ORDINANCE NO. 1016

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
LANCASTER, CALIFORNIA, AMENDING THE LANCASTER
MUNICIPAL CODE, TITLE 17, FOR THE REMOVAL OF
MINIMUM PARKING REQUIREMENTS IN THE C
(COMMERCIAL) AND CPD (COMMERCIAL PLANNED
DEVELOPMENT) ZONES

WHEREAS, the State of California Government Code requires zoning to be consistent
with the City’s General Plan; and

WHEREAS, the City’s General Plan states that the City will continue to examine new
innovative approaches to address the issues of parking demand; and

WHEREAS, in consideration of the overabundance of existing parking in the City’s
commercial shopping centers, the City is taking appropriate actions to address the visual and
economic impacts of large, open parking facilities; and

WHEREAS, the removal of minimum parking requirements in the City’s
C (Commercial) and CPD (Commercial Planned Development) zones, is an approach to yielding
or maximizing value generation, as property owners would have the ability to balance the cost of
supplying parking with the potential to add productive uses to areas that would have otherwise
been required for parking; and

WHEREAS, notice of intention to consider the amendments to the Lancaster Municipal
Code (“LMC”) for the removal of minimum parking requirements in the City’s C and CPD
zones has been given in accordance with Section 65090 of the Government Code of the State of
California; and

WHEREAS, the City Council finds that the City has made a diligent effort to achieve
public participation, and has held an informational meeting on June 20, 2016, and a public
hearing on August 15, 2016, for the amendments to the LMC, and has received and commented
on all public testimony both oral and written; and

WHEREAS, staff has prepared a written report recommending approval of the
amendments to the LMC for the removal of minimum parking requirements in the City’s C and
CPD zones; and

WHEREAS, on August 15, 2016, the Planning Commission recommended for adoption,
an amendment to the Zoning Code (Title 17) for the removal of minimum parking requirements
in the C and CPD zones; and
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WHEREAS, the City Council finds that the amendment to the LMC for the removal of
minimum parking requirements will not have a significant effect on the environment since these
proposed actions are within the scope of the Program Environment Impact Report (SCH
#2007111003) prepared for the Lancaster General Plan, and no further environmental review is

required; and

WHEREAS, the City Council, based upon evidence in the record hereby makes the
following findings in support of amending Title 17 of the Lancaster Municipal Code, including
Section 17.12.220:

1. The removal of minimum parking requirements and related zoning amendments in
the City’s C and CPD zones is consistent with the City’s General Plan, including:

a.

Objective 14.3, which states, “Achieve a balance between the supply of parking
and demand for parking, recognizing the desirability and availability of
alternatives to the use of the private automobile.”

Policy 14.3.1, which states, “Maintain an adequate supply of parking that will
support the present level of automobiles and allow for the expected increase in
alternative modes of transportation.”

Objective 16.3, which states, “Foster development patterns and growth which
contributes to, rather than detracts from net fiscal gains to the City.”

Policy 16.3.1, which states, “Promote development patterns which will minimize
the costs of infrastructure development, public facilities development and
municipal service cost delivery.”

Policy 17.1.6, which states, “Revise the zoning ordinance to conform with the
General Plan text and map to address changing conditions with new concepts that
will allow both flexibility in application as well as a pleasing and attractive built
environment.”

Policy 18.2.1, which states, “Encourage appropriate infill development.”
Policy 19.2.3, which states, “Encourage the rehabilitation and revitalization of

declining development, in a manner consistent with community design and
development objectives.”

THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF LANCASTER, CALIFORNIA, DOES
HEREBY ORDAIN, AS FOLLOWS:

Section 1. Delete Section 17.12.070.J, eliminating lease or joint usage of parking
subject to a director’s review.
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Section 2.  Amend Section 17.12.100, “Adjustments,” to read as follows:

“Adjustments.

The director may reduce the required minimum lot width, minimum lot depth and yard
requirements by an amount not to exceed 10%; may increase the maximum height regulations

and maximum 51gn area by an amount not to exceed 10% of the amount specified by the C zone;
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3. Mixed-use, in conjunction with multi-family residential use. The developer,
property owner, or authorized agent shall determine the number of parking spaces
sufficient for the non-residential portion of the mixed-use development. The
parking requirement for the multi-family portion shall be consistent with Section
17.08.100 of the Residential Zones.

4. Multi-family uses. The parking requirement for multi-family uses shall be
consistent with Section 17.08.100 of the Residential Zones.
8. All uses shall provide parking for disabled persons in accordance with

federal and state requirements.”

