building code andalysis with
the design team prior 1o commitiing to the preparation of consiruction documents to resolve any
major code issue(s). Please contact our office fo intiate a preliminary code assessment
review/program.




PLANNING DEPARTMENT
DEVELOPMENT REVIEW REQUEST

TO:  Steve Bogart, Public Works Darin Maresh, Fire

Gerald Caraig, Building Kellee Fritzall, Economic Development
Chief Ken Smalk, Police G e

ek 13

e e
FROM: Ethan BEdwards Ext: 5561 DATE: AUGUST 4, 2010
v PC O ZA 0 DRB’ [0 STAFF
PETITION(S): Planning Application No. 09-321: Coastal Development Permit No. 09-011,
Conditional Use Permit No. 09-037
REQUEST(S): CDP: To permit the construction of the project within the coastal zone. CUI

To permit the construction of a 125 ft. high, nine-story 213,999 sq. ft. hotel
building at the existing Hilton Waterfront Beach Resort. The project contains
151 guestrooms with additional facilities that include a ballroom, meeting
rooms, Testaurants, spa, retail stores, swimming pools, fanction lawn, parking
and other resort amenities.

LOCATION: 21100 Pacific Coast Highway, Huntington Beach (APN: 024-252-01)

ZONE: Downtown Specific Plan — Coastal Zone (SP3 (district 9)-CZ)

GENERAL PLAN: Commercial Visitor (MV-F7-sp)

EXISTING USE: Hilton Waterfront Beach Resort

Please submit your concerns and recommended changes or conditions in
writing on or before August 25, 2010.

COMMENTS {Use attachments or back side of sheet if necessary)

RESPONSE BY? L2/ 1> [0 ;1) & 0#7 Z- Bxtension S 397

Attachments: kit HBEEENe 3. Envionmental Assessment 4. Tree inventory _
The lom;“"/_ ”‘”j»'m: ;ncé'cax‘-"_r atl pesg =l f""““”"‘j e
Le pgn.glte Lowseelt; (Gunmons?y Servicens sbard &<
s Al CE 0se of Ho beeble lats 2N 4o S
(s Larctoon o The Lotwe. o cvods or oiber Rt s
Vo ldig o e pmde . hitel Foeidbres

GAEdwards\Planning Comission\Hikon Expansion'21100 PCE (Hilton Expansion) - DRR.duc




HUNTINGTON BEACH FIRE DEPARTMENT
PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION CODE REQUIREMENTS

STON BEACH:

DATE: AUGUST 25, 2010

PROJECT NAME: HILTON WATERFRONT EXPANSION

ENT!TLEMEN‘i‘S: PLANNING APPLICATION NO. 2009-321

PROJECT LOCATION: 21100 Pacific Coast Highway, HUNTINGTON BEACH, CA
PLARNNER: ETHAN EDWARDS, ASSOCIATE PLANNER
TELEPHONE/E-MAIL: (714) 538-5561/ Ethan. Edwards@surfeity-hb.org

PLAN REVIEWER-FIRE:  DARIN MARESH, FIRE DEVELOPMENT SPECIALIST
TELEPHONE/E-MAIL: (714) 536-5531/ dmargsh@surfcity-hb.org

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: CDP: TO PERMIT THE CONSTRUCTION OF THE PROJECT WITHIN
THE COASTAL ZONE.

CUP: TO PERMIT THE CONSTRUCTION OF A 125 FT. HIGH, NINE-
STORY 213,999 SQ. FT. HOTEL BUILDING AT THE EXISTING HILTON
WATERFRONT BEACH RESORT. THE PRQJECT CONTAINS 151
GUESTROOMS WITH ADDITIONAL FACILITIES THAT INCLUDE A
BALLROOM, MEETING ROOMS, RESTAURANTS, SPA, RETAIL
STORES, SWIMMING POOLS, FUNCTION LAWN, PARKING AND
OTHER RESORT AMENITIES.

The foliowing is a list of code requirements deemed applicable to the proposed project based on plans
received and dated August 4, 2010. The list is intended to assist the appficant by identifying
requirements which must be safisfied during the various stages of project permitting and implementation.
A list of conditions of approval adopted by the Planning Commission in conjunction with the requested
entitlement(s), if any, will also be provided upon final project approvai. If you have any guestions
regarding these requirements, please contact the Plan Reviewer- Fire: DARIN MARESH, FIRE
DEVELOPMENT SPECIALIST.

PRIOR TO DEMOLITION, GRADING, SITE DEVELOPMENT, ISSUANCE OF GRADING
PERMITS, BUILDING PERMITS, AND/OR CONSTRUCTION, THE FOLLOWING SHALL BE
REQUIRED:

Fire Apparatus Access

Eire Access Roads shall be provided and maintained in compliance with City Specification #
404, Minimum Standards for Fire Appardtus Access. Driving area shall be capable of supporting
a fire apparatus (75,000 Ibs and 12.000 Ib point load). Minimum fire access road width is twenty-
four feet (24°) wide, with thirteen feet six inches (13’ 8”) vertical clearance. Fire access roads
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fronting commercial buildings shall be a minimum width of twenty-six feet (26°) wide, with
thirteen feet six inches (13’ 6”) vertical clearance. For Fire Department approval, reference and
demonstrate compliance with City Specification # 401 Minimum Standards for Fire Apparatus
Access on the plans. (FD) -

Maximum Grade For Fire Apparatus Access Roads shall not exceed 10%. (FD)

