
CITY COUNCIL STAFF REPORT 

DATE: September 16, 2015 

SUBJECT: AN APPLICATION BY 750 LOFTS, LLC, OWNER, FOR DEVELOPMENT 
OF A 39-UNIT HOTEL WITH ACCESSORY USES ON A 1.13-ACRE 
PARCEL LOCATED AT 750 NORTH PALM CANYON DRIVE AND 
ADOPTING A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION UNDER CEQA, 
ZONE C-1/R-3/PDD 104/RESORT COMBINING ZONE/LAS PALMAS 
BUSINESS HISTORIC DISTRICT HD-1, (CASE 5.1350 POD 
374/GPA/CUP/3.3795 MAJ). 

FROM: David H. Ready, City Manager 

BY: Department of Planning Services 

SUMMARY 

The City Council will consider a request for approval to construct a four-story, 39-room 
hotel with accessory uses, including a restaurant, a cocktail lounge, a spa, a rooftop 
swimming pool and bar, event space and 74 off-street parking spaces, not including 
valet spaces, on a 1.13-acre site in the Uptown commercial district. 

The following applications have been filed in conjunction with this request: 
• A General Plan Amendment (GPA) application to change the land use designation 

from Neighborhood Community Commercial (NCC) to Central Business District 
(CBD); 

• A Preliminary Planned Development District (POD 374) in lieu of a change of zone 
application pursuant to the Palm Springs Zoning Code (PSZC) Section 94.07.00 to 
establish development standards and permitted uses for a mixed-use hotel 
development; 

• A Major Architectural Application (MAJ) pursuant to PSZC 94.04.00 for approval of 
the site plan, landscape plan and architectural design for the proposed development; 
and 

• A Conditional Use Permit (CUP) application pursuant to PSZC 94.03.00 seeking 
approval for the following: 

1) A spa as an accessory use to a hotel [PSZC 92.12.01 (0)(22)]; 
2) A cocktail lounge [PSZC 92.12.01 (0)(9)]; 
3) A hotel in which more than 1 0% of the hotel rooms are provided with 
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kitchens [PSZC 92.12.01 (0)(14 )]; 
4) A high-rise structure with a maximum height of 48'-4" [PSZC 

92.12.03(C)(1)(a), PSZC 93.04.00 (High-Rise Buildings), and 94.03.00(A) 
-(Planned Development District)]. 

ISSUES 

• The quantity of off-street parking spaces is less than required by the zoning code, 
however, adequate parking will be provided on site through valet parking. 

• The project does not conform to all of the open space or setback requirements for 
high-rise buildings, however, the City Council may alter these requirements if it finds 
the intent of the high-rise ordinance has been met. 

• The General Plan Amendment application proposes a land use designation with a 
Floor Area Ratio (FAR.) that is greater than that of the adjacent properties, 
although the uses permitted under the designation are similar. 

• The project does not fully comply with the conditions recommended by the Historic 
Site Preservation Board (HSPB), but has been revised to reduce the height and bulk 
of the building, which relate to the concerns raised by the HSPB. 

RECOMMENDATION 

1. Open the public hearing and take testimony. 

2. Close the public hearing and adopt Resolution # __ , "A RESOLUTION OF THE 
CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF PALM SPRINGS, CALIFORNIA, ADOPTING A 
MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION FOR A PROPOSED GENERAL PLAN 
AMENDMENT, PRELIMINARY PLANNED DEVELOPMENT IN LIEU OF A CHANGE 
OF ZONE, A CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT, AND A MAJOR ARCHITECTURAL 
APPLICATION FOR A 39-ROOM HOTEL WITH ACCESSORY SPA, RESTAURANT 
AND COCKTAIL LOUNGE/BAR USES ON A 1.13-ACRE PARCEL LOCATED AT 750 
NORTH PALM CANYON DRIVE, SUBJECT TO CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL AS 
OUTLINED IN EXHIBIT "A" (CASE 5.1350 POD 374/GPA/CUP/3.3795 MAJ). 

3. Adopt Resolution # __ , "A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE 
CITY OF PALM SPRINGS, CALIFORNIA, APPROVING A MAJOR ARCHITECTURAL 
APPLICATION FOR A 39-ROOM HOTEL, A CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT FOR A 
HIGH-RISE BUILDING, AND A CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT FOR ACCESSORY SPA, 
COCKTAIL LOUNGE/BAR USES, AND HOTEL UNITS WHERE MORE THAN 10% OF 
THE UNITS HAVE KITCHEN FACILITIES ON A 1.13-ACRE PARCEL LOCATED AT 
750 NORTH PALM CANYON DRIVE (CASE 5.1350 POD 374/GPA/CUP/3.3795 MAJ). 

4. Waive reading and introduce by title only for first reading Ordinance # __ , "AN 
ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF PALM SPRINGS, 
CALIFORNIA, APPROVING A GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT FROM NCC 
(NEIGHBORHOOD COMMUNITY COMMERCIAL) TO CBD (CENTRAL BUSINESS 
DISTRICT) FOR A 39-ROOM HOTEL DEVELOPMENT WITH ACCESSORY USES ON 
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A 1.13-ACRE PARCEL LOCATED AT 750 NORTH PALM CANYON DRIVE (CASE 
5.1350 POD 374/GPA/CUP/3.3795 MAJ). 

5. Waive reading and introduce by title only for first reading Ordinance # __ , "AN 
ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF PALM SPRINGS, CALIFORNIA, APPROVING 
PRELIMINARY PLANNED DEVELOPMENT DISTRICT 374 IN LIEU OF A CHANGE 
OF ZONE FOR A 39-ROOM HOTEL DEVELOPMENT WITH ACCESSORY USES ON 
A 1.13-ACRE PARCEL LOCATED AT 750 NORTH PALM CANYON DRIVE (CASE 
5.1350 POD 374/GPA/CUP/3.3795 MAJ). 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

Related Relevant Actions by Planning, Building, Fire, etc. 
1980 Case 5.0121 PO 104 approved for Security Pacific National Bank. 

1986 
City Council established the Las Palmas Business Historic District 
(Resolution #15858). 

2008 
Pre-application PA-003 for a proposed 5-story mixed-use hotel 
project is processed by the Department of Planning Services 

2012 
Pre-application PA 12-001 for a proposed 5-story mixed-use hotel is 
processed by the Department of Planning Services. 

10/06/14 
The AAC voted 6-0 to recommend approval of the project to the 
Planning Commission with conditions (see attached AAC minutes). 

10/12/14 1 he HSPB voted 5-1 to approve the project subject to conditions. 

12/22/14 
The AAC voted 7-0 to recommend approval of a Major Architectural 
Application (3.3795 MAJ) to the Planning Commission as submitted. 
The HSPB voted 6-1 to approve the Major Architectural Application 

01/13/15 (3.3795 MAJ) for the project and issue a certificate of approval, 
subject to conditions. 

01/22/15 
The applicant filed an appeal of the HSPB action requesting the 
removal of Conditions #1 and #2. 

02/04/15 
The City Council voted 5-0 to uphold the appeal and remove HSPB 
Conditions #1, #2, and #3. 

02/25/15 
The Planning Commission voted 7-0 to recommend approval of the 
proposed development, subject to conditions. 
The City Council voted to repeal Resolution #23757 (appeal of HSPB 

05/06/15 action) and refer the cases back to the Planning Commission for 
hearing and recommendation to City Council. 

06/24/15 
The Planning Commission voted to continue the item to the July 22, 
2015 meeting for additional review and discussion. 
The Planning Commission voted to continue the item to the August 

07/22/15 12, 2015 meeting at the request of staff, pending a response to the 
comments received during the recirculation of the Initial Study/MND. 

08/12/15 
The Planning Commission recommended approval of the applications 
by vote of 6 to 0. 
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Most Recent Change of Ownership 
09/19/07 I Colony Pacifica Lofts 

Neighborhood Meeti119 

09116114 
Neighborhood outreach meeting held at Trio Restaurant for Old Las 
Palmas and Movie Colony neighborhood organizations. 

Field Check 
06/15/15 I Site visit by project case planner. 

I Site Area 
Net Acres 11.13 Acres 

Surrounding Existing Land Use Existing General Existing Zoning 
Property Per Chapter 92 Plan Designation Designation 

C-1 (Retail 

Financial Institution 
Neighborhood Business); R-3 

Subject Property 
(Vacant) 

Community (Multiple-Family 
Commercial (NCC) Residential and 

Hotel); PD 104 

Neighborhood 
C-1(Retail 

Art Gaiiery & Retaii Business); 
North 

Uses 
Community 

R-3 (Multiple-Family 
Commercial (NCC) 

& Hotel) 

Neighborhood 
C-1 (Retail 

South Office & Hotel Uses Community 
Business); 

R-3 (Multiple-Family 
Commercial (NCC) 

& Hotel) 

East Hotel Uses 
High Density R-3 (Multiple-Family 

Residential (HDR) & Hotel) 
Restaurant, Art Neighborhood 

C-1 (Retail 
West Gallery & Retail Community 

Uses Commercial (NCC) 
Business) 

Master Plan Areas Compliance 
None N/A 
Special Purpose and Overlay Districts Compliance 
"R" Resort Overlay Zone y 

Las Palmas Business Historic District Nl 

The project does not fully comply wrth the condrtrons recommended by the Hrstonc Srte Preservatron 
Board (HSPB), but has been revised to reduce the height and bulk of the building, which relate to the 
concerns raised by the HSPB. 
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DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS 

Pursuant to Section 92.12.03 (C-1 Zone), the following standards apply: 
Standard Required/ Provided Compliance 

Allowed 
Min. Lot Size 20,000 SF 49,378 SF y 
Min. Lot Width 100 Feet 275 Feet y 
Min. Lot Depth 150 Feet 256 Feet y 
Min. Setbacks 

• Front (Palm 5 Feet (avg.) 0 Feet N1 

Canyon) 
• Front (Indian 5 Feet (avg.) 10 Feet y 

Canyon) 
20 Feet2 N1 • Side (north) 0' to 10'-2" 

• Side (south) 20 Feet2 O'to10' N1 

•Rear N/A 18'-2" N/A 

Max. Lot Coverage No requirements 79.6% N/A 
Max. Building Height 30 Feet; high-rise 48'-4" Y" 

buildings 
permitted per 

PSZC 93.04.00 
Trash Enclosure Screened Yes y 

6' High (bin) 
3'-6" High (cans) 

Mechanical Equipment Screened Unknown ---
.. 

Development standards for POD appl1cat1ons may be established through approval of a spec1flc 
development plan. 
220-foot setback only required adjacent to any R-zoned property per C-1 development standards; no 
setback is required from commercially-zoned property except under the high-rise ordinance. 
3
High-rise buildings may be permitted up to 60 feet in height upon approval of a Conditional Use Permit. 

Existing General Plan Permitted F.A.R. Proposed F.A.R. 
Designation 
NCC 0.35 0.83 
Proposed General Plan Permitted F.A.R. Proposed F.A.R. 
Designation 
CBD 1.0 0.83 

p ursuan t t S f 93 06 00 th f, II k" t d d I 0 ec 1on . . ' 
e o owmg par: mg s an an s appw: 

Parking Requirement 

SF or# Parking 
Required Provided 

Use Handi- Handi- Comp. of Units Ratio Reg. 
cap 

Reg. 
cap 

Hotel 39 Units 1/unit 39 
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RestauranUBar 172 1 per 3 
Seats seats 

TOTAL SPACES REQUIRED 
Reaular and Handicap Spaces Rea. 

57 

96 741 N2 

92 4 71 3 y 
.. 

An add1t1onal 34 parkmg spaces can be provided on the s1te through a valet parkmg plan, resultmg m a 
total of 108 on-site parking spaces. With the valet parking spaces, the site will have 12 parking spaces in 
excess of code requirements. 
2 
The applicant has submitted a parking study by RK Associates, justifying a reduced number of parking 

spaces. 