Section4. Amend Section 17.12.230, “Design requirements,” including 17.12.230.A.2,
“Paving,” to read as follows:

“Paving. Parking areas, as well as the maneuvering areas and driveways used for access
thereto shall be paved with:

a. Concrete surfacing to a minimum thickness of 3% inches with expansion joints
as necessary; or

b. Asphalt surfacing, rolled to a smooth, hard surface having a minimum thickness
of 2 inches after compaction, and laid over a base of crushed rock, gravel or
other similar material compacted to a minimum thickness of 4 inches.

c. For commercial truck parking and drive aisles, asphalt surfacing rolled to a
smooth hard surface having a minimum thickness of 3 inches after compaction
and, at a minimum, designed to accommodate a traffic index (TI) of 6.5 as
calculated in accordance with the latest edition of the CalTrans Highway Design
Manual. Large commercial projects may need a greater TI based upon their use.

d. Other alternative material that will provide at least the equivalent in service, life
and appearance of the materials and standards which would be employed for
development pursuant to subsection A.2.a. or b. of this section.

e. The director of public works, at the request of the director, shall review and
report on the adequacy of paving where alternative materials are proposed under
subsection A.2.d. of this section. The director of public works may approve such
alternative materials if, in his opinion, the evidence indicates compliance with
subsection A.2.d. of this section.”

Section 5. Amend Section 17.12.230, “Design requirements,” including

17.12.230.A.3, “Size and Marking of Spaces,” to read as follows:

“Size and Marking of Spaces.

a. Standard parking spaces shall exhibit dimensions of 9 feet wide by 20 feet long
or 10 feet wide and 18 feet long in 90 degree parking, or 9 feet wide by 18 feet long
in 45- or 60-degree parking, with required disabled person parking spaces as
provided by federal and state law.

b. Compact parking spaces may exhibit dimensions between 9 feet wide by 18
feet long to 8 feet wide by 16 feet long. Such spaces shall be labeled “compact” in a
manner acceptable to the director.

c. No parking shall occur in the first 10 feet of a required front or street side yard.
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d. Where parking abuts an alley, the improved alley may be used as an aisle
subject to approval of the parking lot design. (See the following diagrams for
parking design options.)”

Section 6. Delete Section 17.12.230.A.5, eliminating guidelines for the location of
required parking spaces in the C zone.

Section7. Amend Section 17.12.230, “Design requirements,” including
17.12.230.A.10.h, regarding parking lot landscaping, to read as follows:

“All parking lots shall be landscaped with shade trees to achieve 50 percent coverage at
maturity.”

Section 8. Delete Section 17.12.530.B, eliminating maximum building coverage
requirements.

Section 9.  That the City Clerk shall certify to the passage of this Ordinance, and will
see that it is published and posted in the manner required by law.

I, Britt Avrit, CMC, City Clerk of the City of Lancaster, do hereby certify that the
foregoing ordinance was regularly introduced and placed upon its first reading on the 27" day of
September, 2016, and placed upon its second reading and adoption at a regular meeting of the

City Councilonthe  day of , 2016, by the following vote:
AYES:

NOES:

ABSTAIN:

ABSENT:

ATTEST: APPROVED:

BRITT AVRIT, CMC R. REX PARRIS

City Clerk Mayor

City of Lancaster City of Lancaster
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES )ss
CITY OF LANCASTER )

CERTIFICATION OF ORDINANCE
CITY COUNCIL

I . City of
Lancaster, California, do hereby certify that this is a true and correct copy of the original
Ordinance No. 1016, for which the original is on file in my office.

WITNESS MY HAND AND SEAL OF THE CITY OF LANCASTER, on this day of

(seal)
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pATE: _ 08-15-16

STAFF REPORT

AMENDMENT TO LANCASTER MUNICIPAL CODE (TITLE 17)
FOR THE REMOVAL OF MINIMUM PARKING REQUIREMENTS
IN THE C (COMMERCIAL) AND CPD (COMMERCIAL PLANNED

DEVELOPMENT) ZONES

DATE: August 15, 2016

TO: Lancaster Planning Commission

FROM: Planning Section, Community Development Divisionﬁl
Development Services Department

APPLICANT: City of Lancaster

LOCATION: City-wide

REQUEST: Amendment to the Lancaster Municipal Code (Title 17) to remove

minimum parking requirements in the C (Commercial) and CPD
(Commercial Planned Development) zones

RECOMMENDATION:  Receive public testimony and adopt Resolution No. 16-06,
recommending to the City Council approval and amendment to Title 17 of the Lancaster Municipal
Code (Exhibit “A”), removing minimum parking requirements in the C (Commercial) and CPD
(Commercial Planned Development) zones.

BACKGROUND: On March 21, 2016, staff provided a presentation to the Planning Commission
evaluating the elimination of minimum parking requirements in the City’s commercial zones. The
presentation included the following (see March 21, 2016, Memorandum):

e Why and how minimum parking requirements have been established

* How the establishment of minimum parking requirements has worked in practice

o The “unintended consequences” of establishing and regulating minimum parking
requirements

¢ How removal of minimum parking requirements support various City goals

* Possible outcomes of removing minimum parking requirements

 Limitations for the proposal of removing minimum parking requirements

On May 16, 2016, City staff provided a follow-up memo with additional information in response to
some questions that the Planning Commission raised during the March meeting (see May 16, 2016,
Memorandum). The Planning Commission then provided direction to staff to prepare an ordinance
to eliminate the minimum parking requirements in the City’s commercial zones.
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ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW: Pursuant to Sections 15162 and 15168(c)(2) of the State CEQA
Guidelines, the proposed update is within the scope of the Program Environmental Impact Report
(SCH #2007111003) for the existing Lancaster General Plan, and no further environmental review is
required.