' No Parking shall be allowed in the designated. 24 foot wide fire apparatus access road or
supplemental fire access per City Specification # 415. For Fire Department approval, reference

and demonstrate compliance with City Specification # 415 Minimum Standards for Fire
Apparatus Access on the plans. (FD)

Fire Lanes, as determined by the Fire Department, shall be posted, marked, and maintained
per City Specification #415, Fire Lanes Signage and Markings on Private, Residential,
Commercial and Industrial Properties. The site pian shall clearly identify all red fire lane curbs,
both in location and length of run. The location of fire lane signs shall be depicted. No parking
shall be allowed in the designated 24 foot wide fire apparatus access road or supplemental fire
access per City Specification # 415. For Fire Department approval, reference and demonstrate

compliance with City Specification # 401 Minimum Standards for Fire Apparatus Access on the
plans. (FD}

- Fire Suppression Systems

Fire Alarms

Fire Alarm System is required. For Fire Department 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 CBC 907 on the plans. A C-
10 electrical contractor, certified in fire alarm systems, must certify the system is operationai
annualfly. (FD)

Fire Sprinklers

Automatic Fire Sprinklers are required. NEPA13 Automatic fire sprinkler systems are required
per Huntington Beach Fire Code for new buildings with “fire areas” 5000 square feet or more or
for buildings 10,000 square feet or more. An addition of square footage to an existing building
also triggers this requirement. ‘

Separate pians (three sets) shall be submiited 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, and 24-hour central station monitoring.

Automatic fire sprinkler systems must be maintained operational at all times, with
maintenance inspections performed quarterly and the system serviced every five years
by a state licensed C-16 Fire Protection Contractor.
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For Fire Department approval, reference that a fire sprinkler system will be installed in
compliance with the Huntingion Beach Fire Code, NFPA 13, and City Specification # 420
_ Automatic Fire Sprinkler Systems in the plan notes.

NOTE: When buildings under consiruction are more than one {1) story in height and
required to have automatic fire sprinklers, the fire sprinkler system shall be installed and
operational to protect all floors lower than the floor currently under construction. Fire
sprinkler systems for the current floor under construction shall be installed, in-service,
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}

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

Fire Protection Systems

Fire Extinguishers shall be installed and located in all areas to comply with Huntington Beach
Fire Code standards found in 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 (three 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 pian notes. (FD)

Recreational or Decorative Fire Pits shall be fueled by domestic gas only and shall comply
with the Huntington Beach Plumbing and Mechanical Codes and Huntington Beach Fire
Department Guidelines for Recreational Fire Pits.{FD)

Fire Personnel Access

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

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

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

Elevators shall be sized to accommodate an ambulance gurney. Minimum interior dimensions
are T feet (84”) wide by 4 feet 3 inches (517) deep. Minimum door opening dimensions are 3
feet 6 inches {42”) wide right or left side opening. Center opening doors require a 4 feet 6
inches (54" width. For Fire Department approval, reference and demonstrate compliance on the
building plans. HBBC 3002.4 (FD)

High Rise Buildings

High Rise Buildings. Buildings classified as being 55 feet or more in height must comply with
the requirements of the State Fire Marshall for a high-rise building. Also, all building three
stories or taller must have the sprinkler system instalied and operable on the first floor before
combustible construction starts on the third floor. This applies to each and any subsequent floor,
such that there cannot be more than one unprotected floor at anytime during the construction of
any structure that is three or more stories high. (FD)

Subterranean Parking Garage - Ventilation Systems must have emergency smoke
evacuation capability. A zoned, mechanical smoke and combustible products removal system,
with manual controls for firefighters located in the fire contro! room shall be provided. This shall
include an emergency power source. System shall also comply with Building Code and be
adequate to exhaust carbon monoxide {CO). (FD)

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

Stairwell Required Minimum Widths. Standpipe systems in stairweli areas shall not impede
code required minimum widths. (FD)

Fire Controf Room required. Provide a dedicated room for the Fire Department to observe and
monitor all systems operations from an integrated annunciator panel. They shall be located in an
exterior location that is at grade level and has clear-to-the sky access. (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:

5 Site plot ptan showing the building footprint.
» Specify the type of use for the building
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s 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.

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 Department.

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 fo City of Huntington Beach Specification # 409
— Street Naming and Addressing.

v v

L2 A 4

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

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

Building Construction

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

Posting Of Room Occupancy is required. Any room having an occupant load of 50 or more
where fixed seats are not installed, and which is used for assembly purposes, shall have the
capacity of the room posted in a conspicuous place near the main exit per HBFC sec. 1004.3
(FD)

Policy For Maintaining Room Occupancy is required. The Fire Department would like fo
review your security policy that identifies the training and procedures that your business will use
to insure the business occupancy load will be adhered to.

