CITY COUNCIL AGENDA REPORT

MEETING DATE: MAY 6, 2014 ITEM NUMBER:

SUBJECT: 125 EAST BAKER STREET APARTMENT PROJECT:
FINAL EIR (STATE CLEARINGHOUSE # 2013081051); GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT
GP-13-02; REZONE R-13-02; ZONING CODE AMENDMENT CO-13-02; MASTER PLAN
PA-13-11, AND DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT DA-14-02
125 EAST BAKER STREET

FROM: PLANNING DIVISION/DEVELOPMENT SERVICES DEPARTMENT
PRESENTATION BY: MEL LEE, SENIOR PLANNER
DATE: APRIL 28, 2014

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: MEL LEE, AICP (714) 754-5611
mel.lee@costamesaca.gov

RECOMMENDATIONS

The Planning Commission recommends that the City Council take the following action:

1. Certify the Final Environmental Impact Report for the project.

Additionally, staff is recommending that, based on the recommendation of the Planning
Commission, that the City Council grant tentative approval of the General Plan Amendment
pending final approval as part of a future General Plan Cycle and take the following actions:
2. Tentatively approve by adoption of resolution General Plan Amendment GP-13-02.

3. Give first reading to the ordinance approving Rezone R-13-02.

4. Give first reading to the ordinance approving Zoning Code Amendment CO-13-02.

5. Approve by adoption of resolution Master Plan PA-13-11, subject to conditions of
approval and the EIR Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program for the project.

6. Approve Development Agreement DA-14-02 between the applicant and the City of Costa
Mesa to fund public infrastructure improvements in the area.

The hearing for this project was continued from the April 15, 2014 City Council meeting.
This staff report provides a summary of the revisions to the EIR analysis as it pertains to
park impacts. Please refer to the City Council staff report dated April 15, 2014 for detailed
information and analysis related to the project.



ANALYSIS

In response to comments received regarding the analysis in the EIR as it pertains to
Public Services (located in Section 4.8 of the EIR), specifically, the analysis and
discussion as it related to park impacts (Section 4.8.16 through 4.8.20 of the EIR). The
discussion identified that the addition of 346 residents the project would generate a need
for 1.47 Acres of additional park land and may place additional demands on the
programming capability at Del Mesa Park and other park facilities in the City. However, a
mitigation measure for this impact was not identified other than the payment of a parkland
impact (Quimby Act) fee if the project were converted from apartments to ownership units
(currently $13,829.00 per unit). The analysis has been revised to reflect the following:

e The EIR blended the discussion of the Public Services Impacts and the Recreation
Impacts identified in the Initial Study prepared for the project. The errata document
separates this discussion into individual sections to better correspond to the Initial
Study.

e The errata document has been revised to include Development Agreement DA-14-02
as part of the project description.

e The revised mitigation for park impacts includes a credit for the on-site amenities,
which include recreation areas, a pool, and a clubhouse, proposed for the project.
According to the applicant, the value of these improvements is $3,284,920.00. This,
in conjunction to the $250,000.00 the applicant has agreed to contribute for future
public improvements, results in an Amenity Package Value of $3,534,920.00, or
$14,728.83 per unit, which exceeds the $13,829.00 per unit fee stipulated for
ownership units.

e The replacement mitigation measures are appropriate for the project and will reduce
the Park impacts with mitigation, to Less Than Significant.

e The corrections and additions listed above do not constitute significant new
information as defined by CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. Therefore, recirculation
of the EIR is not required.

ALTERNATIVES

The City Council has the following alternatives:

1. Continue the item to allow additional time for further analysis or revisions to the project.
2. Deny the project. If the City Council denies the project, the applicant could not submit
substantially the same type of application for six months.

MEL LEE, AICP GARY ARMSTRONG, AICP
Senior Planner Director of Economic & Development /
Deputy CEO



Attachments:

CC:

Draft Resolution for Final EIR Certification

Draft Resolution for General Plan Amendment

Draft Ordinance for Rezone

Draft Ordinance for Zoning Code Amendment

Draft Resolution for Master Plan

Development Agreement

EIR Errata Sheet

April 15, 2014 City Council Staff Reports and Attachments
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Chief Executive Officer

Assistant Chief Executive Officer

Director of Economic & Development / Deputy CEO
City Attorney

Public Services Director

Transportation Svs. Mgr.