LEGAL NOTICE: Notice of Public Hearing was noticed in a newspaper of general circulation per
prescribed procedure.

DISCUSSION: Upon direction by the Planning Commission, staff prepared an ordinance removing
minimum parking requirements in the C and CPD zones. Staff proposes amending Section
17.12.220, which governs off-street parking in the commercial zones, to eliminate the list of parking
ratios by proposed use. In lieu of assigning ratios to specific uses, the code would instead state that
“the developer, property owner, or authorized agent shall determine the number of parking spaces
sufficient for the proposed use.” This places the responsibility of determining the number of parking
spaces for a proposed use on the developer or property owner. Staff believes that the majority of
businesses, in particular corporate tenants, have minimum requirements based on market studies
specific to their line of business that they require as part of their site selection process. The removal
of City-imposed minimum parking requirements would give developers and applicants the flexibility
to locate at a site that they otherwise would not have been able to.

As discussed in the previous memorandums to the Planning Commission, staff believes that the
City’s minimum parking requirements were rooted primarily in a perception of convenience, and not
in economic return. Staff believes that removing the regulatory barrier of City-mandated minimum
parking requirements would give developers the ability to maximize land use potential and value
generation, with resulting long-term benefits to the City, based on actual market demand for parking.
For example, it would result in the ability for existing shopping centers to add building square
footage to accommodate new businesses if the center owner and tenants believe adequate parking
would be available. Similarly, it would also result in the ability for an existing building or site to
accommodate a wider range of uses, creating additional economic opportunities and options in the
community. The removal of minimum parking requirements is a small step that the City must take
to reverse low-density, sprawling development patterns, and the resulting fiscal liabilities that
follow.

Due to these reasons, and the findings listed in the resolution, staff recommends that the Planning
Commission recommend to the City Council an amendment to Title 17 of the Lancaster Municipal
Code to remove minimum parking requirements in the C (Commercial) and CPD (Commercial
Planned Development) zones.

Respectfully submitted,

oo i,

Chuen Ng, Principdf Planner

Attachments: Exhibit “A” - Draft Ordinance Removing Minimum Parking Requirements
May 16, 2016, Memorandum to the Planning Commission
March 21, 2016, Memorandum to the Planning Commission



RESOLUTION NO. 16-06

A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE
CITY OF LANCASTER, CALIFORNIA, RECOMMENDING TO
THE CITY COUNCIL APPROVAL AND AMENDMENT TO THE
LANCASTER MUNICIPAL CODE, TITLE 17, FOR THE
REMOVAL OF MINIMUM PARKING REQUIREMENTS IN THE
C (COMMERCIAL) AND CPD (COMMERCIAL PLANNED
DEVELOPMENT) ZONES

WHEREAS, the State of California Government Code requires zoning to be consistent
with the City’s General Plan; and

WHEREAS, the City’s General Plan states that the City will continue to examine new
innovative approaches to address the issues of parking demand; and

WHEREAS, in consideration of the overabundance of existing parking in the City’s
commercial shopping centers, the City is taking appropriate actions to address the visual and
economic impacts of large, open parking facilities; and

WHEREAS, the removal of minimum parking requirements in the City’s C
(Commercial) and CPD (Commercial Planned Development) zones, is an approach to yielding or
maximizing value generation, as property owners would have the ability to balance the cost of
supplying parking with the potential to add productive uses to areas that would have otherwise
been required for parking; and

WHEREAS, notice of intention to consider the amendments to the Lancaster Municipal
Code (“LMC”) for the removal of minimum parking requirements in the City’s Commercial
zones has been given in accordance with Section 65090 of the Government Code of the State of
California; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission finds that the City has made a diligent effort to
achieve public participation, and has held an informational meeting on June 20, 2016, and a
public hearing on August 15, 2016, for the amendments to the LMC, and has received and
commented on all public testimony both oral and written; and

WHEREAS, staff has prepared a written report recommending approval of the
amendments to the LMC for the removal of minimum parking requirements in the City’s C and
CPD zones; and

WHEREAS, on August 15, 2016, City of Lancaster staff recommended for adoption, an
amendment to the Zoning Code (Title 17) for the removal of minimum parking requirements in
the C and CPD zones; and
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WHEREAS, the Planning Commission finds that the amendment to the LMC for the
removal of minimum parking requirements will not have a significant effect on the environment
since these proposed actions are within the scope of the Program Environment Impact Report
(SCH #2007111003) prepared for the Lancaster General Plan, and no further environmental
review is required; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission, based upon evidence in the record hereby makes
the following findings in support of amending Title 17 of the Lancaster Municipal Code,
including Section 17.12.220:

1. The removal of minimum parking requirements and related zoning amendments in
the City’s commercial zones is consistent with the City’s General Plan, including:

a. Objective 14.3, which states, “Achieve a balance between the supply of parking
and demand for parking, recognizing the desirability and availability of
alternatives to the use of the private automobile.”

b. Policy 14.3.1, which states, “Maintain an adequate supply of parking that will
support the present level of automobiles and allow for the expected increase in
alternative modes of transportation.”

c. Objective 16.3, which states, “Foster development patterns and growth which
contributes to, rather than detracts from net fiscal gains to the City.”