Egress [Humination/Emergency Exit Lighting with emergency back-up power is required.
Provide means of egress illumination per HBEC 604.2.4 and UBC 1003.2.9. (FD)

Exit Ways and Aisles Plan is required for this project. HBFC section 408.2.1.Plans shall be
submitted indicating the seating arrangement, location and width of exit ways and aisles for
approval and an approved copy of the plan shall be kept on dispiay on the premises. (FD)
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THE FOLLOWING CONDITIONS SHALL BE MAINTAINED DURING CONSTRUCTION:

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

b. Fire/Emergency Access And Site Safety shall be maintained during project construction phases in
compliance with City Specification #4286, Fire Safety Requirements for Construction Sites. (FD)

OTHER:

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

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

require the use of City consultants. The Huntington Beach GCity Council approved fee schedule
aliows 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 92643
or through the City’s website at www.surfcity-hb.org
[f you have any questions, please contact the Fire Prevention Division at (714) 536-5411.

g\Prevention\1-Development\1-Planning Department - Planning Applications, CUP's$\2010 CUP's\PGH 21100 (Hitton Hotel Expansion) PA# 08-
321 08-25-10 DM.doc




CITY OF HUNTINGTON BEACH

| PLANNING DEPARTMENT

-HUKTINGTON BEAGH PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION CODE REQUIREMENTS

DATE: August 25, 2010,

PROJECT: HILTON WATERFRONT BEACH RESORT EXPANSION

PROJECT LOCATION: 21100 Pacific Coast Highway

REQUESTS: TO PERMIT CONSTRUCTION OF A 125 FT HIGH, NINE-STORY 213,899
SQ FT HOTEL

PROJECT PLANNER: ETHAN EDWARDS

PLAN REVIEWER: JAN THOMAS

TELEPHONE/E-MAIL: (949) 348-8186 JCKTHOMAS@CCX.NET

The following is a list of code requirements deemed applicable to the proposed project based on plans
received. 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 Zoning Administrator in conjunction with the requested entitiement(s), if any, will also be
provided should the project be approved. If you have any questions regarding these requirements,
please contact the Plan Reviewer.

CONCERN

It appears there may be public access to the pool area via the south sidewalk.

RECOMMENDATION

If this is the case, it is recommended that this entrance to the property be secured and public access to
the pool area be allowed only through the building. (Guest only restricted card entry to enter through this
gate.)

CONCERN

The pool floor plan on level one states, “Pool restrooms beneath landscape.”

RECOMMENDATION

Restrooms, and entrance to restrooms should be clearly visible from pool deck.

CONCERN

It appears that the stairwell on the east side of the building, adjacent to Twin Dolphin Drive is enclosed
with a solid wall.
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RECOMMENDATION

Optimally, leaving this stairwell visibie open allows for surveiliance into that otherwise potentially
concealed area. When the stairwell is open and visible, an offender cannot hide, and someone entering i
the stairwell can see before entering.

CONCERN

Visibility in subterranean parking/basement.
RECOMMENDATION

Ensure that parking structure lights illuminate the area between the vehicles (this is where most criminal

activity may occur). Also, recommend paining the exterior of the structure white in order to reflect light

thus increasing lighting effectiveness up o 20%.

CONCERN

The security office is located in the basement, which is beneficial in many ways. However, it is positioned
in a location where the office does not overlook the activity in the parking structure.

RECOMMENDATION

Move the security office south and add a window so the security staff can monitor the activity in the
siructure.

Also, adding a window in the laundry/housekeeping area would benefit surveillance opportunities as well,

CONCERN
Fitness room safety
RECOMMENDATION

Install surveillance cameras in the fitness facility. (24 hour recorded and saved for 30 days — same as the
rest of the property.)




A S
8Ll%) ciTY OF HUNTINGTON BEACH

PUBLIC WORKS INTERDEFPARTMENTAL
COMMUNICATION

PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION CODE REQUIREMENTS

DATE: 8/25M10

PROJECT NAME: HILTON WATERFRONT EXPANSION

ENTITLEMENTS: CUP 09-037, CDP 08-011

PLNG APPLICATION NO:  2003-0321

DATE OF PLANS: 1211808

PROJECT LOCATION: 21100 PACIFIC COAST HIGHWAY

PROJECT PLANNER: ETHAN EDWARDS, ASSOCIATE PLANNER
TELEPHONE/E-MAIL: (714) 536-55661/ ETHAN, EDWARDS@SURFCITY-HB.ORG
PLAN REVIEWER: STEVE BOGART, SENIOR CIVIL ENGINEER %
TELEPHONE/E-MAIL: 714-374-1692/ SBOGART@SURFCITY-HB.ORG

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: CDP: TO PERMIT THE CONSTRUCTION OF THE PROJECT WITHIN
THE COASTAL ZONE. CUP: TO PERMIT THE CONSTRUCTION OF A
125 ET. HIGH, NINE-STORY 213,999 SQ. FT. HOTEL BUILDING AT THE
EXISTING HILTON WATERFRONT BEACH RESORT. THE PROJECT
CONTAINS 151 GUESTROOMS WITH ADDITIONAL FACILITIES THAT
INCLUDE A BALLROOM, MEETING ROOMS, RESTAURANTS, SPA,
RETAIL STORES, SWIMMING POOLS, FUNCTION LAWN, PARKING
AND OTHER RESORT AMENITIES.

The following is a list of code reguirements deemed applicable to the propesed project based on plans as
stated above. The itemns below are to meet the Cily of Huntington Beach's Municipal Gode {(HBMC),
Zoning and Subdivision Ordinance {ZS0), Department of public Works Standard Plans (Givil, Water and
Landscaping) and the American Public Works Association (APWA) Standards Specifications for Pubiic
Works Construction (Green Book), the Orange County Drainage Area management Pian (DAMP), and
the City Arboricultural 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
permiting, impiementation and construction.  If you have any questions regarding these reguirements,
please contact the Plan Reviewer or Project Planner.