ANALYSIS 

The project has been revised several times since initially submitted, in order to address 
conditions imposed by the Architectural Advisory Committee (AAC), Historic Site 
Preservation Board (HSPB), and Planning Commission. The following changes have 
been made to the project since originally submitted: 

• The number of hotel rooms has been reduced from 46 units to 39 units. 
• All of the hotel rooms are two-story units, with living and kitchen facilities on the 

first level and a sleeping loft on the second leveL 
• The number of parking spaces has been increased from 62 spaces to 74 spaces; 

valet parking adds an additional 34 on-site parking spaces. 
• The height of the building at the Palm Canyon frontage has been reduced from 

32'-0" to 31 '-0". 
• The height of the building at the Indian Canyon frontage has been reduced from 

a range of 32'-0" to 35'-0" in height and now varies between 29'-3" to 34'-0" in 
height. 

• The proposed retail space facing Palm Canyon has been replaced with 
restaurant and cocktail lounge space. 

• The number of restaurant and bar seats has been reduced from 217 seats to 172 
seats, which has in turn reduced the parking requirement for the development. 

• Approximately 10,000 square feet of "back of house" uses (kitchen, mechanical 
equipment, office, etc.) is now proposed in a basement level under the north 
portion of the building. 

• The two-way drive aisle that bisects the site between Palm Canyon and Indian 
Canyon has been reduced to a one-way drive aisle in order to increase the width 
of the on-site pedestrian walkway and to increase the number of parking spaces. 

The proposed development includes a restaurant, cocktail lounge and hotel lobby on 
the ground floor of the building, with 74 covered parking spaces and a drive aisle and 
pedestrian walkway that connects the Palm Canyon and the Indian Canyon frontages. 
The second floor of the building includes 39 two-story "loft-style" hotel units and a small 
spa/salon. The third floor of the building is a mezzanine level, which contains the upper 
level of the hotel units and upper level of the spa. The fourth floor of the building will 
include a pool deck, outdoor cocktail lounge, indoor event space, fitness center, and 
restrooms. 

OS 
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General Plan Amendment: The applicant has requested a General Plan Amendment to 
change the land use designation from Neighborhood Community Commercial (NCC) to 
Central Business District (CBD). The proposed amendment originally included the 
Alcazar Hotel property immediately south of the subject site; that property has since 
been removed from the application. The existing NCC land use designation 
encourages commercial uses that serve adjacent neighborhoods, and allows a floor 
area ratio (F.A.R.) of up to 0.35. The CBD land use designation allows for a mix of 
commercial, residential and office uses at a higher concentration than other areas of the 
city, and allows up to 1.0 F.A.R. Much of the Uptown area is designated NCC, 
however, the subject site is in close proximity to the northerly edge of the CBD area. 
Further, properties with the CBD land use designation are located west of the project 
site along Palm Canyon Drive from Merito Place south to Alejo Road, and southeast of 
the project site along Indian Canyon Drive from East Granvia Valmonte to Alejo Road. 
The proposed amendment requests the expansion of the higher-intensity CBD into this 
transition are between Downtown and Uptown, and incorporates many of the important 
design considerations found in the Downtown Urban Design Guidelines of the General 
Plan. 

Planned Development District - Development Standards: A preliminary Planned 
Development District application has been submitted in lieu of a change of zone to 
establish the development standards and uses for the site. In the previous section of 
the rcnnr+ th= rl.cnlclnt"''.l"t""cn+ ~+ ..... n.-l ..... ,....lr- f,...,. +h .... .,...,.,...;,...,..+ ._.,,...,.,... ,..,.........,,....,..,.,...,... , .. ,i+h +h ........ +,.,...,.1..,.,.,.,1,.. 
\11"-' l..,tJVI 1. 1 1.1 IV uow;;VVIVtJIIIo;;;;;;l IL .;>LQI lUG I Uoi::J lVI Lllli;;i' tJI VJCUl VV'c;l 'c; UVIIItJQIII;;U VVILII lll"t::' ;;)lQIIUQI U;;) 

of the C-1 (Retail Business) Zone. The project exceeds the minimum required setbacks 
for the C-1 zone along the rear property line and along the Indian Canyon frontage, but 
proposes a zero-foot setback for the upper levels of the building along the Palm Canyon 
frontage. Due to the fact that the property abuts R-3 zoned properties to the north and 
south, a 20-foot side yard setback is required; the project depicts setbacks ranging from 
0' to 1 0' along the side property lines. Required trash facilities will be located in an 
enclosed space along the north side of the building; however, the width of the gate that 
provides access to this area may need to be increased to accommodate moving the 
dumpster or bins to the street. No information is provided relative to the location or 
screening of mechanical equipment, and a condition of approval has been added which 
requires screening in conformance with code requirements. 

High-Rise Building Requirements: The proposed maximum height of the structure is 
48'-4", which requires the approval of a Conditional Use Permit per the regulations 
pertaining to High-Rise Buildings (PSZC Section 93.04.00). The high-rise regulations 
allow a height of up to 60 feet, and the application is in conformance with the maximum 
allowable height. The high-rise regulations also require a minimum of three feet of 
horizontal setback for every foot of vertical height from any adjacent property lines. The 
height of the project has been reduced from the original submittal based upon the 
recommendations of the HSPB and the Planning Commission, and now conforms to this 
setback requirement from the properties to the east and the west. However, the project 
does not meet the 3:1 setback requirement from the adjacent properties at the north 
and south property lines. The regulations also require that high-rise developments 
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City Council Staff Report 
5.1350 PDD 374/CUP/GPA/3.3795 MAJ 
September 16, 2015- Page 8 of 18 

provide usable landscaped open space and outdoor living and recreation area in the 
amount of 60% of the site area. With the inclusion of outdoor living and recreation 
areas, the open space for the project is 48%. Pursuant to PSZC Section 93.04.00(G), 
the City Council may alter the provisions of these requirements upon finding that the 
intent of the ordinance is met. 

Parking Requirements: The development will include a total of 74 parking spaces 
where a total of 96 spaces would be required under standard code requirements. An 
additional 34 parking spaces would be available on site through a valet parking plan that 
will allow vehicles to be stacked in drive aisles. The applicant has submitted a parking 
study, which is included as an attachment to this report, and asserts that a reduced 
parking ratio is justified based upon the capture rate for the restaurant and lounge uses. 
The City commissioned its own parking study to verify the information provided by the 
applicant's consultant, which concluded that the capture rate was reasonable. Even 
without the capture rate, the provision of the valet parking spaces would provide 12 
parking spaces in excess of code requirements. The Planning Commission placed a 
condition of approval upon the project to require a validated valet parking service so as 
to maximize parking efficiency on the site and lessen any potential parking impacts to 
the neighborhood. No dedicated loading space will be provided on the site; the 
applicant has indicated that delivery vehicles will either park in the on-site driveway or 
the nearby on-street parking spaces, as is common in the Downtown and Uptown 
areas. PSZC Section 93.07.01 (A)(B) allows the use of parking or drive areas for loading 
n11rnnroo~ if ...,nnr..-.,,... ... .-.1 h., .f.h.-.. 01 ....... ,....;..,.,.. ,.....,.....,..,......,;" .... ;...,..,.. Th...... 01,... ......... :....... ,.....,.._ ...... : ...... : ....... 
tJUitJV~V~ 1 II a.pt-11VY>;;;~U uy LIIC I ICUIIIIII~ VVIIIIIII..:)~IVII. IIIII::; riC::UIIIIII!::J VUIIIIIIIi)i)IUII 

reviewed this request and suggested that the applicant work with the Public Works 
Department to designate an on-street parking space for loading purposes adjacent to 
the project; this recommendation has been included as a condition of approval. 

Planned Development District- Public Benefit: Pursuant to the 2008 City Council policy 
on Public Benefit for Planned Developments, the applicant is to propose some form of 
public benefit "proportional to the nature, type and extent of the flexibility granted from 
the standards and provisions of the Palm Springs Zoning Code" and may only be 
considered a public benefit "when it exceeds the level of improvement needed to 
mitigate a project's environmental impacts or comply with dedication or exactions which 
are imposed on all projects such as the Quimby Act, public art fees, utility 
undergrounding, etc. " 

The applicant is seeking the following relief from the following development standards 
via the Planned Development District application: 

• Reduced setbacks from the underlying zoning district standards; 
• The use of a valet parking plan as a means to accomplish on-site parking 

requirements; 
• No provision for off-street loading. 

The applicant has proposed the following as public benefits: 
• Transient Occupancy Tax (TOT) on the 39 hotel rooms; 

C8 
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• A proposed median island and crosswalk connection to the hotels and residential 
area to the east of the project site (subject to approval by Public Works); 

• A public "Art Walk" along the project's Indian Canyon Drive frontage; 
• An outdoor patio associated with the cocktail lounge on Indian Canyon Drive 

which will help invigorate the street with pedestrian activity; 
• A publicly accessible through-the-site pedestrian walkway from Indian Canyon 

Drive to Palm Canyon Drive, which encourages pedestrian linkages between 
commercial and residential areas; and 

• Business generator of new retail, restaurant and 39 hotel units in the Uptown 
district. 

Staff believes the level of deviation sought through the POD application is reasonably 
proportionate to the public benefit proposed by the applicant. The applicant has 
indicated locations on the roof for photovoltaic panels, but has not indicated as to 
whether they will be provided. Provisions for solar energy would qualify as a public 
benefit under the Sustainability component of the City Council policy. 

Las Palmas Business Historic District: The project is located within the boundaries of 
the Las Palmas Business Historic District, and is subject to the conceptual design 
guidelines for the district. The HSPB reviewed the original project submittal relative to 
the guidelines, and issued a Certificate of Approval subject to the following conditions: 

i. The overaii project height shouid be reduced to approximately 34 feet (a 
reduction of approximately four feet from the original submittal). 

2. The elevation along Indian Canyon Drive should be reduced to two stories 
and twenty (20) feet closest to the street, and allowed to step back to 
higher elevations further within the site; 

3. No additional rooftop structures should be permitted other than those 
illustrated in the submitted plans (no umbrellas, etc.); and 

4. The parking study should be reviewed by the City Engineer for adequacy 
of off-street parking such that the project not adversely impact the historic 
district. 

For projects such as this, which involve multiple entitlements requiring action by the City 
Council, the HSPB serves in an advisory capacity. The ultimate determination regarding 
the appropriateness of the HSPB's recommended conditions will be made by the City 
Council. 

While the HSPB approval was conditional, the project is consistent with the following 
recommendations of the Las Pal mas Business Historic District Conceptual Guidelines: 

• Variety in building heights may be achieved by creating setbacks in the fac;:ade, 
by stepping back upper stories, and by building decks and balconies. 

• The basic alignment of buildings should be maintained, although some 
exceptions may be considered if they have an active function such as outdoor 
dining areas. 
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• Where new buildings are to be wider than the dominant dimension, consider 
subdividing the far,:ade into portions that reflect the pattern. 

• The roof type and materials should be compatible with existing buildings in the 
surrounding area; flat roofs are predominant in this area. 

• New construction should observe an appropriate space, or lack thereof, in terms 
of the surrounding area. This area is characterized by buildings which are built 
on the property line. 

• Although contemporary designs are encouraged, replicas of historic designs may 
be considered subject to conditions. 

Resort Overlay Zone: The development site is located within the boundaries of the "R" 
Resort Overlay Zone, which runs along Palm Canyon Drive for nearly its entire length 
through the city. The "R" overlay is intended primarily to provide for accommodations 
and services for tourists and visitors while guarding against the intrusion of competing 
land uses. The proposed development would provide additional hotel rooms, 
restaurant, retail, spa, and cocktail lounge uses that are supportive of the tourist resort 
nature of the Uptown area. The proposed uses are consistent with the overlay 
requirements. 

FINDINGS- GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT 

PSZC Chapter 94 does not list specific findings for approval of General Plan 
Amendmeni appiicaiions; however, such amendmenis shaii be consisieni wiih ihe goais 
and policies of the General Plan. Staff finds the following relative to the General Plan 
Amendment request: 

• The proposed CBD land use designation allows the same general commercial 
uses as the NCC land use designation; 

• The allowable uses per the CBD designation are consistent with uses already 
existing within the neighborhood an future uses permitted under the zoning of 
adjacent parcels; 

• The site is in close proximity to the northern boundary of the existing CBD area, 
and serves as a transition to lesser intensity uses to the north of the site; 

• The proposed development is consistent with Policy LU1.5 of the Land Use 
Element, which allows for flexibility of design standards where public benefits and 
merits can be balanced with potential impacts. 