City Engineer

City Clerk (9)

Staff (7)

File (2)

Distribution List — Agencies and Persons Who Provided Comment
on the Project EIR

Red Oak Investments

Attn: Joe Flanagan

2101 Business Center Drive, #230
Irvine, CA 92612

Nader Properties
3 Harbor Light
Newport Beach, CA 92657

Atkins

Attn: Trina S. Abbott

3570 Carmel Mountain Road, Suite 300
San Diego, CA, 92130

InFocus Consultants
Attn: Peter Naghavi

418 Avenida Salvador
San Clemente, CA 92672


http://www.costamesaca.gov/ftp/council/agenda/2014/2014-05-06/PH-3-Attach-1.pdf
http://www.costamesaca.gov/ftp/council/agenda/2014/2014-05-06/PH-3-Attach-2.pdf
http://www.costamesaca.gov/ftp/council/agenda/2014/2014-05-06/PH-3-Attach-3.pdf
http://www.costamesaca.gov/ftp/council/agenda/2014/2014-05-06/PH-3-Attach-4.pdf
http://www.costamesaca.gov/ftp/council/agenda/2014/2014-05-06/PH-3-Attach-5.pdf
http://www.costamesaca.gov/ftp/council/agenda/2014/2014-05-06/PH-3-Attach-6.pdf
http://www.costamesaca.gov/ftp/council/agenda/2014/2014-05-06/PH-3-Attach-7.pdf
http://www.costamesaca.gov/ftp/council/agenda/2014/2014-05-06/PH-3-Attach-8.pdf

CYNTHIA McDONALD
RICHARD HUFFMAN

April 29, 2014

Ms. Wendy Leece

Ms. Sandra Genis

Mr. Gary Monahan

Mr. Stephen Mensinger
Mr. Jim Righeimer

Mr. Gary Armstrong
Ms. Brenda Green

City of Costa Mesa

77 Fair Drive

Costa Mesa, CA 92626

Re: Proposed Development at 125 Baker Street, Costa Mesa, California
Dear Councilmembers, Mayor Righeimer, Mr. Armstrong and Ms. Green:

We do not support the proposed apartment development at 125 Baker Street (the
“Project”), as currently proposed, for the following reasons:

1. The Project is Too Tall. The developer is requesting a general plan
amendment and zoning amendment to build apartments and a parking structure that are
taller than what the zoning for that area currently allows. Years ago, residents fought to
keep residential buildings south of the 405 freeway limited to four (4) stories and parking
structures to five (5), unless needed for certain developments, such as senior or low income
housing. The Project is neither of those things.

2. Traffic Circulation and Public Safety. Despite putting in a traffic signal to
mitigate traffic near it, the Project will impact traffic in the area. One only needs to drive
down Baker Street at 5:30 p.m. to experience slow traffic and already overburdened
intersections (for example, Baker and Bear, and Baker and Fairview). While one can hope
that the apartment residents will walk or bicycle to the Lab and Camp, Baker is a noisy
street, heavily impacted by motor vehicle transportation and has little pedestrian and bike
traffic. Further, other commercial businesses, such as markets and Target, are too far away
for walking and carrying bags of groceries, etc., and someone who pays high rent isn’t
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likely to walk to Target or the Lab. Crossing a large intersection, such as Bristol, isn’t safe
for pedestrians. And on the topic of safety, if we add more residents to the city, how are we
going to assure their safety when our police department is currently understaffed? New
developments need to keep the capabilities of fire and police in mind when determining
their scale.

3. Developer Fees. While the developer will pay sewer fees, etc., the Project
won’t generate any park fees because it is apartments. We have all heard about the need for
more sports fields. How do we satisfy that need if we don’t collect park fees? We need
more open space, especially if we are going to line our boulevards with tall developments
that only provide enough space to take your dog to do its business. The developer has stated
that he COULD convert the apartments to condos, but it is doubtful that he would convert a
cash cow to condos when he can avoid paying park fees.