d. Policy 16.3.1, which states, “Promote development patterns which will minimize
the costs of infrastructure development, public facilities development and
municipal service cost delivery.”

e. Policy 17.1.6, which states, “Revise the zoning ordinance to conform with the
General Plan text and map to address changing conditions with new concepts that
will allow both flexibility in application as well as a pleasing and attractive built
environment.”

f.  Policy 18.2.1, which states, “Encourage appropriate infill development.”
g. Policy 19.2.3, which states, “Encourage the rehabilitation and revitalization of

declining development, in a manner consistent with community design and
development objectives.”
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NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED:
This Commission hereby recommends that the City Council approve the

Ordinance. to amend the Lancaster Municipal Code (Title 17), for the removal of
minimum parking requirements, as attached hereto.

PASSED, APPROVED and ADOPTED this 15% day of August 2016, by the following

vote:

AYES: Commissioners Cook, Coronado, Harvey, Smith, Vice Chair Hall,"and Chairman
Vose.

NOES: None.

ABSTAIN: None.
RECUSED: None.

ABSENT: None.

o

JAMES/D. VOSE, Chairman
_angaster Planning Commission

ATTEST:

oot

CHUEN NG, Principaﬂ'[anner
City of Lancaster




ORDINANCE NO.

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE
CITY OF LANCASTER, CALIFORNIA, AMENDING
THE LANCASTER MUNICIPAL CODE, TITLE 17, FOR
THE REMOVAL OF MINIMUM PARKING
REQUIREMENTS IN THE C (COMMERCIAL) AND
CPD (COMMERCIAL PLANNED DEVELOPMENT)
ZONES

WHEREAS, the State of California Government Code requires zoning to be consistent
with the City’s General Plan; and

WHEREAS, the City’s General Plan states that the City will continue to examine new
innovative approaches to address the issues of parking demand; and

WHEREAS, in consideration of the overabundance of existing parking in the City’s
commercial shopping centers, the City is taking appropriate actions to address the visual and
economic impacts of large, open parking facilities; and

WHEREAS, the removal of minimum parking requirements in the City’s
C (Commercial) and CPD (Commercial Planned Development) zones, is an approach to yielding
or maximizing value generation, as property owners would have the ability to balance the cost of
supplying parking with the potential to add productive uses to areas that would have otherwise
been required for parking; and

WHEREAS, notice of intention to consider the amendments to the Lancaster Municipal
Code (“LMC”) for the removal of minimum parking requirements in the City’s C and CPD
zones has been given in accordance with Section 65090 of the Government Code of the State of
California; and

WHEREAS, the City Council finds that the City has made a diligent effort to achieve
public participation, and has held an informational meeting on June 20, 2016, and a public
hearing on August 15, 2016, for the amendments to the LMC, and has received and commented
on all public testimony both oral and written; and

WHEREAS, staff has prepared a written report recommending approval of the
amendments to the LMC for the removal of minimum parking requirements in the City’s C and
CPD zones; and

WHEREAS, on August 15, 2016, the Planning Commission recommended for adoption,
an amendment to the Zoning Code (Title 17) for the removal of minimum parking requirements
in the C and CPD zones; and

WHEREAS, the City Council finds that the amendment to the LMC for the removal of
minimum parking requirements will not have a significant effect on the environment since these
proposed actions are within the scope of the Program Environment Impact Report (SCH
#2007111003) prepared for the Lancaster General Plan, and no further environmental review is
required; and
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WHEREAS, the City Council, based upon evidence in the record hereby makes the
following findings in support of amending Title 17 of the Lancaster Municipal Code, including
Section 17.12.220:

1. The removal of minimum parking requirements and related zoning amendments in
the City’s C and CPD zones is consistent with the City’s General Plan, including:

a. Objective 14.3, which states, “Achieve a balance between the supply of parking
and demand for parking, recognizing the desirability and availability of
alternatives to the use of the private automobile.”

b. Policy 14.3.1, which states, “Maintain an adequate supply of parking that will
support the present level of automobiles and allow for the expected increase in
alternative modes of transportation.”

¢. Objective 16.3, which states, “Foster development patterns and growth which
contributes to, rather than detracts from net fiscal gains to the City.”

d. Policy 16.3.1, which states, “Promote development patterns which will minimize
the costs of infrastructure development, public facilities development and
municipal service cost delivery.”

¢. Policy 17.1.6, which states, “Revise the zoning ordinance to conform with the
General Plan text and map to address changing conditions with new concepts that
will allow both flexibility in application as well as a pleasing and attractive built
environment.”

f. Policy 18.2.1, which states, “Encourage appropriate infill development.”

g Policy 19.2.3, which states, “Encourage the rehabilitation and revitalization of
declining development, in a manner consistent with community design and
development objectives.”

THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF LANCASTER, CALIFORNIA, DOES
HEREBY ORDAIN, AS FOLLOWS:

Section 1. Delete Section 17.12.070.J, eliminating lease or joint usage of parking
subject to a director’s review.

Section2.  Amend Section 17.12.100, “Adjustments,” to read as follows:

“Adjustments.