FINDINGS- CHANGE OF ZONE 

Section 94.07.00(A) of the Palm Springs Zoning Code (PSZC) requires that the 
following conditions be met in order to justify a Change of Zone application: 

1. The proposed change of zone is in conformity with the general plan map and 
report. 

The Planned Development District application allows for uses and development 
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standards that are consistent with the proposed CBD land use designation of the 
General Plan. 

2. The subject properly is suitable for the uses permitted in the proposed zone, in 
terms of access, size of parcel, relationship to similar or related uses, and other 
considerations deemed relevant by the commission and council. 

The subject property is suitable for hotel and restaurant uses; similar uses are 
located on adjacent properties within the Uptown area. The parcel has access 
from two major thoroughfares (Palm Canyon, Indian Canyon) as designated by 
the General Plan, and is consistent with the intensity of development allowed 
under the proposed CBD land use designation. 

3. The proposed change of zone is necessary and proper at this time, and is not 
likely to be detrimental to the adjacent property or residents. 

The proposed development plan will assist in the redevelopment of the subject 
site, and will enhance economic development efforts in the area. Furthermore, 
as set forth in the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration prepared for the 
project, the project would not have a significant effect on the environment. 
Therefore the project is not likely to be detrimental to the adjacent properties or 
residents. 

FINDINGS MAJOR ARCHITECTURAL APPLICATION 

1. Site layout, orientation, location of structures and relationship to one another and 
to open spaces and topography. Definition of pedestrian and vehicular areas; 
i.e., sidewalks as distinct from parking lot areas; 

Pedestrian and vehicular spaces are generally separate and defined. The 
internal sidewalk along the east/west drive aisle has been increased to six feet in 
width, and provides an accessible route through the site. The site layout and 
orientation of the structure generally relates well within the context of the 
commercial district in which it is proposed, and the building responds to the 
gently sloping site by stepping the massing of the building with the grade. A 
surface parking lot is partially screened from public view by landscaping and 
architectural elements that could be used to feature art and sculpture. 

2. Harmonious relationship with existing and proposed adjoining developments and 
in the context of the immediate neighborhood/community, avoiding both 
excessive variety and monotonous repetition, but allowing similarity of style, if 
warranted; 

The historic district includes a variety of structures from various eras, including 
architectural styles as diverse as Spanish revival and International Style. The 
proposed structure is generally consistent with the materials and details utilized 
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by other modern structures in the district, while avoiding excessive variety and 
monotonous repetition. Of critical importance is maintaining the alignment of the 
facades along the street front, so as to provide a continuous line of active uses 
along the public sidewalk. Minor revisions to the design, such as moving the 
plane of the first-floor fac;:ade along the Palm Canyon frontage to the front 
setback line, would provide a more harmonious relationship with adjacent 
structures and eliminate the "floating" appearance of the building due to the 
practice of cantilevering the second story of the building out beyond the first floor. 
A condition of approval has been included to address the setback of the first floor 
of the building at the Palm Canyon frontage. 

3. Maximum height, area, setbacks and overall mass, as well as parts of any 
structure (buildings, walls, screens, towers or signs) and effective concealment of 
all mechanical equipment; 

The proposal is seeking deviations from some of the setback and open space 
requirements of the high-rise ordinance. The building has been designed so that 
the highest portion of the building is located at the center of the site, and utilizes 
glass curtain wall construction to minimize its perceived massing. The portions 
of the building adjacent to the Palm Canyon and Indian Canyon frontages are 
lower in height than the central portion of the building as a means to reduce the 
massing of the building when viewed from adjacent rights-of-way. The fac;:ade 
-:::~lnnn tho lnNi.o:::sn f"'"':::ln\l,...n f"rnn+...,...,...-. h ....... h .... ..-. ... ....liui,..l,.....;.,l i ... l,... .f.h .............. ............................................ : ... ..... 
~lVII~ 1,.11._. 111'-11~11 '-'O.IIYVII IIUIILQ~V llc.ti:l' IJV'I:JII UIVIUCY llllV LIIICIII:J i:JViJCllctl'C' IIIGI;:);:)III!::f 

elements as a means to further reduce the apparent scale of the building. A 
condition of approval has been included to require adequate screening of any 
mechanical equipment. 

4. Building design, materials and colors to be sympathetic with desert surroundings; 

The principal exterior materials used on the building include "fair-faced" 
(architectural finish) concrete, powder-coated aluminum framing, and glass 
curtain walls. Fabric curtains will be used at the balconies of the two-story hotel 
units for sun control and privacy. The materials and colors are general 
appropriate to the desert surroundings; however, the glass curtain wall system 
would benefit from additional shading, and reflective glazing is discouraged due 
to the impact that would result to adjacent properties. 

5. Harmony of materials, colors and composition of those elements of a structure, 
including overhangs, roofs, and substructures which are visible simultaneously; 

The project is proposed in neutral colors and finishes and is generally 
harmonious in its composition. The use of architectural concrete as a finish 
element provides consistency in the exterior treatment of walls and overhangs 
which are visible simultaneously. 

6. Consistency of composition and treatment; 
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Proposed building elevations include a variety of building volumes, massing, 
setbacks, solids and voids, and material treatment. Overall, the design of the 
project is consistent in its composition and detailing. 

7. Location and type of planting, with regard for desert climate conditions,. 
Preservation of specimen and landmark trees upon a site, with proper irrigation 
to insure maintenance of all plant materials; 

The landscape plan proposes a variety of plant material and has established a 
hierarchy of plant materials from low shrubs, medium height shade trees, and 
taller fan palms that relate to both the pedestrian scale at the street level as well 
as to the taller elements of the project design. 

8. Signs and graphics, as understood in architectural design including materials and 
colors; 

Signs and graphics for the development will be considered under a separate 
application. 

FINDINGS CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT COCKTAIL LOUNGE/KITCHEN 
FACILITIES/SPA USES 

A Conditional Use Permit (CUP) is required for cocktail lounge uses, the spa use, and 
for hotel units with kitchen/cooking facilities in more than 10% of the rooms. Section 
94.02.00 of the Palm Springs Zoning Code (PSZC) requires that the following conditions 
be met in order to approve a Conditional Use Permit: 

1. That the use applied for at the location set forth in the application is properly one 
for which a conditional use permit is authorized by this Zoning Code. 

The C-1 (Retail Business) zone requires conditional use approval for cocktail 
lounge uses, spa uses where accessory to a hotel, and for hotels where more 
than 1 0% of the units have kitchen facilities. The uses are generally appropriate 
in the C-1 zone where impacts are mitigated. 

2. That the use is necessary or desirable for the development of the community, is 
in harmony with the various elements or objectives of the general plan, and is not 
detrimental to existing uses or to future uses specifically permitted in the zone in 
which the proposed use is to be located 

The proposed uses are consistent with the General Plan designation and are in 
harmony with other existing and allowed uses within the area. However, the 
unenclosed lounge area on the top floor of the building could impact adjacent 
properties if outdoor entertainment is allowed. A condition of approval has been 
included relative to potential noise from outdoor uses. 
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3. That the site for the intended use is adequate in size and shape to accommodate 
such use, including yards, setbacks, walls or fences, landscaping and other 
features required in order to adjust such use to those existing or permitted future 
uses of land in the neighborhood. 

The site is 1.13 acres in size, and is adequate to accommodate the uses as 
proposed based on the specific development plan submitted in conjunction with 
this application. 

4. That the site for the proposed use relates to the streets and highways properly 
designed and improved to carry the type and quantity of traffic to be generated 
by the proposed use. 

The parcel has access from two major thoroughfares (Palm Canyon, Indian 
Canyon) as designated by the General Plan Circulation Map; the capacity of both 
streets is adequate to carry the traffic generated by the proposed uses. The 
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration prepared for the project concludes all 
project-related transportation/traffic impacts would be less than significant with 
mitigation incorporated. 

5. That the conditions to be imposed and shown on the approved site plan are 
rloornorl no,...oc-c-":::ln.r fn nrn.fo,...l fha ,..,,f.t,fi,... ho<':lllfh C"~Fr..fo.r ...,.,....,./ ,...,....,.,....,,...,., '"~~'.,//..,,....., .-.~MA 
uvvrrrvu lfVVV.,;t•.;u;.uy tV , .. nVLVVt UIV fJUVII'U IIVUILII 1 ...:JIC:UVLY UIILI ~VIIVIQI VVVIlCliV ClliU 

may include minor modification of the zone's properly development standards. 

The conditions imposed upon the project are necessary to protect the public 
health, safety, and general welfare, and are intended to address any potential 
impacts that may result from the proposed development. Conditions are noted in 
Exhibit "A." 

FINDINGS- CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT- HIGH-RISE BUILDING 

Conditional Use Permit (CUP) approval is required for high-rise buildings pursuant to 
PSZC Section 93.04.00. PSZC Section 94.02.00 requires that the following findings be 
made in order to approve a Conditional Use Permit for a high-rise building: 

1. That the use applied for at the location set forlh in the application is properly one 
for which a conditional use permit is authorized by this Zoning Code. 

PSZC Section 92.12.03(C)(1)(a) allows high-rise buildings in the C-1 (Retail 
Business) Zone upon approval of a Conditional Use Permit. A high-rise building 
is defined as a building or structure which exceeds 35 feet in height. While the 
portions of the building fronting on Palm Canyon and Indian Canyon are less 
than 35 feet in height, the center portion of the building is 48'-4" in height and is 
subject to the high-rise building ordinance. 

14 
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2. That the use is necessary or desirable for the development of the community, is 
in hannony with the various elements or objectives of the general plan, and is not 
detrimental to existing uses or to future uses specifically pennitted in the zone in 
which the proposed use is to be located. 

The proposed development plan will assist in the redevelopment of the subject 
site, and will enhance economic development efforts in the area, and is 
consistent with the intensity of development allowed under the proposed CBD 
iand use designation. The proposed structure has been designed so that the 
tallest portion of the structure is located at the center of the site, which assists in 
integrating the building into the context of existing buildings. The portions of the 
building fronting on the major thoroughfares vary from 29 feet to 34 feet in height. 

3. That the site for the intended use is adequate in size and shape to accommodate 
such use, including yards, setbacks, walls or fences, landscaping and other 
features required in order to adjust such use to those existing or pennitted future 
uses of land in the neighborhood. 

While the application requests relief from some of the setback and open space 
requirements, the site is urban in nature and the design of the structure is 
generally consistent with urban development standards. 

A Thai lhc. C"ifa f,....r fhr. nt-,....,.,....,~,...,J ,,..,....._ ,..,...}.-,#-,.......,. 1,.. #h,.. ... .,..,..,...,....,.,... ,......,,..J hi,..h,.,,..,l ... .................. ..I,' 
<, IIIIU' tlli~;;i ..:>HV lVI lii'V fJIVtJV..:>OU U-:»0 IOICHV~ tV tilt;; ~UVC'l..;) CUIU lll'tfllVVCIY..;) 1-'IVJ.lVIIY 

designed and improved to carry the type and quantity of traffic to be generated 
by the proposed use. 

The parcel has access from two major thoroughfares (Palm Canyon, Indian 
Canyon) as designed by the General Plan Circulation Map; the capacity of both 
streets is adequate to carry the traffic generated by the proposed uses. The 
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration prepared for the project concludes all 
project-related transportation/traffic impacts would be less than significant with 
mitigation incorporated. 

5. That the conditions to be imposed and shown on the approved site plan are 
deemed necessary to protect the public health, safety and general welfare and 
may include minor modification of the zone's property development standards. 

A set of conditions of approval has been proposed that are attached as Exhibit 
"A" The conditions imposed upon the project are necessary to protect the public 
health, safety, and general welfare, and are intended to address any potential 
impacts that may result from the proposed development. 

6. Pursuant to PSZC Section 93.04.00(G), the City Council may alter the provisions 
of the high-rise building requirements upon a finding that the intent of the code is 
met. 