4 Imbalance. During the recession, Costa Mesa felt the effects of the loss of
revenue generated by South Coast Plaza, as well as the imbalance between business and
residential. It would be wise for the City could generate other income by drawing business
to our City to offset South Coast Plaza. The City needs to think beyond promoting
residential development to modernize Costa Mesa. In fact, the Project might lead to forcing
out nearby manufacturing businesses. Further, as stated by Mr. Mensinger in the April 1,
2014 City Council meeting, any increase in residential development needs to be projects for
the homebuying public, versus apartments, because that ratio is already imbalanced and
residents are leaving Costa Mesa to find ownership opportunities in other cities.

In addition, we have the following comments:

1. Under-Representation of Residents. The Project came before the Planning

Commission late one evening when only a few residents stayed long enough to comment on
it. Since the development is in a part of town that wouldn’t be given notice to residents who
have a vested interest, not many are aware of it, but they might be concerned if they did
know about it.

The developer has huge resources to campaign for approval by actively soliciting
supportive letters. He has hired consultants like Peter Naghavi. The residents don’t have

that advantage.

What resources are available to the concerned residents and business owners who
oppose projects? We take the time to study the proposal, attend Planning Commission
sessions and raise our objections, but we don’t get paid, we don’t get campaign
contributions for involving ourselves in civic issues, and we can’t hire consultants to “blue
sky” the Project. We won’t realize an instant multiplication of land value when the City
entitles this Project with a zoning change and height limit exception.
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Everyone knows or should know that the big money in real estate is not made by
building something and selling it at a profit, although that is nice. The real big money is
made in the entitlement process where you get to build a lot more than was previously
allowed, such as converting farm land into a housing tract, or such as changing
commercial/industrial to high-end apartments five (5) stories high with a six (6) story
parking structure.

Costa Mesa residents have consistently stated in the general plan update surveys that
they don’t want massive apartment communities, such as those that are being built in
Irvine. Irvine is master planned, with broad arteries, plenty of sports complexes and parks.

2. Mitigation. How will the developer mitigate the Project’s addition of 500 or so
people to Costa Mesa’s population and the many more cars it will bring? With a traffic light
and standard development fees? That is not enough! Either downsize the Project or get us
something in return for this increased density. How about a contribution toward land for a
sports complex or homeless housing? When we asked the Planning commission what the
City’s residents would receive in return for the approval of this massive Project, this is what
we meant.

We are tired of the Planning Commission promoting projects that come before them
as though they are paid consuitants. It is appropriate to state why you will vote to approve
something, but to heap praise on a professional presentation by a developer is unseemly. Of
course it’s a great presentation, because they paid a lot of money for it! We are tired of
them fawning over projects as if they were hoping to join the club too.

Please make these comments part of the public record on the City Council’s review
of the Project. We ask that you do not grant tentative approval of the general plan
amendment, the proposed ordinances, the environmental impact report or grant approval of
the development agreement.

Thank you for your consideration.

Very truly yours,

Cynthia McDonald

Richard Huffiman
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Januvary 14, 2014

Honorable Mayor James Righeimer

Honorable Mayor Pro Tem Stephen Mensinger
Honorable City Council Members

Planning Commissioners and City Planning Sta
CiTY OF COSTA MESA -
77 Fair Drive

Costa Mesa CA 92626

Re: Mulﬁ Family Rezane 125 Baker

Honorable Mayor,

Trust all is well. T wanted to drop you a note and let you know that I had an opportunity
to review the pians for Mr. Flanagan and Mr. Wong for their residential project. We are
in support of adding residential units in the sobeca/airport area. I think it will create

community and bring families to the neighborhood. I hope that their project gets
approved.

Thank you for your continued dedication to our city.

Sinc

Shaheen Sadeghi

T 714 266 aoal 709 Randoiph Avenue
F 714 964 1177 Costa Mesa, CA 22625













TRICO

REALTY INC.