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

1. Applicant shall provide a consulting arborist report on ali the existing trees. Said report shatl
quantify, identify, size and analyze the health of the existing frees. The report shall also
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recommend how the existing trees that are to remain (if any) shall be protected and how far
construction/grading shall be kept from the trunk. Said report shall also address the iransplant
requirements and recommendations for all palms and trees that can be re-utilized. (Resolution
4545)

&, Existing mature trees that ara to be removed must be replaced at a 2 for 1 ratio with a 36
box tree or palm equivalent {13-14" of trunk height for Jueen Palms and &-9 of brown
trunk).

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

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

A Precise Grading Plan, prepared by a Lisensed Civil Engineer, shail be submitted fo the Public
Works Depariment for review and approval. (MC 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 subject site's existing westerly driveway approach on Pacific View Drive shall be
removed and replaced with an ADA compliant driveway approach per Public Works
Standard Plan No. 211. (ZS0 230.84)

b. The subject site’s proposed easterly driveway approach on Pacific View Drive shall be
constructed as an ADA compliant driveway approach per Public Works Standard Plan
No. 211. (Z80 230.84)

C. A new sewer lateral shalt be installed connecting to the main in Pacific View Driva. (ZSO
230.84)

d. A new domestic water service and meter shall be installed per Water Division Standards,
and sized to meet the minimum requirements set by the California Plumbing Code
{CPC).

e. The existing irrigation water service(s) currently serving the existing development may

potentially be utilized if they are of adequate size, conform fo current standards, and are
in working condition as determined by the Utilities Division. If the property owner elecis
to utillize the existing water service(s), alt non-conforming water meters and backflow
proteciion devices shall be upgraded to conform to the current Water Division Standards.
Alternatively, a new separate irrigafion water service(s), meter(s) and backfiow protection
device(s) may be installed per Water Division Standards. (Z50 232)

f. A separate imgation water service and meler shali be installed per Waler Division
Standards. {ZS0 232)
g. Separate backfiow protection devices shall be installed per Water Division Standards for

domestic, irrigation, and fire water services. (Resolution 5921 and Title 17)

13 The existing domestic water services and meters shall be abandoned per Water Division
Standards. (ZS0 230.84)

i If fire sprinklers are required by the Fire Department for the proposed development, a
separate dedicated fire service line shall be installed. {(ZS0 230.84)
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A Landscape and Irrigation Plan, prepared by a Licensed Landscape Architect shall be submitted
to the Public Works Department for review and approval by the Public Works and Planning
Departments. {ZSO 232.04)

a. Existing mature trees that are to be removed must be replaced at a 2 for 1 ratio with a
36" pox fee or paim equivalent (1314 of trunk height for Queen Palms and 8-9 of
brown frunk).

. "Smart irrigation controllers” andfor other innovative means to reduce the quantily of
runoff shafl be instatied. (ZSO 232.04D)

G, Standard landscape code requirements apply. (ZS0 232)

All landscape planting, irigation and maintenance shall comply with the City Arboricultural and
Landscape Standards and Specifications. (Z50 232.04B})

LLandscaping plans should utilize native, drought-tolerant landscape materials where appropriate
and feasible. (DAMP)

The Consuling Arborist {approved by the City Landscape Archifect) shail review the final
landscape tree planting plan and approve in writing the selection and locations proposed for new
trees and the pretection measures and locations of existing irees io remain. Said Arborist report
shall be incorporated onfo the Landscape Architects plans as construction notes andfor
construction reguirements. The report shall include the Arborist's name, cerfificate number and
the Arborist's wet signature on the final plan. {Resolution-4545) :

A sewer study shall be prepared and submitted to Public Works for review and approval. A
fourteen (14)-day or longer flow fest data shall be included in the study. The sanitary sewer
systern shall be designed and constructed to serve the development, including any offsite
improvements necessary o accommodate any increased flow associated with the project. The
location and number of monitoring test sites, not to exceed three, to be determined by the Public
Works Department. (ZS0 230.84/MC 14.36.010)

Prior to ihe issuance of any grading or buiiding permits for projecls that will result in soil
disturbance of one or more acres of iand, ihe applicant shall demonsirate thaf coverage has been
obtained under the Waste Discharge Requirements for Discharges of Storm Water Runoff
Associated with Construction and Land Disturbance Activities (Order No. 2008-0003-DWQ)
[General Construction Permiij by providing a copy of the Nolice of Intent (NOI) submitied to the
State of Califonia Water Resousces Conirol Board and a copy of the subsequent notification of
the issuance of a Waste Discharge [dentification (WDID) Number. Projects subject to this
requiremnent shall prepare and implement a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP)
conforming to the current National Poliution Discharge Elimination System (NFPDES)
requirentents shall be submitted o the Department of Public Works for review and acceptance. A

copy of the current SWPPP chall be kept at the project site and another copy fo be submitted to
the City. {DAMP)

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

The project WQMP shall include the following:
a. Low lmpact Development.
b. Discusses regional of walershed programs (if applicable}.
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c. Addresses Site Design BMPs (as applicable) such as minimizing impervious areas,
maxirizing permeability, minimizing directly connected impervious areas, creating reduced
or “zero discharge” areas, and conserving natural areas.

d. Incorporates the applicable Routine Source Confro! BMPs as defined in the Drainage Area
Management Plan. (DAMP}

e. Incorporates Treatment Control EMPs as defined in the DAMP.

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

9. ldentifies the entity that will be responsible for long-term operation and maintenance cf the
Treaiment Corirol BMPs.

h. Describes the mechanism for funding the tong-term operation and maintenance of the
Treatment Control BMPs.