15 



City Council Staff Report 
5.1350 PDD 374/CUP/GPN3.3795 MAJ 
September 16, 2015- Page 16 of 18 

The design of the structure complies with the required 3:1 setback requirement 
along the Palm Canyon and Indian Canyon frontages, as the building steps back 
in height so that the tallest portion of the building is at the center of the site. 
While the building does not fully comply with the 3:1 setback along the north and 
south property lines, these portions of the building will be less visible from public 
rights-of-way. The minimal setbacks from interior property lines is consistent with 
the Las Palmas Business Historic District Conceptual Design Guidelines, which 
states that the district is characterized by buildings which are built on the property 
line. Relative to the open space requirement, the project provides an open space 
ratio of 48%, when including outdoor living and recreation area. The project 
provides separate outdoor living space for each of the 39 guest rooms, in 
addition to the pool area and outdoor seating spaces on the roof of the building. 
A walkway is provided through the middle of the site to provide a mid-block 
pedestrian connection between Palm Canyon and Indian Canyon, which assists 
in implementing the goals of the General Plan. As open space is typically limited 
for urban development sites, the amount of open space and types of amenities 
proposed for the development is consistent with the intent of the ordinance. 

ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS 

The proposed development is a project as defined by the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA). An initial study was conducted which considered all required 
f""'l=f\A ic:-c-tt.c.co in,..lttrlinn htt+ nn+ lin"'i+.c.....l +n ..,.;'" l"'ttt .... li.._, .,.,...,u;,.. 1...,,....,.1 ''~" ....,,.....,..,......,..f.ihil;.t.,, -L--£0 1.;11.;;11..4._...;11, 111'-'IY\AIIIM IJY~ IIVl IIIIIILVUI LV CAll ~UGIIILYt LIQIII.._,! IC:UIU U;:t'l;;;i .._,VIIItJCll.llJIIHy, 

historic resources, and hydrology. Potential significant adverse impacts were identified 
along with mitigation measures that would reduce the potential adverse impacts to less 
than significant levels. 

Potentially significant impacts include (1) Cultural Resources, (2) Hazards and 
Hazardous Materials, and (3) Transportation and Traffic. Mitigation measures are noted 
as follows: 

MM V-1: The building height shall be reduced by four feet. 

MM V-2: The elevation of the building on Indian Canyon shall be limited to two 
stories and twenty feet adjacent to the street, and can step back to include 
additional height further from the street. 

MM V-3: No additional rooftop structures shall be permitted beyond those 
illustrated in the approved plans. 

MM Vll-1: Any suspected Asbestos Containing Materials (ACM) should be 
sampled prior to the initiation of any demolition activities on the project site. 
Identified ACM's must be abated by a licensed abatement contractor, and 
disposed of in conformance to all state and local requirements. 

MM Vll-2: Any mold identified on the project site shall be abated in a manner 
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that conforms to all state and local requirements. 

MM XV-1: The proposed project shall pay a fair share contribution ofr the 
recommended off-site intersection improvements, including signalization of 
Tamarisk Road and Palm Canyon Drive, and the addition of left turn lanes to 
southbound and westbound travel lanes at this intersection. 

The Planning Commission considered the initial study and mitigated negative 
declaration at their meeting of August i2, 20i5. The Planning Commission 
recommended that the City Council find that, in light of the whole record before it, all 
potentially significant impacts of the project would be less than significant with the 
incorporation of mitigation and that, therefore, the project would not have a significant 
impact on the environment. 

The analysis was available for public comment for a 20-day period from February 6, 
2015 through February 25, 2015. Based on minor revisions to the project, the analysis 
was recirculated for a 20-day period from June 29, 2015 to July 20, 2015. Public 
comment letters were received which are attached to this staff report. Through the 
public comment periods, no new information was found that would require recirculation 
or further analysis of the project's impacts under CEQA. A Mitigated Negative 
Declaration is proposed. The owner has agreed in writing to implement all of the 
required mitigation measures identified. 

NOTIFICATION 

A public hearing notice was mailed to all property owners and occupants within 500 feet 
of the site and published in the local paper. Furthermore, pursuant to State Bill SB 18 
Invitation for Native American Consultation was given on September 30, 2014 and 
concluded on December 30, 2014 regarding the General Plan Amendment. No 
requests for Tribal Consultation were received. Public correspondence received is 
attached to this staff report. 

Director of Planning Services 

David H. Ready, Esq., 
City Manager 

~-~ Marcus L. Fuller, MPA, PE, PLS 
Assistant City Manager/City Engineer 
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Attachments: 
1. Vicinity Map 
2. Draft Resolutions 
3. Draft Ordinances 
4. Exhibit "A"- Conditions of Approval 
5. Exhibit "B" - Las Palmas Business Historic District Conceptual Design 

Guidelines 
6. Parking Study- RK Engineering Group (dated July 31, 2015) 
7. Analysis of Initial Parking Study- Kunzman Associates (dated February 12, 

2015) 
8. Architectural/Historical Compatibility Analysis - CRM Tech (dated July 9, 

2015) 
9. Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration 
10. Response to Comments 
11. Public Comment Letters 
12. Applicant's Response to Comments- Letter from Emily Hemphill (dated July 

16, 2015) 
13. Minutes (AAC, HSPB, PC) 
14. Architectural Plans, Sections, Elevations, Landscape Plan, Perspective 

Images (dated August 5, 2015) 
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Date: 

Subject: 

CITY OF PALM SPRINGS 
PUBLIC NOTIFICATION 

September 16, 2015 

750 Lofts, LLC - 750 North Palm Canyon Drive 

AFFIDAVIT OF PUBLICATION 
I, Kathie Hart, MMC, Chief Deputy City Clerk, of the City of Palm Springs, California, do 
hereby certify that a copy of the attached Notice of Public Hearing was published in the 
Desert Sun on September 5, 2015. 

I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct. 

Kathie Hart, MMC 
Chief Deputy City Clerk 

AFFIDAVIT OF POSTING 
I, Kathie Hart, MMC, Chief Deputy City Clerk, of the City of Palm Springs, California, do 
hereby certify that a copy of the attached Notice of Public Hearing was posted at City Hall, 
3200 E. Tahquitz Canyon Drive, on the exterior legal notice posting board, and in the Office 
of the City Clerk on September 3, 2015. 

I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct. 

Kathie Hart, MMC 
Chief Deputy City Clerk 

AFFIDAVIT OF MAILING 
I, Kathie Hart, MMC, Chief Deputy City Clerk, of the City of Palm Springs, California, do 
hereby certify that a copy of the attached Notice of Public Hearing was mailed to each and 
every person on the attached list on September 4, 2015, in a sealed envelope, with 
postage prepaid, and depositing same in the U.S. Mail at Palm Springs, California. 
(94 notices) 

I declare under penalty of pe~ury that the foregoing is true and correct. 

Kathie Hart, MMC 
Chief Deputy City Clerk 
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NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING 
CITY COUNCIL 

CITY OF PALM SPRINGS 

CASE 5.1350 POD 374/GPA/CUP, CASE 3.3795 MAJ 
AN APPLICATION BY 750 LOFTS, LLC FOR A MIXED-USE HOTEL 

DEVELOPMENT ON A 1.13-ACRE PARCEL 
LOCATED AT 750 NORTH PALM CANYON DRIVE 

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the City Council of the City of Palm Springs, California, will hold a 
public hearing at its meeting of September 16,2015. The City Council meeting begins at6:00 p.m., in 
the Councl! Chamber at City Ha!!, 3200 East Tahquitz Canyon V'Vay, Palm Springs. 

The purpose of the hearing is to consider a proposal for construction of a 39-room hotel with 
restaurant, lounge and spa uses. The application includes: (1) a planned development district in lieu 
of a change of zone to establish permitted development standards, (2) a general plan amendment to 
change the land use designation from Neighborhood Community Commercial (NCC) to Central 
Business District (CBD); (3) a major architectural application (MAJ) to review the proposed 
architecture and site design; and (4) a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) for spa uses, cocktail lounge 
uses, hotel uses where more than 10% of the rooms have cooking facilities, to invoke the high-rise 
ordinance and to seek deviations from the development standards therein, located at 750 North Palm 
Canyon Drive. Zone C-1/R-3/PDD 104/Las Palmas Business Historic District (APN 505-303-018). 
(Case 5.1350 POD 374/ GPA I CUP, and Case 3.3795 MAJ) 

ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION: An initial study was conducted and a Mitigated Negative 
Declaration (MND) is proposed for this project under the guidelines of the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA). Members of the public may view this document at the Planning Services 
Department, City Hall, 3200 East Tahquitz Canyon Way, Palm Springs, and submit written comments 
at, or prior to, the City Council hearing. 

REVIEW OF PROJECT INFORMATION: The staff report and other supporting documents regarding 
this project are available for public review at City Hall between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m .. 
Monday through Thursday. Please contact the Office of the City Clerk at (760) 323-8204 if you would 
like to schedule an appointment to review these documents. 

COMMENT ON THIS APPLICATION: Response to this notice may be made verbally at the Public 
Hearing and/or in writing before the hearing. Written comments may be made to the City Council by 
letter (for mail or hand delivery) to: 

James Thompson, City Clerk 
3200 E. Tahquitz Canyon Way, Palm Sprlngs, CA 92262 

Any challenge of the proposed project in court may be limited to raising only those issues raised at 
the public hearing described in this notice, or in written correspondence delivered to the City Clerk at, 
or prior, to the public hearing. (Government Code Section 65009[b][2]). 

An opportunity will be given at said hearing for all interested persons to be heard. Questions 
regarding this case may be directed to Flinn Fagg, Director of Planning Services, at (760) 323-8245. 

Si necesita ayuda con esta carla, por favor llame a Ia Ciudad de Palm Springs y puede hablar con 
Felipe Primera telefono (760) 323-8253. 

~ .-u· t'o' 
mes Thompson, City Clerk 
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Kathie Hart 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

To All-

Joanne Bruggemans 
Thursday, September 03, 2015 5:56 PM 
Old Las Palm as; The Movie Colony; 'Midtown': El Mirador 
Flinn Fagg; Kathie Hart 
Case 5.1350 PD 374- Mixed Use Hotel Development 
Case 5.1350 PD 37 4 750 Lofts, LLC.pdf 

Please find the attached Public Hearing Notice of the City Council for September 16,2015 of the proposed project within 
a Y, mile of your neighborhood organization. 

Thank you and have a wonderful weekend. 

Joanne H Bruggemans 
City of Palm Springs 
Planning Services Department 
3200 E. Tahquitz Canyon Way, Palm Springs, CA 92262 
Tel: (760) 323-8245 Fax: (760) 322-8360 
Email: joanne.bruggemans@palmspringsca-gov 
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760LOFTS 

Planning Commlulon Commantll: 6.24.16 Review 

SOMAR•ponse July 2. 2015 

Item Description SOMA Response Assigned 

01 Loading Space 
SOMA/Cioffi to look for potential curb cut on northeast alleyway into 

KC N. Indian Canyon Drive Per 93.07.01: 
See SK-06 Loading spaces shall be 12' x 30' x 14' clear height. (see diagram) 

Shall be designed so that trucks need not back into street or alley.• 
No part of street or alley shall be used for loading unless designated by City. 
Parking and drive areas may be used for loading spaces, if approved by Planning 
Commission. 

Option 1: Provide 12' x 30' loading dock perpendicular to and backing in off of Indian-
Canyon Drive, which is contrary to code but worth trying* (see diagram). 

Option 2: Provide 'timed' access off of Indian Canyon Drive into driveway and back 

I into 12' x 30' 1oading dock parallel to the street (see diagram). 
See SK-06 

02 Curtains on Balconies 
SOMA to outline anchoring system to allay concerns Provide tension cable at base of curtain, with sst base to prevent potential tripping (see 

KC 
detail). 