The director may reduce the required minimum lot width, minimum lot depth and yard
requirements by an amount not to exceed 10%; may increase the maximum height regulations
and maximum sign area by an amount not to exceed 10% of the amount specified by the C zone;
where the director makes a finding in writing that the applicant has demonstrated:
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A. That there are special circumstances or exceptional physical characteristics applicable
to the property including size, shape, topography, location or surroundings involved
which are not generally applicable to other properties in the same vicinity with the
same zoning; and

B. That an adjustment (if authorized) will not constitute a grant of special privilege
inconsistent with the limitations on other properties in the same vicinity with the
same zoning; and

C. The strict application of the requirements that are sought to be reduced or increased
would result in practical difficulties and unnecessary hardship which is inconsistent
with the purpose of the requirements; and

D. That approval of the application will not diminish the visual appearance of the
property or neighborhood; and

E. Where applicable, that approval of the application will result in the need for less
grading and disturbance of soils and natural vegetation. Where applicable, that
approval of the application will result in the retention or preservation of native
vegetation; particularly Joshua trees, California Juniper, or Creosote shrubs.

Any reduction or increase greater than those specified in this section shall be subject to the
granting of a variance.”

Section 3. Delete Section 17.12.130.B.4, eliminating the maximum floor area ratio.

Section4.  Amend Section 17.12.220, “Off-street parking,” to read as follows:

“Off-street parking.

The automobile parking facilities required by this section shall be provided and
permanently maintained as such unless and until a substitute has been provided which is in full
compliance with the provisions of this title. The following parking requirements shall be
complied with in the C zone:

A. General Conditions. The provisions of this section shall apply at the time that:

1. A building or structure is erected; or

2. An existing building or structure is altered or enlarged to increase the occupancy
capacity.

B. Parking Requirements by Use.

I. All commercial, service, and office uses, except as otherwise listed in this section.
The developer, property owner, or authorized agent shall determine the number of
parking spaces sufficient for the proposed use.

2. Churches and other assembly uses. The developer, property owner, or authorized
agent shall determine the number of parking spaces sufficient for the proposed
use, subject to a Director’s Review.

3. Mixed-use, in conjunction with multi-family residential use. The developer,
property owner, or authorized agent shall determine the number of parking spaces
sufficient for the non-residential portion of the mixed-use development. The
parking requirement for the multi-family portion shall be consistent with Section
17.08.100 of the Residential Zones.

4. Multi-family uses. The parking requirement for multi-family uses shall be
consistent with Section 17.08.100 of the Residential Zones.

5. All uses shall provide parking for disabled persons in accordance with federal and
state requirements.”
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Section4.  Amend Section 17.12.230, “Design requirements,” including 17.12.230.A.2,
“Paving,” to read as follows:
“Paving. Parking areas, as well as the maneuvering areas and driveways used for access
thereto shall be paved with:

a. Concrete surfacing to a minimum thickness of 3% inches with expansion joints
as necessary; or

b. Asphalt surfacing, rolled to a smooth, hard surface having a minimum thickness
of 2 inches after compaction, and laid over a base of crushed rock, gravel or
other similar material compacted to a minimum thickness of 4 inches.

¢. For commercial truck parking and drive aisles, asphalt surfacing rolled to a
smooth hard surface having a minimum thickness of 3 inches after compaction
and, at a minimum, designed to accommodate a traffic index (TI) of 6.5 as
calculated in accordance with the latest edition of the CalTrans Highway Design
Manual. Large commercial projects may need a greater TI based upon their use.

d. Other alternative material that will provide at least the equivalent in service, life
and appearance of the materials and standards which would be employed for
development pursuant to subsection A.2.a. or b. of this section.

¢. The director of public works, at the request of the director, shall review and
report on the adequacy of paving where alternative materials are proposed under
subsection A.2.d. of this section. The director of public works may approve such
alternative materials if, in his opinion, the evidence indicates compliance with
subsection A.2.d. of this section.”

Section 5.  Amend  Section 17.12.230, “Design  requirements,”  including

17.12.230.A.3, “Size and Marking of Spaces,” to read as follows:

“Size and Marking of Spaces.

a. Standard parking spaces shall exhibit dimensions of 9 feet wide by 20 feet long or
10 feet wide and 18 feet long in 90 degree parking, or 9 feet wide by 18 feet long in
45- or 60-degree parking, with required disabled person parking spaces as provided
by federal and state law.

b. Compact parking spaces may exhibit dimensions between 9 feet wide by 18 feet
long to 8 feet wide by 16 feet long. Such spaces shall be labeled “compact” in a
manner acceptable to the director.

¢. No parking shall occur in the first 10 feet of a required front or street side yard.

d. Where parking abuts an alley, the improved alley may be used as an aisle subject to
approval of the parking lot design. (See the following diagrams for parking design
options.)”

Section 6.  Delete Section 17.12.230.A.5, eliminating guidelines for the location of
required parking spaces in the C zone.

Section7. Amend Section 17.12.230, “Design  requirements,” including
17.12.230.A.10.h, regarding parking lot landscaping, to read as follows:

“All parking lots shall be landscaped with shade trees to achieve 50 percent coverage at
maturity.”