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

j. After incorporating plan check comments of Public Works, three final WQMPs (signed by the
owner and the Registered Givil Engineer of record) shall be submitted to Public Works for
acceptance. After acceptance, fwo coples of the final report shall be returned to applicant for
the producticn of a single complete electronic copy of the acceptad version of the WQMP on
CD media that includes:

)] The 14" by 17” Site Plan in . TIFF format {400 by 400 dpl minimum).

i} The remainder of the complete WQMP in .PDF format including the signed and
stamped fite sheet, owners certification shest, Inspection/Maintenance
Responsibility sheet, appendices, attachments and all educational material.

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

Indicate the type and location of Water Quality Treatment Controf Best Management Practices
(BMPs) on the Grading Plan consistent with the Project WQMP. The WQMP shall be submitied
with the first submittal of the Gradling Plan.

A suitable location, as approved by the City, shall be depicted on the grading plan for the
necessary trash enciosure(s). The area shall be paved with an impervious surface, designed not
to aliow run-cn from adjoining areas, designed to divert drainage from adjoining roofs and

pavements diverted around the afea, 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 info the storm drain system is prohibited. If jeasible, the trash
enclasure area shall be connected into the sanitary sewer. (DAMP)

A detailed soils and geologicalfseismic analysis shall be prepared by a registered engineer. This
analysis shall include on-site soil sampling and laboratery testing of materals to provide detaiied
recommendations for grading, over excavation, engineered fill, dewatering, settlement, protection
of adjacert siruciures, chemical and fill properties, liquefaction, retaining walls, streets, and
utilities. (MC 17.05.150)

The applicant’s gradingferosion control plan shall abide by the provisiens of AOMD’s Rule 403 as
related to fugitive dust control. (AQMD Ruie 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 contacled for
information regarding this development and any construction/grading-related concerns. This
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contact person shall be available immediately to address any concefns 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, ete. Signs shall include the applicant’s contact number, regarding grading and
construction activities, and *1-800-CUTSMOG” in the event there are concems regarding fugitive
dust and compliance with AQMD Rule No. 403.

i6.  The applicant shall notify all properly owners and tenants within 300 feet of the perimeter of the
property of a tentative grading scheduie at least 30 days prior to such grading.

THE FOLLOWING DEVELOPMENT REQUIREMENTS SHALL BE COMPLIED WITH DURING

GRADING OPERATIONS:
1. An Encroachment Pemnit is required for all work within the City's right-of-way. (MC 12.38.010/MC
14.36,030)
2. An Encroachment Parmit is required for all work within Calirans’ right-of-way.
3. The developer shall coordinate the development of a truck haul route with the Deparirment of

Public Works if the import or export of maferial in excess of 5000 cubic yards is required. This
plan shall include the approximate number of truck trips and the proposed truck haui routes. 1t
shall specify the hours in which transport activities can occur and methods to mitigate
construction-related impacts io adjacent residents. These plans must be submitted for approval
1o the Department of Public Works. (MG 17.05.210)

4, Water trucks will be utilized on the site and shall be available to be used throughout the day
during site grading to kesp the soil damp enough to prevent dust being raised by the operations.
(California Stormwater BMP Handbook, Caonstruction Wind Erosicn WE-1)

5, All haul trucks shall arrive at the site no earlier than 8:00 a.mn. or leave the site no later than 5:00
p.m., and shail be limited to Monday through Friday only. (MC 17.05)

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

7. The sonstruction disturbance area shall be kept as small as possible. (California Stormwater
BMP Handbook, Construction Erosion Control EC-1}{DAMP)

8. All haul trucks shali be covered or have water applied to the exposed surface prior to ieaving the

site to prevent dust from impaciing the surrounding areas. (DAMP})

4. Prior fo 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)

10. Comply with appropriate sections of AQMD Rule 403, particulardy to minimize fugitive dust and
noice fo surrounding areas. (AQMD Rule 403}

11, Wind barrisrs shall be installed along the perimeter of the site. {DAMP)

12. All construction materials, wastes, grading or demgolition 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 srosion or dispersion.
(DAMP}
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- THE FOLLOWING DEVELOPMENT REQUIREMENTS SHALL BE COMPLETED PRIOR TO
ISSUANCE OF A BUILDING PERMIT:

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

Traffic impaci fees for this development shall be paid at the rate applicable at the time of Building
Permit issuance. The current rate of $162 per net new added daily frip is adjusted annually. This
project Is forecast to generate 1233 new daily trips for a fotal traffic impact fee of $199,746. The
rate is subject to an annual adjustment on December 1st. (MC 17.65)

The appiicant shall pay a fair share contribution towards mitigating the cumulative raffic impacis
at the following intersections: Pacific Coast Highway/Goldenwest Sireet, Pacific Coast
Highwayfe“‘ Street, Pacific Coast Highway/1® Street, and Orange Avenue/lLake Street. (GP CE
2.3.4)

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

Complete all improvements as shown on the approved grading and landscape plans. (MC 17.05)
All new utilities shall be undergrounded. (MC 17.64)

All appiicable 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
http:!/www.5urfciiv»hb.orqfﬁles/users!public worksffee schedule.pdf. {(ZSO 240.06/£30 250.16)

The current free code reguirements shall appiy to this site. {(ZS0 232)
a. Existing trees to remain on site shall not be disfigured or mutilated, {ZSO 232.04E) and,

b. General tree requirements, regarding quantities and sizes, (780 232.088 and C)

All landscape imigation and plarting insialtation shall be certified to be in conformance to the City
approved landscape plans by the Landscape Architect of record in written form to the City
Landscape Architect. {(Z50 232 04D}

Applicant shall provide City with CD media TIFF images (in City format) and CD {AutoCAD only}
copy of complete City Approved landscape construction drawings as stamped "Permanent Fite
Copy" prior to starting landscape work. Copies shall be given to the City Landscape Architect for
permanent City record.