See SK..07 
03 Art Walk Plan 
04065 iSOMA to create architectural details with Cioffi input. Use proposed concrete frames along sidewalk and provide note that space within frame 

to contain changing exhibit for local artists. MP 

See SK-tl5 
04 ·Setback Issue from Street I 
05100 SOMA measurement from lot lines (east and west) to edge of pool I General : In PO Districts the regulations for front yard setbacks are per the underlying 

deck and to rooftop !building. zoning districts, which is R-3 for the portion of site fronting Indian Canyon Drive and C-1 
fronting Palm Canyon Drive. There is no regulation for setbacks al>ove the roof. Here 

I are the front yard setback requirements: 
I R-3 District: 30' front yard along major and secondary thoroughfares, Indian Canyon 

Drive (see diagram). 
KC 

I · C-1 District: 5' front yard (see diagram). KC 
See SK-04 

05 Average Heights on Indian Canyon I 
SOMA to provide average height on Indian (east) and Palm Canyon - General: In PD Districts the regulations for building heights are per the underlying DT 
,use most favorable method. zoning districts, which is R-3 for the portion of site fronting Indian Canyon Drive and C-1 

fronting Palm Canyon Drive. Here are the building height requiremnents: 

7n/2015 157_20t5_07_02_PLANNTNG COMISSION_SOMA RESPONSES.xls Page I of2 



750LOFTS 

Planning Commlulon Commenta: 8.24.16 Review 

SOMA ReeponH July 2, 2015 

Item Description SOMA ResPOnse Assigned 

R-3 District: 24' height limit Hotels shall be permitted 30' over a maximum of 50 
percent of the ground floor area of all buildings and structures on site. Using the 
garage and public spaces lolcated below the 2nd Floor Footprint on 1he R-3 portion of 
underlying district, the calculation is as follows: 17,254sf x 0.5 = 8,627sf at 30' (see 
diagram) 

24' height limit for 8,627sf (see diagram) 
30' height limit for 8,627sf (see diagram) 

C-1 District: 30' height limit (see diagram). 
See SK..OS 

06 I Open Space Calculation Including Roof Balcony I SOMA to provide calculations of total open space including ,roof deck General: In PO Districts the· regulations for open space are per the underlying zoning 
open space. districts, which is R-3 for the portion of site fronting Indian Canyon Drive and C-1 DT 

fronting Palm Canyon Drive. Here are the open space requiremnents: 

R-3 District: Provide a minimum of 45 percent of the site area for usable landscaped 
open space and outdoor living and recreation space: 

37,446 x 0.45 = 16,851 sf of open space {see diagram) 
C-1 District: No requlations for open space. 

SE!E! 5_1<..09 ---·--

7/212015 157_2015_07_02]LANNING COM1SSION_SOMA RESPONSES.x.is Page 2 of2 
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. 1.1\$ P~I'I.AS SI3S IKE~ lHS.TMHt. ntS'f~ICT . 
'CO!{tE.P'Wt:''k DeSUtl SUSCEUti£S ~ !o!E.\f t~RCT.At CQlt!Stll~tlOtt & ~ - ~~fi.OOEl. 