Section 8.  Delete Section 17.12.530.B, eliminating maximum building coverage
requirements.
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Section 9. That the City Clerk shall certify to the passage of this Ordinance, and will
see that it is published and posted in the manner required by law.

I, Britt Avrit, CMC, City Clerk of the City of Lancaster, do hereby certify that the

foregoing ordinance was regularly introduced and placed upon its first reading on the

day of » 2016, and placed upon its second reading and adoption

at a regular meeting of the City Council on the __ day of , 2016, by the
following vote:

AYES:

NOES:
ABSTAIN:

ABSENT:

ATTEST: APPROVED:

BRITT AVRIT, CMC R. REX PARRIS
City Clerk Mayor
City of Lancaster City of Lancaster

STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES )ss
CITY OF LANCASTER )
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CERTIFICATION OF ORDINANCE
CITY COUNCIL
L, , City of
Lancaster, California, do hereby certify that this is a true and correct copy of the original
Ordinance No. , for which the original is on file in my office.

WITNESS MY HAND AND SEAL OF THE CITY OF LANCASTER, on this
day of ;

(seal)
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CHIPOTLE MEXICAN GRILL

Rejional Real Estate Contacts

Trade Area & Site Guidelines

Trade Area
> Urbar and suburban with SUOng residential anc daybme popuiation
» Preferred generators: residential. office, cotai, univessity, recreation,
and hosprtais

Restaurant Location
> rban storefronts, shopping center end-caps and pads, freestanding buidings
» Preferred size of 2,400 square feet

{current sizes range from 1 800 - 2800 square feet depencing or trage area

charactenstics)

25 feet minimum frontage

Pato seating preferred

Zoning 10 accommodate restavrant use and ailow fiquor hcerse

{beer & margartas;

Parking adequate for restaurant use

Bulding exterior w allow Chipotie stangarg storefront design and signage

* Exceliert visibiity and access

Chipotle
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1401 WYNKOOP STREET
DeENVER, TO 80202
CHIPODTLE.COM/DEVELOPMENT

~~  EXHIBIT “D”

]

CA - LA, OrRANGE, BAKERSFIELD,
VENTURA & SanTa BARBARA

Ginny Di Bias
Ph (826)796 1974 Fax (626}270-4184
E-Maii gdibias@chipotie com

CA - INLAND EMPIRE & SAN DiEsa,
NV & UT

Rod Lucio
Ph (626)796-2255 Fax :636j628-175(
E-Mail riucc@chipotte cam

CA - DENTRAL VALLEY, SACRAMENTO
& FRESNO, NV - Reng, OR, wa, 1D

Shannon Hart
Ph (503 233-070C fax (303 333070
E-Mait sehart@chipotie com

AZ & CA - Bay AREA

Lisa Burbey
Ph (4803 998-3207 Fax (480: 7:8-7%7%
E-Mad burbey@chipotie com

MD, IL, WI, NE, iIA, KANSAS CiTY
Jim Stadelman
P (630)605-+402 Fax $3014:16-8705
E-Mail jstadelman@crpatie.com

GA, NG, SG, AL, TN
Michelle Ryman
Pa (770V813-8170 Fax 88813:0.33:5
E-Maii mryman@chipotie com

FL
Jodi Recalt
Pb {9541945-5675 Fax ,954:302-493C
£-Mail: recait@chipotle com

TX, MN, DK, CO, WY, KS - WESTERN
Corey Jones
Ph (3032 350-0629 Fax (2037 39G-0a50
£-Mar cwiones@chipotie com

aH, KY, IN, MI, PA - WESTERN,
W. vVa, NY - WESTERM

Mark Heath
Ph {614) 769 9028 Fax (61417659040
E-Maii mheath@chipotle cor

NYC, LanG ISLAND, CT - SOUTHERN
Lori Madzin
Ph (7323493-0757 Fax (732:676-7940
E-Mail imadzn@cimpotie com

DC, MD, VA, PA - CENTRAL

Mate France
Ph (3013926-0805 fax (3011926-0804
E-Mail mfrance@chipotie com

MA, NH, RI, VT, NY - EASTERN,
CT - NORTHERN
Brad Toothman
Ph (5081529 4563 Fax (508)529-4390
E-Mail btoothman@cmpotle com

MJ, PA - EASTERN, DE - NORTHERN
Lisa Drake
Ph (610} 642-2552 Fax (4:Gi 6423 7
E-Mail Idrake@chipotie com
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MEMORANDUM
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING

DATE: March 21, 2016
TO: Chairman Vose and Members of the Planning Commission
FROM: Chuen Ng, Principal Planner A

Brian S. Ludicke, Planning Director Z;Z’

SUBIJECT: REMOVAL OF MINIMUM PARKING REQUIREMENTS

City staff is evaluating the elimination of minimum parking requirements in the City’s
commercial zones. The reasons for this evaluation are varied, ranging from the fiscal and
economic effects of minimum parking requirements to their effect on City development
patterns, as the City explores more closely the relationship between development pattern and
long-term fiscal resiliency. This memo explores the impacts of having minimum parking
standards and the possible outcomes of removing the minimum standards.

Why and how have minimum parking requirements been established?