The Water Ordinance #14.52, the "Water Efficient Landscape Requirements” apply for projecis
with landscaping.. (MC 14.52)

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

a. Demonstrate that all structural Best Management Pracfices (BMPs) described in the
Project WQMP have been constructed and installed in conformance with approved plans
and speciiications.

b. Demonsirate all drainage courses, pipes, guiters, basins, efc. are clean and properly
constructed.

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

d. Demonstrate that an adequate number of copies of the approved Project WQMP are

available for the future occupiers.

R



©0L% cITY OF HUNTINGTON BEACH

PUBLIC WORKS INTERDEPARTMENTAL
COMMUNICATION

SUGGESTED CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

DATE: 8/25M10

PROJECT NAME: HILTON WATERFRONT EXPANSION

ENTITLEMENTS: CuP 08-037, CDP 09-011

P1LNG APPLICATION NO: 2009-0321

DATE OF PLANS: 12/18/08 .

PROJECT LOCATION: 21100 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 /’é’
TELEPHONE/E-MAIL: 714-374-1692/ SBOGARTESURFCITY-HB.ORG

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: CDP: TC PERMIT THE CONSTRUCTION OF THE PROJECT
WITHIN THE COASTAL ZONE. GUP: TO PERMIT THE
CONSTRUCTION OF A 125 FT. HIGH, NINE-STORY 213,999
Q. FT. HOTEL BUILDING AT THE EXISTING HILTON
WATERFRONT BEACH RESORT. THE PROJECT CONTAINS
151 GUESTROOMS WITH ADDITIONAL FACILITIES THAT
INCLUDE A BALLROOM, MEETING ROOMS, RESTAURANTS,
SPA RETAIL STORES, SWIMMING POOLS, FUNCTION LAWN,
PARKING AND OTHER RESORT AMENITIES.

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

The raised median in Pacific Coast Highway shafl be re-designed and ra-constructed for
a length equal to the fotal project frontage from Huntington St 16 Twin Dolphin Drive.
Pattemned, colored concrete shall be placed between the curhs and plantings and
irrigation shall maich the approved landscape improvement plans for the Pacific Gity
Pacific Coast Highway frontage street median. Signing and striping shall be modified to
be consistent with the revised raised median if the configuration changes from existing.
All the existing soll in the medians shall be removed to a depth of 36" and reptaced with
a sandy loam Class A top soil that meets the requirements of Wallace Laboratoriss, LLC
for “Suitable Import, Borrow Topsoif or Reclaimed soil.” Said report is referenced as
«Soil Reuse Guidelines, 2008, page | thru 3 and updated .July, 2008. A separate Edison
meter pedestal and hkrigation meter shall be provided to power and operate all irrigation
systems in all the medians between the westerly signal at Huntington Street and Beach
Boulevard. Conduits and wires shall be provided undef the intersection of Twin Dolphin
io the planting area in the PCH median on the east (south} side of Twin Dolphin Drive.
Imigation shalt be designed per the City of Hunfington Beach Arboriculiural and
|andscape Standards and Specifications and the Landscape Standard Details. .
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A Landscape Maintenance and License Agresment shall be formulated and recorded
that establishes permanent and continuing maintenance and fiability by the
developerfowner for all embeliished hardscape, all landscape and irrigation
improvements, maintenance, sidewalk clean-up, trash cans, disposal of trash, signs, tree
and palm trimming, special lighting or enrichments that are proposed and designed to be
within the public right-of-way and are not per the City Standard Plans and Details. Said
Agreement shall also include all public sidewalks and other access ways that are
improved per the Cily Standard Plans and Details, but are installed upon private property
and are not physically within the public right-of-way. The agreement shall state that the
developerfowner shall be responsible for all costs associated with, fees related to and
any Water Runoff Treatment Conirol Systerm approved by the City. Furthermare, the
agreement shall address all pedestrian easements, parkway landscaping, Edison owned
street lighting and street furniiure located behind public street curbs within the project
site. The developerfowner shall be solely responsible for paying the cost of
maintenance, inspactions, cleanup, operation, monitoring, replacemeant planting and
equipment replacement of alt improvements required for this preject. The existing
landscape Maintenance and License Agreement may be modified to include the forgoing
if inl the process none of the existing license agreement terms conditions and liabilities
are modified and/or lost,




HUNTINGTON BEACH
PLANNING DIVISION

PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION CODE REQUIREMENTS

HUNTINGTON BEACH

DATE: May 5, 2011

PROJECT NAME: HILTON WATERFRONT EXPANSION

PLANNING

APPLICATION NO. PLANNING APPLICATION NO. 2009-321

ENTITLEMENTS: COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT NO. 09-011, CONDITIONAL USE
PERMIT NO. 09-037

DATE OF PLANS:  DECEMBER 18, 2009

PROJECT LOCATION: 21100 PACIFIC COAST HIGHWAY, HUNTINGTON BEACH (APN: 024~
252-01)

PLAN REVIEWER: ETHAN EDWARDS

TELEPHONE/E-MAIL: 714.536.5561 / ETHAN.EDWARDS@SURFCITY-HB.ORG

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: CDP: To permit the construction of the project within the coastal zone.
CUP: To permit the construction of a 125 ft. high, nine-story 213,899 sq. ft.
hotel building at the existing Hilton Waterfront Beach Resort. The project
contains 151 guestrooms with additional facilities that include a ballroom,
meeting rooms, restaurants, spa, retail stores, swirnming pools, functien
lawn, parking and cther resort amenities.