•n ·•~4t'ttdi.la.l $troct!!.l~:s. o:f ~ec:Sa.l n')-~ at:ld lll' collettton~ ot historic 
~~~t ldi·llg~ ~~~t N:~e,e,ftt ~t ' b~Ootle (lr~. p·,;t,. S)lrlr'19l ret.~~~s t~· _t:r.e.a-s~res. ·ot 
its put. 'fh:e t:l'i1-~t'f.e af~Mt«:t.CJre ~f ~ Ci ty t~ one of .. i t$' ·mMt ~·rt-6nt 
re-~oiJJ',i!>es· .l~d ' ~~n · .,~ '~~afntafii~ ... on ilo ln-oold ~ela .. ~zy1y !b,ir tP.Ie.':est.~~Jh~r\t. 
arrcf ~~~~tl'lJK-'! of" tin~i~. ob.~ri~u . ~~ ,.~~Jtte1l~'l'lck- ·of ~ .. di's.t!r'.idt ;'reltl.!.'i~es 
~12at st~~;d~: -~-~ . '9~t~dioe$ be s.ct t o dite.ct ~~~Se .. ··in~ ·~~ . ttl~( ~·rj 
c~a~1b1,q_·:~itb ··t·~~ ~ht:W'k <elenents. Chilllge is n~t discout~g,ed, . b"t '·the; 

tbi~$t-. -at'. e/1il,ll~e : ls. d'll'eet~-. to , re1 m'l>r~ thtt b<tst o! t~ : r~lta~~!J .tlht.orf(; 
~l~ts. • . 

liofte.Ct..t~· iJI~ :~ol';tJ-~tl:hl~ .(~:,~¢ .' 1~ Ule tllb!fit ~~ ~~· ljf:- i,11t,. ~f~:t.'~ ·l~:. liS¥ 
C'<J.~troJ~. -.'~ ~Jd~\.f~tf $1/~$f,el;l. h~ . ~~'{~ t~ pr-c,tJJ~~ e¥h »r4~--~~ ' O'Iill!n's' 

:ftlv~· .. ... ·ia(h ~e;.· u11 · ~e. ~t.s ·~<~'l'opirrty ~~~·~ :.tiltt .'.ttu~>s~rot~n<litt9 
Pt,o~t,tl ~~ ' !<l!i!l!~ ~~ .. dEttOi911• w),l i .. Jll)~. dt~rll-(;t 'f.J."Co !),t$&,.. . 

nte .~ii~1~~~ .'1't~~t~' 'fl~r~ : ~w~.;l'e a camr~ ffOuno ~~tli;n ~\~ .~~~~ 
Ucltitt<:.ts,j~. (he: .a3:~ftee~) AdVHbry C~·it~ ~a111· ~~,t: •.ti) . ~lnt:e· .. til~ 
bJt.torl(!:':~i~·k_i-"-t: .- 1~ s_ul-d"tli~$ ' ~te~ .to rctl).1n ~.the b~s~o~(~itl)y ;1~!'\f~c-~~t 
il~~~las- 'llt!:u.::· ~~~urtgjn!J. ~ ISt~utu· <Jt c{lv:l~t_l ~ie ,.~~·f.gn. 

i.w ~~fi~.i"'~··. ~~~-ri~s- · .~: ::~~ tfl~ ·_.$f.~~ : ~· tne ~~~. 14~~lUn )5 ·~~~ .. ~·f ~li~ 
Pf'~s!i :$:i~ ·~a.(i-. l!~ ·s~dte.d· tO'I' '. t~ CIJEOD tn~:-~f 111~-s; •. ~cij:l~~ · rlu't~ 
~~:~~~~r-i~·~-ei'f~··:a·~ ,lfet~h~ ~~··~.an~: rot by th~ .f-~1 tQ'I(l i19. !!Jld.tfei:'ines· •... . . '· . . - ; ~ . . 
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·(l~t·~~ftJSi !~ '-tlui s~r\"Qf,1R>d l11g ~~-~ 'larfety." in ~ldi~ ~i~ts ;..,._y:l(·e 
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. .. · · ·_. , . ~i~--~ ~~~ ~inc!Qt.~ do;.'nQ~ . l)~"eyiciq-1( P"tl-..aie __ :~~i<il!tlt~~1 ~~td~. 

·. ·:~ . <~.>im_~ .. -~ b:~~~~y l:nJi l"1MS lr~ : ~~~i~l :~f Uif-s · 6~~-' · r~'T"~ ·\fHI:\ 
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-~lig·~~ ·~ th.~ $1:~"1~· ed~· . . . . . ' ··. . . . 
.... ·- .. :: .: - . - .. . . . ·. .- · ~. 

,, 

I 

' t 

~ 
f 
f 
I 
! 

I 
I 
I 
i 
I 

l 
l 
r 
[ 
f 
! 

' 
' ~ 

r Z8 



I 

I 
I 

I 

l 
I 
I 
l 

··- -····-·····----·-·-·-·-·-·--·· -··-- ·--·-·-·-------·---·- ----·--·-------.__;:.......,.... ___ -: 
. . 

~e~J U-05-SS' 

3. )11-~itlta.i-n tfle Jt-aittf;TI\ Qf f~~; -ade. ~I"'OJIOt'tiQil~ .. 

~e;.,.· ~ilt~:Str~cti-o~ stt®Jd reinforce tiM! dca1rt\\2\~ . r<leo,de p.ltt«n of t.~ 
~tr.eet. 

~~.ret ~ .bul~dl.tlg$ ~ti to .. ~-- w!ct~r t.h:~,. th-e d~l~allt .. dlll'leBsior.., 
·coi'.IS.1~r 'siJj)di:YJdl~' ·th<t f~··i~"tq. ~l"'t.foo.~ tttA riffect -tfle pat.ter.~-; 
"Th.<i:· -te~~n;\~~~iiP c;ehc~@~ .:ttJ~ ·-·he:~ght· ·~ ..... 1~t1t '(lt - cile ··.f~~d~ ~i.<rYl~ · t:>e. 

·; $.t~'i:)~: ~o t.lr.ii~ .of ~t-i;er. bu<ildfrlis· fs:~ . tM sur~l)d,iJJ9 ~ru~ . 

4.. · fl!a.1r...t>~fn tlllei :t~elatt~~ll.fp · ~ti41tn UP.Jier- ~d ·l!lrir fl.oof.~ Q.f i1U:nw 
·si.nrclt.llri!s. fn· the ·~l"t'-0~-a~f,M·.~: .. 

T,ypl~al' M$..tQ:rlf :;sir.JtC~~$. ll·b"t i). rt~.\t. 1 f~nt.t1o~ ·o~· ~ . fi~t floo.,.., 
~. off1~~~ - ~~~- r~~fdent1tl U'$Ct ~'f«"· lhl$> ~~~tAt.flllil : Of· fll:~1!l~ .I$ 

r;~~ on t"0. hcado! . tlle . fit'$t floot h -.. :p-r.~~5rt.el)tl)' l~gt.-. IS~~ts 4t 
.d!~P~i:~~~-: !J~~~~ •. whH.~ ~~.e ~~P9e~ 1~els. ·..re ~$t\y :.ol1?. w~TL io!rth 
·!i~ll irS-~· .. ~t. "Coll.t . ' > 'f! . ··~ - ~ 

···.········ ····• · · ·· ~ 

... ~iP' .)C -~ x .. . . 
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5. ·ltahtliiA:: ~---~a_eln~ .~tt~l) Qf \t~~~~~.t Wltl~$. MilhJ S'~~:~~·~tflat 
~ OOt:.~ ~iJ:c>~f.:u~ Jhie 6t~ ' arlll .. attn-.f~ . ~e· .-:tl'Jl1-(ll. · rln o ~f s~lfcJ 
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·-·--· ·-··------ - ·-··--··· .. -· --·--··---- ---··-- - ··-···----------------~........-: 

• y 

R~ir.ifor<:e t~e ex is.t:in9 .P.attern t" new c_oos~ruct ion by ~s1 1\!l a.i~ -of ~ 
$i!&Uiir s·he~ Qlf '~loy ~1119 o~htr diC$ir.(1 r~at~e·res to contin~ UliS 

p:ltte·rn. 

1'!1~ 'reCllrr'eDt. ill't1!r·rt:-ll't! on. ot· s-oHds <~lXI 'f<l'5~ 111 the :front t'a.c.We of .,. 

1>111 ttHng .e.st~bU"b~ · .. 111 . .plltt.en~ 'llhl<:~ is. "Sensed ey il. ·poer,son o~~entog. 

fro.n- o1 r.ast-'~~- A i;)~r-s.op ~41$.~ing by t"M buildf,!J · ~J<p~fetM:es tills 
pat'Li!rJI oi.-s .. a. i~.. 8~ f~(.C)tp~r~t!~g, ~ ~illl1l<'!r- ·rhythG~~~~ ~atterti ltJ a 
nl!.'ll' w11~f:l.ns. :~- s)q}.ltll~ti~ ~h.t~.OI\$h1p het.;!erv old -~d nt:t~.1 ~ even 
bu1 hJ.fn~ ·of .• : os.i~tonar: etr~~ 1s. ~ht.e.~ted. 

trse b.u·ll:~ill9 . ~~~#i .• l:s Ut~l ~re -s1ll11 !ar in tellt~e 110d f'lllsil t.O thos.e 
·taU!Ild ·h1st~lt~~J~·:. 

&:w c~ri_~:t.r(~t!i.f~~ -~~1~ ._c~tt~~ to rei11fCJW!: -~ pat~~ aDd_-~~ 
~f iaxi~J1-rig ~-fsl~1~ ·buildi~~ . U~~ O:f sl,!lr.-f!a.c.e '8il'ttd~b llihti:h''·W~.e' 

·~ir_,i1 . .,b't~ :: i~ ·-.. th~ .tio~ ·p~od -~f t·he _ l'ltslo~ic .tlu-ild1~$ ~Hl · ~t~Qjlt'lu!l\ 
t.he b\~tori<; . t.:icnhtY.-.of the ·~tfl~. (o-lar i~ -~r. ~n 1ntW.jnsjc: il:nU.~y 

.~r th!! .bUii,.lM~· ;~~~ia~ :whi~t. ~~ ~XS'tc .,11d a»u~ tt~~~"'t . 'iiitfc.~ 
~~ver.s thlll· ~6.~~;~i ~·~t~1a'r$.', ~ ~ of ~i1ble . ~~9~~ 'fllfl'l ·.fJcJ~ 
_s.tte~t~tfa. tit-s't:Qtfe idertt:ity-~ 

•; . 
.1 

~iffer4l~t. ~lltl~.tli:9 lll~.~d~ls ~.)' ·~e · co~1d'tre&f~~-Jon.o;~ :;is lfie ff!}!SI'I · a~ 
·~tur!Ji: v~~(~i~ ~~ -~ist1~ c:~la.r.<~.<;ie~t$ti~!i. . ·• · _ · 

'J:. ·. ~s~ ~~ol!l)t'S..,..Of the: f~tM~ . t.~~t. ~ s·hrtlar. ln ~n~ ~M: 5ll~e· ~ th~!it 
f~ r:~:i~'4il"tC'iily.. . . . . . . '· C• •• 

. 
' 

~ : . . . .. . :' : .. :. 

tf.!~ J;i~Jgn of .. ~ bQHdfiJ~• af't~ a1tet'~t1on\ sbw1d t~e - 1 "tD aec:olmLtM· 
pr¢:M -~t" . abs~~l! .. 61· "~- proj~~i.()ns ~$· . M~~~~ ~~~s .snq 
O.V~r~~s' . .on . -~~~it~ · 'i>*; l4~~~~ ~~tM~· Ute SliHOI.-11-litbf, ·ue~r · ~~b · 
~mJ!t!ts a~.t -fi~d:~llr ~~lfr~~ ~£!i .tMy ,'ii_~~e crt- ~c;tiv.e 
• • ~ • • '1 . • -· • . • 

~r~111:. ~1""n: . '$J~~r ~.:('A!.W'~· d~il'J1:ng- ~imtr.~ t:~.u . CJC~et19:r--.~Pil.~.~ 

k ·chitliibitaJ ~taUs· .ilf · !li!Jf. ·:btri ldli~~ ~nd · 'rinoll~tJ(Stl$ . ·.sb~ld bl! 

§~it~·~e.:~f. ·t~: .:rtent and'· ~~-a,J~ ~f d~t~fh lftr ~tjte"Jr ·bo.Hd't·"9.s -in ltle 
s~~~~i~ ·i~· 
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! . 

' • 

-· ·. 

p_age ·~ 

t . R<!hltaill tbe P-'tt"U'tt o( w-.~f tiP~· 

TV!c. r~f t»'O liM -'a.:tcr·hls s~to.lil~ be . c~a.tible. wit!J e:d.st.1ng 1Xlit6h:~g-s 
If!. l~ ~YrfO!mdiKI!,l! .~u. ·The l't~~tf~ri.shlp_ of a rtelf b~Hr.tt~9 t:O nbtor)c: 
I>Uile.lf!~S, .or ·<ith~r ·fluildl,n~s . i ll "ti!Je s~.rrrn\mc!Sng · ·area ~ b~ 
s.~~":'.st~~~ ~y r_!P,~at i ~. ~ d(.nt~~i'lt root tyPe:. 

ha~ - r~fs;:.:~l! pni~rhlilte·· 1i\ 1!1),~$ ~f~a• ~~~r.,_ :M!~~i1.1 Of!~.~~t.Q~y · 
-~~-('l).c~-~-~; -~e ~ s:st$-le: . .g~l.e ,tith t~e : ·i-J4se ,"/1;~ kJifr~ne1 to J~~ 

. . , -,· ·· ..... 
$il'~t •. 

~- 1M~Wit1 ~ne··~~sti.rag :-~·~ deS,i~():P,'i.~~n. 

l'f~ . c-~1i)i~1~ .:5~!1\Jl'li- o~s~~ve· .~fl ~pl'Qpf'"i~~.r >$p~tt,~~- ~ 1<t~ ttl1!9"~(,_ 
~~: t.~- llf ·m 'S~~r6:uod1n9 iT~~~ · o Th'i$ t~· ·.Q11 •. 1~o-r.\i5J'I't .f:a.c-tor ·· tt~ic'h 
c~rf~!~ tr,·-t~ ,~~~~ew · ow an cndt.~ ~ .. ~P of. b\l_i1~1~~-. ~~ 5-tlo.ii")~ 
·t~"o-r:e· lie h!.~~·. . .. -·· . ·: ·. ...... .. 

lbi~· -~~ 1~ ,.9J.~~-~r·h;~ · ~,.. : tw"s_l.Si~~ 1tfi1c~ ~e b~ lt o~ t~ .·~r~Jl(i~· 
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engineering 
group, inc. 

July31,2015 

Mr. Andy Carpiac 
KITIRIDGE HOTELS 
234 E. Colorado Boulevard, Suite 500 
Pasadena, CA 91101 

traffic engineering • transportation planning 
acoustical engineering • parking studies 

air quality & greenhouse gas analysis 

Subject: Proposed 750 lofts Project - Parking Analysis (Updated 07/30/2015), 
City of Palm Springs 

Dear Mr. Carpiac: 

RK ENGINEERING GROUP, INC. (RK) is pleased to provide this updated Parking Analysis for 
the proposed 750 Lofts Project. The proposed site is located to the north of Granvia 
Valmonte, and is bound by North Palm Canyon Drive on the west and North Indian Canyon 
Drive on the east, in the City of Palm Springs, as shown in Exhibit A. 

The mixed-use project will consist of construction of a proposed hotel including the 
following components: 

• 39-room hotel; 

• 20-seat roof-top area; 

• 113 seat quality restaurant (approximately 4,722 square feet); and 

• 39-seat lounge area. 

The proposed project is planned to provide 7 4 designated off-street parking spaces and 
will provide valet parking services. The valet service is planned to operate for majority of 
the day and will enable double parking of vehicles resulting in added parking capacity. The 
valet service is expected to add a minimum of approximately 34 parking spaces beyond the 
74 designated parking spaces. Therefore, the project is planned to provide a minimum of 
108 parking spaces when accounting for the valet services. 

It should be noted that an agreement was previously in place between the project site and 
a hotel on the same street, the Colony Palms Hotel, that allowed for overflow parking 
rights for the Colony Palms Hotel on the project site. That agreement expired in early 2014 
and has been terminated per the original terms of the agreement, as recorded on title. 

An aerial image of the site plan is shown in Exhibit B. 

www.rkengineer.com 
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Mr. Andy Carpiac 
KITIRIDGE HOTELS 
July 31,2015 
Page 2 

The multi-use nature of the proposed project provides an opportunity for shared parking 
within the overall project site. The City of Palm Springs Municipal Code permits a shared 
parking analysis for multi-use development The location of the project site and its 
proximity to the downtown area create opportunities for users and visitors to access the 
project site by other modes of transportation such as walking, or use of public 
transportation such as trolley or taxi. Additionally, it is likely some hotel guests will utilize 
taxi or shuttles to and from the airport 

The City of Palm Springs Municipal Code parking requirements in conjunction with the 
Urban Land Institute (ULI) Shared Parking methodologies has been utilized to evaluate the 
adequacy of the parking for the overall project site. Both weekday and weekend parking 
demands have been evaluated, based on the hourly variations in parking demand. 

Based on the City of Palm Springs Municipal Code and the proposed land uses, the project 
would require 96 parking spaces without assuming mode and internal adjustments or a 
shared parking condition. 

Based on the City of Palm Springs Municipal Code and a 50% reduction for mode and 
internal adjustments, the project would require 68 parking spaces without assuming a 
shared parking condition. 

Utilizing the shared parking concept as applicable to the proposed project, the shared peak 
parking demand for the project has been estimated to be 60 parking spaces during peak 
weekday conditions and 62 parking spaces during peak weekend conditions. 

If you have any questions regarding this study, or need further review, please do not 
hesitate to call our office at (949) 474-0809. 

Sincerely, 
RK ENGINEERING GROUP, INC 

= L~ tt~. 
Alex Tabrizi, P.E , T.E. 
Associate Principal 

Attachments 
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JN.-2447 207407 
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1.0 Project Description 

RK ENGINEERING GROUP, INC. (RK) is pleased to provide this parking analysis for the 

proposed 750 Lofts Project located in the City of Palm Springs. The project site is located 

to the north of Granvia Val monte, and is bound by North Palm Canyon Drive on the west, 

and North Indian Canyon Drive on the east, as shown on Exhibit A. The proposed 

development will replace the existing buildings on-site. The site plan is shown in Exhibit B. 

The proposed mixed-use project will include the following: 

• 39-room hotel; 

• 20-seat roof-top area; 

• 113 seat quality restaurant (approximately 4,722 square feet); and 

• 39-seat lounge area. 

The proposed project is planned to provide 74 designated off-street parking spaces and 

will provide valet parking services. The valet service is planned to operate for majority of 

the day and will enable double parking of vehicles resulting in added parking capacity. The 

valet service is expected to add a minimum of approximately 34 parking spaces beyond the 

74 designated parking spaces. Therefore, the project is planned to provide a minimum of 

1 08 parking spaces when accounting for the valet services. 

It should be noted that an agreement was previously in place between the project site and 

a hotel on the same street, the Colony Palms Hotel, that allowed for overflow parking 

rights for the Colony Palms Hotel on the project site. That agreement expired in early 2014 

and has been terminated per the original terms of the agreement, as recorded on title. The 

termination records are provided in Appendix C. 
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The proposed project will be served by two (2) driveways; one (1) existing full access 

driveway on North Palm Canyon Drive, and one new (1) right-in/right-out only driveway on 

North Indian Canyon Drive. 

The proposed project site is currently zoned as a Planned Development (PD) district by the 

current City of Palm Springs Zoning Map. 

This analysis determines the parking requirements for the proposed project land uses based 

on the City of Palm Springs Municipal Code. The analysis also evaluates the shared parking 

demand for the proposed multi-use site utilizing the Urban Land Institute (ULI) shared 

parking concepts and methodology and applicable rates of hourly parking demand and 

utilization for each use. 

Based on the City Municipal Code without any shared parking assumptions or reductions 

for mode and internal adjustments, the proposed project requires 96 parking spaces. 

Therefore, the site is forecast to supply an excess of 12 parking spaces based on the 

required number of parking spaces for the City of Palm Springs. 

Without assuming a shared parking condition for the proposed uses, us1ng the City 

Municipal Code and assuming a total of 50% parking demand adjustment associated with 

noncaptive and modal reduction, the total combination of the proposed uses (hotel. 

lounge, roof-top area, and restaurant) for the proposed project would require a total of 68 

off-street parking spaces. Therefore, based on the City Municipal Code and the mode and 