December 6, 2013

Mei Lee

City of Costa Mesa, Planning Division
77 Fair Drive

Costa Mesa, CA 92628

RE: 125 East Baker Street Apartments
Dear Mr, Lee,

Trico Realty, inc. is in favor of the proposed High Density Residential Development at 125 East Baker
Street Costa Mesa, CA 92626. We agree with the City of Costa Mesa’s Environmental Impact Report
stating that the proposed project will not have significant impacts on visual character, construction, or
other aspects relating to the enjoyment of the immediate vicinity of the proposed project as a working

snvironment.

With this heing said, a traffic study has indicated that the proposed project will have a very significant
impact on congestion on Pullman Street near and at its intersection with Baker Street. Trico Realty
strongly endorses the instalfation of traffic signals at the intersection of Puliman and Baker. We believe
that if the city intends to approve a high dersity residential project 2t an already congested intersaction,
it has an indisputable obligation to mitigate current and future congestion.

Sincerely,

T

Mike Harrison
Vice President and CFO

Alex Remo
Property Manager

Brokerage / Development / Management

3100-A Puliman Street, Costa Masa, CA 92626 (714) 761-4420 Fax (714) 540-4579
www iricorealty.com ORE LD, 00342120

T\Alex\131206_125 £ Baker EIR Comments.docx









Real & Tech

December 9, 2013

Honorable Mayor James Righeimer

Honorable Mayor Pro Tem Stephen Mensinger
Honorabie City Councii Members

Planning Commissioners and City Planning Staff
Crry OF COSTA MESA

77 Fair Drive

Costa Mesa CA 92626

Sent via USPS

Re:  Potential Mulii Family Rezone — SEC Baker Street/ Newport (55) Freeway

Te Whom It May Concern:

My firm recently purchased and completely remodeled cur building at 3199 E Airport Loop
Drive; we relocated our office from Dove Street in Newport Beach. Our new building,
previously consisting of warehouse and storefiont, is now predominantly office. We believe
that we have upgraded our offices significantly and have added value for our neighbers in
Costa Mesa. The recent repaving of Redhill was another weil needed improvement to the
west-gide of John Wayne Airport.

It has come to our attention that the 125 Baker Street building desires a rezone to multi-
family residential units instead of office space. My firm and I applaud the concept and fully
support the rezone. The current office building is functionally obsolete; in order to bring the
building to current office leasing standards, the building would need to be demolished;
current economics will not allow that, so the building will attract low, or no, rent paying
tenants and will slowly depreciate into a bigger eyesore.

Irvine has integrated residential into the Business Complex frequently with success; retail
uses have followed, making the cornmunity much more vibrant due its mixed use nature.
Newport Beach has also allowed residential to be developed in Koll Center Newport. It
makes total sense to have residential closer to the work place. Mariner’s Charch School,
Rock Harbor Church, the trampoline center on Airway, the bike store on Airway, all uses that
have made the West side of the Afrport a more attractive and interesting environment. Multi-
family residential will enhance the trend.

Sincerely,
REAT ESTATE & LOGISTICS TECHNOLOGY, INC,

A. ‘*77‘%’5&‘““

Kim Josephson
Kim Josephson kjosephson@real-techine. com &657.210.6551
31%9 Airport Loop Drive, Bidg £, Costo Maza, CA 92624
DRE License No, 712155















March 18, 20148

Mayor and City Council Members
Planning Commissioners

Planning Department - Attention Mel Loe
Corvy or Cosra Mesa

FT Pair Drive

Costa Mesa CA 926246

RE:  The Baker Street Project by Red Osk {avestments
Drear Honorable Mayor, City Council, Planning Commission and Mel Lee:

Eurocar operates its luxury car business in the City of Costa Mesa, several blocks away from
the 240-unit lusury residential project proposed by Red Oak Investments on Baker Street, |
support the project. The project looks great and the millions that will be invested there will
make the area even betier. The area slready has 5 minture of uses. The project will add o
the mix in a good way. [t is 2 good complement to Rock Harbor Church, Watermark Church,
Lyon Museum, Mariners School, Eurocar and all the office buildings around.

Sincerely, P

E5al] FHELY HiL.L. AVE., OS5 TA MESA, DA B28E25

LE EReRE CREEDCFIEN B R, TESATVET  ELIICN AT I
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