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 should final project approval be received. If you have any questions regarding

these requirements, please contact the Plan Reviewer,

CONDITIONAL USE PEEMIT NO. 09-037 / COASTAL DEVELOPMENT NO 09-011:

1. The site plan, floor plans, and elevations approved by the Planning Commission/Zoning Administrator
shall be the conceptually approved design (with the following modifications).

a. The site plan shall include all utility apparatus, such as but not limited to, backflow devices and
Edison transformers. Utility meters shall be screened from view from public right-of-ways.
Electric transformers in a required front or street side yard shall be endlosed in subsurface vaults.
Backflow prevention devices shall be not be located in the front yard setback and shall be
screenad from view. {HBZSO Section 230.76)

b. All exterior mechanical equipment shall be screened from view on all sides. Rooftop mechanical
equipment shall be setback a minimum of 15 feet from the exterior edges of the building.
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Equipment to be screened includes, but is not limited to, heating, air conditioning, refrigeration
equipment, plumbing lines, ductwork and transformers. Said screening shall be architecturally
compatible with the building in terms of materials and colors. I 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 locaticn of all gas meters, water meters, electrical
paneis, air conditioning units, mailboxes (as approved by the United States Posial Service), and
simitar items. If located on a building, they shall be architecturally integrated with the design of
the building, non-obtrusive, not interfere with sidewalk areas and comply with required seibacks.
(HBZSO Section 230.76)

d. Bicycle parking facilities shall be provided in accordance with the provisions of HBZSO Section
231.20 — Bicycle Parking. {HBZSO Section 231 .20)

2 Prior to issuance of demolition permits, the following shail be completed:

a. The applicant shall follow all procedural requirements and regulations of the South Coast Air
Quality Management District (SCAQMD) and any other local, state, or federal law regarding the
removal and disposal of any hazardous material including asbestos, lead, and PCB's. These

- requirements  include but are - not - limited - to:  survey, identification --of removal methods,
containment measures, use and treatment of water, proper truck hatling, disposal procedures,
and proper notification to any and all involved agencies. (AQMD Rule 1403)

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

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

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

a. Prior to submittal of a landscape plan, the applicant shall provide a Consulting Arborist report on
all the existing trees. Said report shall quantify, identify, size and analyze the health of the
existing trees. The report shali also recommend how the existing trees that are to remain {if any)
shall be protected and how far construction/grading shall be kept from the trunk. (Resolution
No. 4545}

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

private properties)

¢. Existing mature trees that are to be removed must be replaced at a 2 for 1 ratio with a 36" box
tree or palm equivalent (1314’ of trunk height for Queen Paims and 8'-¢' of brown trunk).
{CEQA Categorical Exemption Section 15304)

d. “Smart irrigation controflers” and/or other innovative means to reduce the quantity of runoff shall
be installed. (HBZSO Section 232.04.D)

e. All landscape planting, irrigation and maintenance shall comply with the City Arboricultural and




Page 3 of 3

Landscape Standards and Specifications. (HBZSO Section 232.04.B)

f Landscaping plans should utilize native, drought-tolerant landscape materials where appropriate
and feasible. (HBZSO Section 232.06.A)

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

a. The Downtown Specific Plan fee shall be paid. (for new construction in the Downitown Specific
Plan (SP-5) area) (Resolution No. 5328)

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

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

b. All Huntington Beach Zoning and Subdivision Ordinance and Municipal Code requirements
including the Noise Ordinance. All activities including fruck deliveries associated with
construction, grading, remodeling, or repair shall be limited fo Monday - Saturday 7:00 AM to 8:00
PM. Such activities are prohibited Sundays and Federal holidays. (HBMC 8.40.090)

7. The Development Services Departments (Building & Safety, Fire, Planning and Public Works) shalt
be responsible for ensuring compliance with all applicable code requirements and conditions of
approval. The Director of Planning may approve minor amendments to plans and/or conditions of
approval as appropriate based on changed circumstances, new information or other relevant factors.
Any proposed plan/project revisions shall be called out on the plan sets submitied for building
permits. Pemmits 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 enfitlement
reviewed by the Planning Commission may be required pursuant to the provisions of HBZSO Section
241.18. (HBZSO Section 241.18) :

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

9. Construction shall be limited to Monday — Saturday 7:00 AM to 8:00 PM. Construction shall be
prohibited Sundays and Federal holidays. {HBMC 8.40.090}

10. All landscaping shall be maintained in a neat and clean manner, and in conformance with the
HBZSO. Prior to removing or replacing any landscaped areas, check with the Departments of
Planning and Public Works for Code reguirements. Substantial changes may require approval by the
Planning Commission. (HBZSO Section 232.04)

L2z




L HUNTINETOREEALH
“Chambersi Commerca | .

December 15, 2011

Chairperson Barbara Delgleize
Planning Commission Members
City of Huntington Beach

2000 Main Street

Huntington Beach, CA 92648

Re: Planning Commission Item CUP 09-37/DA 11-02
Expansion of The Hilton Waterfront Beach Resort

Dear Chairperson Delgleize and Commission Members,

| am writing to express the support of the Huntington Beach Chamber of Commerce for the
proposed expansion of The Hilton Waterfront Beach Resort. The Hilton hotel is a very
successful, high-quality business that generates valuable tax revenue for the City and enhances
Huntington Beach’s identity as a premium tourist destination. An expansion of this hotel will
continue this success and the on-going benefits for the City.