internal adjustments, without any shared parking, the site is forecast to supply an excess of 

40 parking spaces. 

When accounting for the shared parking conditions, the proposed project is forecast to 

have a maximum parking demand of 62 parking spaces occurring at 8:00PM and 11 :OOPM 

during the weekend conditions. Hence, assuming shared parking conditions, the proposed 

project is forecasted to provide a sufficient number of parking spaces. 

1-2 
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Based upon the shared parking analysis, an adequate number of parking spaces 

is forecast to be provided to accommodate the proposed land uses during any 

time of weekday or weekend. 

1-3 
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2.0 Parking Analysis 

2.1 City of Palm Springs Parking Requirements 

As shown ·m Table 1, without assuming adjustments for mode and internal capture 

nor any shared parking opportunity between the uses, the total combination of the 

proposed uses (hotel, lounge, roof-top area, and restaurant) for the proposed 

project would require a total of 96 off-street parking spaces based on the City of 

Palm Springs Municipal Code. The applicable City of Palm Springs Municipal Code 

Parking Requirements are included in Appendix A. 

The project is planned to provide 108 off-street parking spaces when accounting for 

the valet services. Therefore, based on the City Municipal Code, the site is forecast 

to supply an excess of 12 parking spaces. 

2.2 Mode and Internal Adjustment 

The location of the project site and its proximity to the downtown area create 

opportunities for users and visitors to access the project site by other modes of 

transportation such as walking, or use of public transportation such as trolley or taxi. 

ULI recommends a 30% noncaptive reduction and a 60% mode adjustment for 

restaurants that are near resort hotels (Appendix B). 

This analysis assumes a total of fifty (50) percent adjustment in parking demand 

associated with the restaurant, lounge and roof-top area land uses to account for 

noncaptive and modal reductions. This estimate is conservative based on the ULI 

recommendations and the downtown area features. Additionally, it is very likely 

some hotel guests will utilize taxi or shuttles to and from the airport. 

2-1 
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Table 2 provides the required number of parking spaces as a result of the City 

Municipal Code and the 50% reduction for mode and internal adjustments. As can be 

seen from the table, the combination requires 68 parking spaces. Therefore, the 

project will supply an excess of 40 parking spaces. 

2.3 Shared Parking Parameters 

The multi-use nature of the proposed project provides an opportunity for shared 

parking within the overall project site. Shared parking is the use of a parking space 

to serve two or more individual land uses without conflict or encroachment. The 

ability to share parking between two or more uses is the result of two conditions: 

• Variations in the accumulation of vehicles by hour of day; and 

• Relationships among the land uses that result in visiting multiple land uses 

on the same auto trip. 

The key goal of shared parking analysis is to find the balance between providing 

adequate parking to support a development from a commercial viewpoint while 

minimizing the negative aspects of excessive land area or resources devoted to 

parking. Multi-use developments that share parking result in greater density, better 

pedestrian connectivity, and, in turn, reduced reliance on driving, typically because 

multiple destinations can be accessed by walking. 

RK has used procedures developed by the Urban Land Institute (ULI) from their 2005 

publication, Shared Parking, Second Edition. This document contains the latest 

procedures and data with respect to parking demand and shared parking. This 

shared analysis utilizes the parking demand rates from the City of Palm Springs 

Parking Requirements for each of the proposed project's land uses. 
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The ULI shared parking analysis evaluates the types of land uses, parking rates, 

monthly variations of parking demand by land use, differences between weekday 

and weekend parking demand, the hourly distribution of peak parking demand for 

each type of land use, and captive versus non-captive parking demand within the 

project site. This analysis is based on a selection of ULI procedures to evaluate peak 

parking demand that will occur at the proposed 750 Lofts Project. 

The ULI parameters were used in conjunction with the City of Palm Springs parking 

rates and 50% reductions for mode and internal adjustments to analyze shared 

parking demand at the project site. The analysis is based on the following inputs 

and calculations for each land use: 

1. ULI peak parking demand by land use for visitors and employees. 

The ULI Shared Parking model proportions the parking rates between visitors 

and employees for weekday and weekend conditions, each with their own 

parking demand characteristics. While the ULI parking rates were modified 

to reflect the City of Palm Springs' Municipal Code, the split between 

employees and visitors identified in the ULI analysis was used. 

2. ULI hourly variations of parking demand. Throughout the day, a 

different percentage of employees and visitors are expected. 

3. ULI weekday versus weekend adjustment factor. Weekdays and 

weekends attract a different percentage of visitors and employees based on 

the land use. 

4. Captive trip reductions. As with most multi use developments, the 

proposed project is expected to have a small percentage of captive trips 

between users within the development, which further reduces the parking 

demand. The parking demand is reduced due the fact that multiple land 

uses are visited while parking only once. 
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5. Modal adjustment reductions. It is expected that some visitors may use 

different modes of transportation, and it is typical to take a modal 

adjustment for this type of development. The modal adjustment takes into 

account modes such as walking, biking, and other non-auto modes of 

transportation to and from the site for employees. 

As previously noted the location of the project site and its proximity to the downtown 

area create opportunities for users and visitors to access the project site by other 

modes of transportation such as walking, or use of public transportation such as 

trolley or taxi. ULI recommends a 30% noncaptive reduction and a 60% mode 

adjustment for restaurants that are near resort hotels (Appendix B). 

This analysis assumes a total of fifty (50) percent adjustment in parking demand 

associated with the restaurant and roof-top area land uses to account for 

noncaptive and modal reductions. This estimate is conservative based on the ULI 

recommendations and the downtown area features. 

It is very likely some hotel guests will utilize taxi or shuttles to and from the airport. 

However, this analysis is considered conservative since it does not account for any 

modal or captive adjustments associated with the hotel use. 

The analysis also does not account for the following ULI procedure which could 

potentially further reduce parking demand associated with the proposed project: 

1. ULI monthly adjustment factors. Throughout the year, differing land 

uses peak during different months. For example, retail land uses are typically 

expected to peak during the end of the year in late December. The parking 

demand is reduced during the months that the land use is not expected to 

peak. For this project, it is assumed that the land uses will be peaking 

throughout the year to be conservative. 
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2.4 Shared Parking Results 

Table 3 and 4 provide the hourly shared parking demand for the weekday and 

weekend, respectively, based on the number of required parking spaces determined 

by the City of Palm Springs Municipal Code, 50% reductions, and the ULI-based 

hourly parking demand. The tables also calculate the split of demand between 

visitor and employees based on the ULI methodology and the City of Palm Springs 

Municipal Code parking rates with 50% reductions. Table 5 provides a detailed 

summary of the percent of parking spaces expected to be occupied throughout a 

typical weekday and weekend assuming shared parking conditions. As shown in 

Table 5: 

• During a typical weekday, the expected peak will occur at 9:00 PM with 60 

parking spaces occupied, or 55.6% of the total supplied parking. 

• During a typical weekend, the expected peak will occur at 8:00 PM and 

11 :00 PM with 62 parking spaces occupied, or 57.4% of the total supplied 

parking. 

It should be noted that the project will provide valet services. When valet services 

are utilized, vehicles can be double-stacked, allowing additional parking spaces. A 

valet parking plan should be developed for the project site and approved by the City 

and the Fire Department. It should be noted that the proposed project. assuming 

shared parking conditions, is forecasted to provide a sufficient number of parking 

spaces. 

The proposed 750 Lofts Project would provide a total of 108 off-street parking 

spaces. Based upon the shared parking analysis, adequate number of 

parking spaces are forecasted to be provided to accommodate the 

proposed land uses during any time of weekday or weekend. 
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3.0 Conclusions 

The following conclusions have been reached with respect to the proposed 750 Lofts 

Project: 

1. The project would consist of hotel, lounge, roof-top area, and restaurant uses, which 

are compatible from a shared parking standpoint. Peak parking demand will not 

occur simultaneously from all of the various uses. 

2. Based on the City of Palm Springs Municipal Code and the proposed land uses, the 

project would require 96 parking spaces without assuming mode and internal 

adjustments or a shared parking condition. 

3. Based on the City of Palm Springs Municipal Code and a 50% reduction for mode and 

internal adjustments, the project would require 68 parking spaces without assuming a 

shared parking condition. 

4. Utilizing the shared parking concept as applicable to the proposed project the shared 

peak parking demand for the project has been estimated to be 60 parking spaces 

during peak weekday conditions and 62 parking spaces during peak weekend 

conditions. 

5. The proposed project is planned to provide 108 off-street parking spaces with the 

valet service in use. The valet service will allow double-stacking of vehicles, increasing 

the parking supply. 

6. Based on the City of Palm Springs Municipal Code and the ULI shared parking 

methodology, the forecast shared parking demand for the proposed project can be 

accommodated by the 108 off-street parking spaces planned to be provided by the 

proposed project. 
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7. The project should monitor its peak parking demand as needed to refine parking 

management operations at the site. 
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Table 1 

Proposed 750 Lofts Project 

City of Palm Springs Municipal Code Required Parking 

Size 
Land Use No. of Spaces Required 

SF (Gross) Rooms Seats 

Hotel 1 N/A 39 N/A 

Restaurant 2 4,722 N/A 113 

Lounge3 N/A N/A 39 

Roof-Top Bar 3 N/A N/A 20 

Total Proposed Project 

Required Parking Per Palm Springs Code4 

Project Site Proposed Parking Spaces Provided 

Parking in Excess Per Code 

Parking Analysis is based on City of Palm Springs Municipal Code Section 93.06.00 

SF ~ Square Feet 

39.0 

37.7 

13.0 

6.7 

96.3 

96.0 

108.0 

12 

1 In accordance with City of Palm Springs Municipal Code, there shall be provided one (1) garage, carport, or 
open parking space as an accessory for each of the first fifty (50) guest rooms in any establishment 
Establishments with more than fifty (50) guest rooms shall provide 0. 75 parking spaces as an accessory for each 
guest room in excess of fifty (50). 

2 In accordance with City of Palm Springs Municipal Code, restaurants shall provide one (1) space for each thirty· 
five (35) square feet of gross floor area where the public is served, or one (1) space for every three (3) seats. 

3 In accordance with City of Palm Springs Municipal Code, cabarets, cocktail lounges, and discotheques as a 
separate use or within a restaurant shall provide (1) space for each thirty-five (35) square feet of gross floor area 
where the public is served, or one (1) space for every three (3) seats. 

4 From the City of Palm Springs Municipal Code: When computation of the required number of parking spaces 
results in a fractional parking space, one (1) additional parking space shall be required for one-half (1/2) or 
more fractional parking space and any fractional space less than one-half (1/2) of a parking space shall not be 
counted. 

i:lrktables\RK 7 0 708TB.x!s 
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Table 2 

Proposed 750 Lofts Project 

Required Parking with Mode and Internal Adjustments 

Size 
Land Use No. of Spaces Required 

SF (Gross) Rooms Seats 

Hotel 1 N/A 39 N/A 39.0 

Restaurant 2 4,722 N/A 113 37.7 

Restaurant Mode & Internal Adjustment (50%)4 18.8 

Subtotal Restaurant 18.8 

Lounge3 N/A N/A 39 13.0 

Lounge Mode & Internal Adjustment (50%) 4 6.5 

Subtotal Lounge 6.5 

Roof-Top Bar3 N/A N/A 20 6.7 
--

Roof-Top Bar Mode & Internal Adjustment (50%) 4 3.0 

Subtotal Roof-Top Bar 3.7 

Total Proposed Project 68.0 

Project Site Proposed Parking Spaces Provided 108.0 

Parking in Excess with Adjustments 40 

SF ~ Square Feet 

1 In accordance with C1ty of Palm Springs Municipal Code, there shall be provided one (1) garage, carport, or 
open parking space as an accessory for each of the f~rst fifty (50) guest rooms in any establishment. 
Establishments with more than fifty (50) guest rooms shall provide 0. 75 parking spaces as an accessory for 
each guest room in excess of fifty (50). 

2 In accordance with City of Palm Springs Municipal Code, restaurants shall provide one (1) space for each thirty
five (35) square feet of gross floor area where the public is served, or one (1) space for every three (3) seats. 

3 In accordance with City of Palm Springs Municipal Code, cabarets, cocktail lounges, and discotheques as a 
separate use or within a restaurant shall provide (1) space for each thirty-fiVe (35) square feet of gross floor 