As with nearly all other cities, Lancaster sets minimum parking requirements for every land use
to satisfy the peak demand for free parking. This is based on the assumption that most people
will arrive to their destination by private vehicle, and the intention to ensure that these visitors
can park quickly, easily, and for free. For Lancaster, minimum parking requirements include one
parking space for every 250 square feet of commercial or office floor area, and one parking
space for every 100 square feet of restaurant/dining area. Some cities have parking
requirements so extensive and detailed that they cover obscure land uses, including asylums,
pet cemeteries, and slaughterhouses.

Donald Shoup, a renowned UCLA professor and well-regarded expert in the economics and
availability of parking, cites a survey by Richard Willson of planning directors in 144 cities to
learn how they set parking requirements. The two most frequently citied methods were “survey
nearby cities” and “consult Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) handbooks.” Shoup
states that the first method is problematic, since it risks repeating someone else’s mistakes, but
also fails to reveal where the requirements came from in the first place. He also questions ITE’s
methodology, since he believes parking generation rates are inflated by the ample free parking
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of suburban survey sites; small sample sizes; and that nothing is said about off-peak parking
occupancy.

Other intentions behind having “free” parking spaces include: providing convenience by
reducing congestion on and around the site; encouraging growth, in that readily available
parking draws people to commerce centers; and supporting orderly development by providing
predictability for developers. These intentions are also dependent on assumptions. We assume
on-street parking disrupts traffic flow and would create congestion. We assume free, readily
available parking draws people to commerce centers and encourages growth. We assume that
developers are accustomed to only building a suburban form, and we reinforce a development
template that is repeated over and over again.

All of these assumptions can be challenged when we consider cities that have a more compact
growth pattern. In Southern California, significant growth is occurring within cities as opposed
to the fringes of the region, with demand to add buildings or more intense uses in existing
centers. While we may perceive these places to be “congested,” this congestion is also
indicative of activity and life, where people work, recreate and dine. We also find developments
that do not fit the suburban form, but that are in demand, as reflected in real estate prices,
including mixed use and transit-oriented developments. Ultimately, the greatest assumption
behind the provision of minimum parking standards is a peak demand based on a science that is
arguably arbitrary.

How has the establishment of minimum parking requirements worked in practice?

The establishment of minimum parking requirements has resulted in ample parking for many of
Lancaster’s commercial shopping centers and office complexes. Visitors to shopping centers can
usually find a parking space within close proximity to the entrance of a retail or office tenant.
Parking spaces remain available even during “Black Friday,” the day after Thanksgiving, in which
shoppers flock to retail stores for the best advertised sales of the year. Keep in mind that ITE’s
analysis of parking generation defines “peak demand” as the time of the day or week in which
parking is most heavily used. Peak demand never meant “Black Friday,” or the most demanded
time of the year.

Thus, even during events beyond peak demand, parking remains available; although visitors
may be slightly inconvenienced by having to park farther away from the store entrance. During
times of peak demand on a typical day or week, ample parking remains available throughout
destinations within the City. Lancaster residents have become accustomed to being able to park
near the entrances of their destinations, and vacant parking spaces simply serve as paved open
space. This provides one of two visual perceptions: (1) that a particular destination is
convenient to visit, given the “elbow room” for cars; or, (2) that the destination is unsuccessful
and failing because it appears to draw few visitors.
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What are some of the “unintended consequences” of establishing and regulating minimum
parking requirements?

The perception of failing shopping centers is one unintended consequence of establishing
minimum parking requirements. Beyond perceptions, the minimum parking requirement has
had very real and permanent consequences for how our City functions today. The 10 by 20 feet
rectangular delineations indicating “free” parking do not quickly go away; and many times, will
outlast the initial proposed use, ultimately resulting in blight.

When cities require minimum parking standards, cities perpetuate low-density development
patterns, in which buildings are separated by large parking lots, wide streets, and all other
forms of private vehicle accommodations. These accommodations for cars create poor
pedestrian environments, since pedestrians have to walk farther between uses, usually along a
narrow sidewalk flanked by large parking lots and wide roads with cars traveling at high speeds.
Even walking between uses within the same commercial center is often difficult.

Low-density development is expensive to maintain since more infrastructure is required to
serve fewer revenue-generating land uses. Although private property owners are responsible
for maintaining on-site parking lots, the City is responsible for maintaining dedicated street
improvements. These streets will remain an ongoing maintenance liability, and if we continue
with the same low-density development patterns, as perpetuated by minimum parking
requirements, we will continue to add to our maintenance liabilities while getting little in
return.

While we increase our maintenance liabilities, we are also decreasing our value generation, as a
result of decreased building area. Minimum parking requirements prohibit property owners
from maximizing the use of their property by asking property owners to dedicate land towards
free parking that could have otherwise been used for additional building square footage. This
lost building square could have been sales area, dining area, office space, or some other type of
sales generating retail, dining, or service use. This is especially important because, as real estate
professionals will attest, location is the key factor in site selection. Minimum parking
requirements may limit those site options, even if a prospective tenant is otherwise satisfied
with a particular location.