The proposed project is the culmination of a master plan that has been approved by the City for
many years. The change from a free-standing hotel as originally planned at the site to an
expansion of the existing hotel will result in an earlier completion of that master plan, with
fewer environmental impacts. The proposed project is consistent with all the zoning
regulations for the site, and is an appropriate, welcome addition to our community.

We need businesses like this in our community and on behalf of the Huntington Beach Chamber
of Commerce, | urge you to approve the entitlement applications for this project.

Sincerely,

Wheeler, Sr. IOM
President/CEO

2134 Main Street, Huntington Beach, CA 92648 P: {714) 534-8888 F: (714) 260-7654




FIRST AMENDMENT TO AMENDED AND RESTATED
DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT BY AND BETWEEN
CITY OF HUNTINGTON BEACH, MAYER FINANCIAL, L.P.,
AND THE WATERFRONT HOTEL, LLC

This FIRST AMENDMENT TO AMENDED AND RESTATED DEVELOPMENT
AGREEMENT (the “First Amendment”) is dated as of , 2012, and is being
entered into by and between the CITY OF HUNTINGTON BEACH, a charter city (“City™),
MAYER FINANCIAL, L.P., a California limited partnership (“Developer”), and THE
WATERFRONT HOTEL, LLC, a California limited liability company (“Waterfront™)
(collectively, City, Developer, and Waterfront are referred to herein as the “Parties™).

RECITALS

A. City, Developer, and Waterfront have entered into that certain Amended and
Restated Development Agreement dated as of September 21, 1998 that was recorded in the
Official Records of the Orange County Recorder’s office on October 21, 1998, as Instrument No.
19980711512 (the “Development Agreement”). All capitalized terms used in this First
Amendment that are not defined herein shall have the same meanings ascribed to those terms in
the Development Agreement. Among other things, the Development Agreement sets forth
certain rights and obligations of the Parties with respect to the properties identified therein as the
“Third Hotel Portion” and the “Hilton Parcel.”

B. The Redevelopment Agency of the City of Huntington Beach (“Agency”) and Developer
have entered into that certain unrecorded Amended and Restated Disposition and Development
Agreement dated as of September 14, 1998, as amended by the First, Second, Third, Fourth, and
Fifth Implementation Agreements thereto (collectively, the “DDA”). Among other things, the
DDA provides for the conveyance by Agency to Waterfront of a long-term leasehold interest in
the Third Hotel Portion (referred to in the DDA as “Parcel C”), which lease will at that time
cover the combined [lilton Parcel (referred to in the DDA as the Waterfront Hilton Beach Resort
parcel) and the Third Hotel Portion (Parcel C) upon the timely satisfaction of certain conditions
and Waterfront’s subsequent development on the combined Third Hotel Portion and Hilton
Parcel of an expanded hotel and related improvements (collectively, the “Expanded Hotel”).

C. The Fifth Implementation Agreement to the DDA provides Developer the right to obtain
extensions to the deadline for satisfaction of the conditions precedent for conveyance of the long-
term leasehold interest in the Third Hotel Portion (Parcel C) from Agency to Waterfront and
Waterfront’s deadline under the long-term lease for commencement and completion of
construction of the Expanded Hotel. Such extensions could extend beyond October 21, 2013, the
date currently specified in Section 4.2.4 the Development Agreement for the termination of the
Development Agreement as to the Third Hotel Portion (Parcel C) if a Certificate of Completion
is not issued for the Third Hotel Portion (Parcel C) by that date.




E. It is the intention of the Parties that the term of the Development Agreement be consistent
with the outside deadline in the DDA for the development and completion of the Expanded Hotel
on the Third Hotel Portion (Parcel C).

COVENANTS

Based on the foregoing Recitals, which are incorporated into this First Amendment by
this reference, and for good and valuable consideration, the receipt and sufficiency of which 1s
hereby acknowledged by the Parties, City, Developer, and Waterfront agree that the
Development Agreement shall be amended as follows:

1. The phrase on line 5 of Section 4.2.4 of the Development Agreement which reads
“and fifteen (15) years from the Adoption Date for the Third Hotel Portion of the Commercial
Parcel” is hereby amended to read “and twenty (20) years from the Adoption Date for the Third
Hotel Portion of the Commercial Parcel.”

2. Except as expressly set forth in this First Amendment, all of the terms and
provisions set forth in the Development Agreement shall remain in full force and effect (to the
extent the same have not been previously terminated with respect to the Ocean Grand Resort
Portion of the Commercial Parcel and the Residential Parcel as set forth in Section 4.2.2.2
thereof).

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties have executed this First Amendment to Amended
and Restated Development Agreement as of the date set forth above.

MAYER FINANCIAL, L.P. CITY OF HUNTINGTON BEACH
A California limited partnership, a municipal corporation of the
State of California
By: RLM Management, Inc.
a California corporation
General Partner

By:
Robert L. Mayer, Jr., President Mayor

THE WATERFRONT HOTEL, LLC
a California limited liability company

By:  Waterfront Development, Inc.,a

California corporation, Manager

By:
Robert L. Mayer, Jr., Chief Executive Officer

-




ATTEST: APPROVED AS TO FORM:

City Clerk City Attorney

REVIEWED AND APPROVED: INITIATED AND APPROVED:

City Manager Director of Planning & Building