In the meantime, City staff continues with the cumbersome process of enforcing minimum
parking standards. Planning staff keeps a large binder with parking calculations for every
shopping center and office complex within the City. The parking calculations contain
information for each tenant, including building square-footage, hours of operations, the
applicable parking ratio for the use, and the resulting parking allocation for the use. This
information requires constant updating as tenants come and go between shopping centers.
When the City continues to act as a parking regulator and enforcer, businesses look to the City
as an “arbiter” for private parking lots; in particular, during instances when tenants have a
desire to reserve the parking spaces closest to their business specifically for their own visitors.
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How does removal of minimum parking requirements support various City goals?

The removal of minimum parking requirements is consistent and supportive of other various
City goals. In recent years, the City has adopted plans and guidelines that seek to create
enhanced livability and sustainability, by promoting more transportation choices, higher design
standards, and better amenities in our communities. The General Plan, Architectural Design
Guidelines, Master Plan of Trails and Bikeways, and updated Residential Zones include policies,
guidelines, and standards that promote walkability, connectivity, and livable environments that
would foster healthy lifestyles and job creation. However, these efforts must be coordinated
and not be undermined by other regulations that conflict with sustainable objectives. It is
difficult to require pedestrian-friendly environments when we continue to require developers
to commit more land than what may be necessary for parking.

As Lancaster begins the process of producing a “Complete Streets Master Plan,” in an effort to
“right size” our street right-of-ways, we should follow through on the complementary effort to
“right size” on-site parking lots. Similarly, a complete street typically includes on-street parking,
in an effort to help provide “friction” and slow vehicular travel. There are locations within the
City, in particular, those within or closer to the urban core, in which on-street parking would be
a benefit for the adjacent land uses as well as meeting street design goals.

The removal of minimum parking requirements will also support the City’s goal for long-term
fiscal sustainability. While the City continues in its efforts to create jobs and broaden
employment sectors, the City is also paying more attention to how current development
patterns affect long-term maintenance. When developers are freed from minimum parking
requirements, they will have the option to add more uses to a project site, and will also make
use of existing infrastructure that is already serving the site. As a result, we add more jobs,
more sales and tax generation without consuming new land and creating new maintenance
liabilities.

What are some of the possible outcomes of removing minimum parking requirements?

Removing minimum parking requirements is not a recommendation to remove parking
altogether. It simply shifts the calculation for required parking from the City to the developer or
property owner with the acceptance that the developer can better determine the required
need. It would allow for the potential of “right-sizing” parking lots, in which the City could
permit additional buildings on formerly vacant parking spaces. For new developments, the City
can allow developers to set the right amount of spaces from the start, and maximize the
development potential for the property. In many cases, corporate tenants will still mandate a
certain amount of minimum parking (although even these requirements have become more
flexible in recent years); however, property owners would have the flexibility to make any
necessary adjustments.

In a “free market” approach, parking congestion and conflicts should resolve themselves. A
property manager would take a more active approach in managing parking allocation for each
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tenant; and perhaps instead of managing parking, a property manager may better manage the
location of proposed uses within a shopping center to avoid parking conflicts. Likewise, a tenant
may choose to relocate to another site, if the tenant feels that parking is a constraint to the
success of that business.

In removal of minimum parking requirements, residents may alter their perspective on
congestion and reset their expectations of being able to find a parking space within close
proximity to a building entrance. Some of us have similar expectations when we visit popular
destinations in urbanized areas, in which we would accept a longer walk from a free parking
space to a destination, or pay for parking. While we sometimes may have a negative view of
congestion, we should also acknowledge the correlation between desirable destinations and
their compact form, in which retail, offices, and dining are concentrated within close proximity
to each other. We have this form on Lancaster Boulevard in downtown, and one expects that
cars will move slower and free parking may require a short walk, understanding that it is a
pedestrian-oriented environment.

What are the limitations for the proposal of removing minimum parking requirements?

In consideration of the removal of minimum parking requirements, we should anticipate the
possible limitations. We should acknowledge that our automobile-oriented development
pattern of the last 60 years has resulted in behaviors of automobile dependency. The removal
of minimum parking requirements acknowledges existing development patterns and associated
automobile dependent behaviors, but also attempts to “turn the corner” from dependency. At
this time, there is no proposal to “unbundle” residential parking requirements, since we accept
that a majority of households own automobiles. Again, this is not a recommendation to take
away all parking, but rather, a recommendation to allow property owners to make better use of
parking spaces that are typically vacant. This would allow them, over time, to create a more
compact development pattern should the demand exist.

Occasionally, the City receives requests from short-term, high-demand uses, such as churches,
that propose an assembly use yielding a high number of visitors during a particular time of the
week within a location that may be limited in parking. A pure application of the “free market”
approach would let property owners and tenants sort this out; however, staff will continue to
take a more reserved approach in handling these short-term, high-demand uses by requiring a
Director’s Review for an assessment of the location for the proposed use.

Conclusion
The removal of minimum parking requirements is a small step (one of many) that the City must
take to reverse low-density, sprawling development patterns, and the resulting fiscal liabilities.

Staff feels that by removing this regulatory barrier, developers would have the ability to
maximize land use potential and value generation, with resulting long-term benefits to the City.
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