area where the public is served, or one (1) space for every three (3) seats. 

4 Due to the mixed-use nature of the proposed development, it is expected that approximately 50% of the 

visitors to the proposed project will be either internally captured from the hotel (25%), and therefore will not 
be needing an additional parking space, or will be using other modes of transportation (25%), such as 
walking or biking, and will not be needing a parking space. A total reduction of 50% is used conservatively, 
and it can be expected to be higher. The 50% reduction is not included nor addressed in the City of Palm 

Springs Municipal Code. 
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Weekday 

TIME 
Forecast 
Parking 
Demand 

6:00AM 29 

7:00AM 33 

8:00AM 38 

9:00AM 36 
-

10:00 AM 38 

_11:00 AM 44 

12:00 PM 51 

1:00PM 51 
--- ..... 

2:00PM 50 
--

3:00PM 43 
------

4:00PM 47 

5:00PM 53 

6:00PM 
~~ 

57 

_?:00 p~ 57 

8:00PM 58 

9:00PM 60 -

10:00 PM 58 

11:00 PM 54 

i.Vktables'RK1 0 108TB.xls 
JN:2441-20 14-01 

Table 5 

Proposed 750 Lofts Project 

ULI Hourly Shared Parking Analysis: Summary 

Weekday Weekend Weekend 
Remaining Percent 

TIME 
Forecast Remaining Percent 

Parking Occupied Parking Parking Occupied 
Supply Demand Supply 

79 26.9% 6:00AM 32 76 29.6% 
-- -

75 30.6% 7:00AM 34 74 31.5% 

70 35.2% 8:00AM 36 72 33.3% 
.... - ----

72 33.3% 9:00AM 35 73 32.4% 

70 35.2% 10:00 AM 33 75 30.6% 
--

64 40.7% 11:00 AM 36 72 33.3% 
--

57 47.2% 12:00 PM 43 65 39.8% 

57 47.2% 1:00PM 44 64 40.7% 
-- -

58 46.3% 2:00PM 44 64 40.7% 

65 39.8% 3:00PM 44 64 40.7% 
-

61 I - 43.5% 4:00PM 45 63 41.7% 
... 

55 49.1% 5:00PM 50 58 46.3% 
--

51 52.8% 6:00PM 58 50 53.7% 

51 52.8% 7:00PM 59 49 54.6% 

50 53.7% 8:00PM 62 46 57.4% 
-------· 

48 55.6% 9:00PM 61 47 565%_ 

50 53.7% 10:00 PM 61 47 56.5% - . 

54 50.0% 11:00 PM 62 46 57.4% 
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1011612014 

Palm Springs Municipal Code 

Up Previous Next 

ZONING CODE 
Chapter 93 00 GENERA! CONDITIONS 

93.06.00 Off-street parking. 

A. Intent and Purpose. 

Palm Springs Municipal Code (Palm Springs, California) 

Main Search Print No Frames 

I. These regulations are intended to create properly designed and integrated off-street parking areas, 
with adequate capacity, circulation and landscaping organized aesthetically to positively relate to the use or 
building being serviced. 

2. "Otf-street parking" means an area together with the required number of parking spaces and 
improvements thereon, as required by this section, for vehicle parking and maneuvering 

necessary to serve particular land uses, irrespective of the zones in which they occur. 

B. General Provisions. 

I. Applicability. 

These standards shall apply: 

a. Upon construction of any main building; 

b. Upon establishment of any otf-street parking; 

c. Upon alteration or enlargement of an existing bui I ding (including the addition of dwelling units 
or guest rooms or where the use is intensified by the addition of floor space or seating capacity). 

2. a. Provision of Off-Street Parking. 

Off-street parking required in connection with any existing building or use shall be provided so long as such 
building or use remains. Any off-street parking which is permitted but not required by this Zoning Code shall 
comply with all regulations herein. 

b. Nothing shall prohibit the employee of a particular use or building, for which off-street parking 
is being provided, from using such off-street parking. 

3. Nonconforming Parking. 

a. Buildings or uses which have insufficient off-street parking per the requirements of this Zoning 
Code, shall not be expanded unless sufficient additional parking spaces can be provided in accordance 
with the standards of this Zoning Code. Existing parking shall be counted as meeting this requirement 
only if it is laid out in compliance with the standards at the time of its establishment. 

b. In the case where parking requirements for particular uses become equal to or more restrictive, 
those uses established prior to the change in parking requirements may be continued without providing 
additional parking, as long as there is no interruption of such use for a period greater than one hundred 
eighty ( 180) days. 

c. lf such use is interrupted for a greater period, and the parking is nonconforming for such use, the 
planning commission may require reoccupation by a use which meets the intent of the current parking 
requirements or may grant continued nonconforming status according to Section 94.05.06. 

d. Where a use which is nonconforming according to the current parking standards is replaced by 
another type of use, such new use shall meet the intent of the current parking requirements. 

e. Exception. 

Class I historic structures shall be exempt from the requirement to provide additional parking or pay in-lieu fees 
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for any new use allowed by the Zoning Code for the zone in which the Class I historic structure is located. 

4. Computation of Required Off-Street Parking Spaces. 

When computation of the required number of parking spaces results in a fractional parking space, one (I) 
additional parking space shall be required for one-half (Y,) or more fractional parking space and any fractional 
space less than one-half (Y,) of a parking space shall not be counted. 

5. Location. 

a. Single- or Multiple-family Dwellings and Hotels. 

Parking facilities shall be located on the same lot or building site as the buildings they are required to serve. 

b. Hospitals, Rest or Convalescent Homes, Boarding or Rooming Houses and Fraternity and 
Sorority Houses. 

Parking facilities shall be located not more than one hundred fifty ( 150) feet from the building they are required to 
serve. 

1. Exception. 

When approved by the planning commission, hospitals may provide parking facilities more 
than one hundred titty ( 150) teet from the building they are required to serve; provided that, 
an automatic parking gate or similar method of control approved by the commission shall be 
installed to insure that the parking lot will not be used by other developments in the area. 

c. Other Uses. 

Parking facilities shall be located not more than three hundred (300) feet from the building or use they are 
required to serve, except as follows: 

t. Note. 

Distances specified in subsections (B)(5)(a), (B)(5)(b) and (B)(5)(c) of this section shall be 
measured from the nearest point of the parking facility to the nearest point of the building or 
usc served by such parking. 

6. Mixed Uses or Occupancies. 

In the case of mixed uses or occupancies, the total number of required off-street parking spaces shall be the sum 
of the requirements for the various uses computed separately. Off-street parking facilities provided for one use 
shall not be considered as providing the required parking facilities for any other use, unless a joint use of parking 
facilities has been approved by the planning commission as specified in this section. 

7. Joint Use of Off-Street Parking Facilities. 

In the case of uses which operate at hours not coincident with adjacent uses, parking credit may be given for the 
use of those adjacent parking spaces under the following conditions: 

a. Sufficient evidence shall be presented to the director of planning and building demonstrating that 

8. 

no substantial contlict in the principal hours or periods of peak demand of the structures or uses for 
which the joint use is proposed will exist; 

b. The credited space may not exceed the distance authorized in this section from the subject use; 

c. The spaces must be attributed to the user by a covenant running with the land from the owner 
designating the spaces and their hours of use to the subject use: or 

d. A lease agreement from the owner to the subject user specifying the spaces and their hours of 
use with a requirement to notifY the city if the lease is broken. 

a. In-Lieu Payments. 

In the C-B-D zone, in-lieu of furnishing the parking spaces required by the provisions of this section, the parking 
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requirement or any portion thereof may be satisfied by the payment of such amount as may be prescribed by 
resolution of the city council, into the parking fund of the city prior to the issuance of a building permit. In-lieu 

parking may be used to satisfy requirements in other zones only if a parking district has been established to 
include the subject property. 

b. Funds placed in the parking fund of the city, pursuant to the provisions of this section, shall be 
used and expended exclusively for the purpose of acquiring and developing off-street parking facilities, 
limited insofar as practicable to the general vicinity of the premises for which the in-lieu payments 
were made. 

9. Uses Not Specitied. 

Where the parking requirement for a use is not specitically defined herein, the parking requirement for such use 
shall be determined by the planning commission in the manner set forth in Section 94.0 1.00; and such 
determination shall be based upon the requirement for the most comparable use specified herein. 

I 0. Administrative Relief. 

The director of planning and building may grant a reduction of width of required parking spaces by not more than 
six (6) inches and moditication of other design standards subject to the finding that special circumstances would 
deprive the subject property of privileges enjoyed by other properties in the vicinity. Administrative relief from 
the number of parking spaces required by this section may be granted by the director of planning and building in 
the manner set forth in Section 94.06.0 l (Minor moditication). 

11. Specitic Parking Plan. 

Economies in parking may be achieved by large or mixed use developments. The director of planning and 
building may approve a specitic parking plan for these kinds of development under a land use permit. 

C. Parking Design Standards. 

l. Plot Layout Plan. 

The layout plan of any proposed parking shall be completely dimensioned and shall include all of the 
informational requirements as set forth in the appropriate application forms. 

In addition, the site plan shall indicate the following: 

a. School plot plans shall indicate: number of employees (including teachers and professional 
staff); number of students at ultimate enrollment; and square footage of assembly areas or number of 
seats; 

b. Plot plans for places of public assembly shall indicate, the number of seats in assembly area; or 
if no tixed seating, the total gross floor area of the assembly areas; 

c. Multiple-residential plot plans are to indicate the number of bedrooms in each unit as well as 
total number of units; 

d. Hospital plot plans shall indicate the number of beds and total gross t1oor area; 

e. Automotive repair shop plans are to indicate the number of service bays and number of 
hydraulic lifts; 

t: Restaurants, discotheques and cabarets are to indicate the square footage of area where the 
public is served and/or the amount of proposed seating. 

2. Improvement of Parking Areas. 

All parking areas shall be improved per city specitications as follows: 

a. Graded for Adequate Drainage. 

All drainage flows shall be carried by concrete gutters or swales. 

65 
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b. The minimum pavement section shall be a minimum oftwo and one-half(2-l/2) inch asphalt concrete 
pavement over native soil, or equal. The pavement section shall be designed using 

"R" values, determined by a licensed soils engineer and submitted with the fine grading plan to the city 
engineer for approval. 

c. Parking stalls clearly delineated with a four (4) to six (6) inch stripe; "hairpin" or elongated "U" 
design; or other approved striping or stall delineation, except for single-family dwellings. 

d. Continuous six (6) inch concrete curbs installed to serve as wheel stops for cars, edging for 
planting areas, and protection for walls at entrances and exits, located no closer than five (5) feet from 
any building, hedge or fence, except for parking garages where a two (2) foot minimum protection 
space is required from the nose of the space to the face of the wall. 

3. Landscape Treatment. 

Landscaping shall be incorporated into the design of all off-street parking areas, including covered, decked or 
underground parking (but which may require special landscape treatment), as follows: 

a. Parking Lot Shading. 

Trees, of suitable eventual size, spread and climatic conditioning, shall be placed throughout the parking area to 
provide adequate shade for pedestrians and vehicles. Shade trees shall be placed so as to shade the following 
amount of the total parking area: 

Percentage of Total Parking Area to 
Parking Spaces Required be Shaded 

5-24 spaces 30%minimum 

25--49 spaces 40%minimum 

50+ spaces 50% minimum 

1. Tree coverage shall be determined by the approximate crown diameter of each tree at 
fifteen ( 15) years of age. 

ii. A shade plan shall be submitted with detailed landscaping plans, which shows canopies 
after fifteen ( 15) years growth to confirm the above percentages. Tree locations should not 
interfere with required lighting of public areas or parking areas. 

b. Landscaped Planters and Perimeter Treatment. 

Trees shall be placed in planters that must also include plant material such as groundcover or appropriate vines 
and screen shrubs. Boulders, gravel and the like, may be integrated with plant material into a well-conceived plan; 
berming or other aesthetic approaches integrating into the overall design are encouraged. 

1. Alternative. 

The planning commission may approve covered parking structures to be incorporated into 
the landscape shading for the purposes of providing equivalent shaded area. 

c. Labeling the Plant Material. 

A plant list shall be included giving the botanical and common names of the plants to be used. 

d. Irrigation System. 

An automatic irrigation system sufficient to sustain healthy planted areas shall be provided. Irrigation water shall 
be contained within property lines. 

4. Lighting. 
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Parking lot lighting must be in accordance with Section 93 .21.00, Outdoor lighting standards. 

5. Bicycle Parking. 

Bicycle racks or bicycle parking facilities may be required in any development submitted for architectural 
approval after the effective date of this Zoning Code. If required, the location and design of these facilities shall 
be shown on the site plan. 

6. Tandem Parking. 

Automobile parking so arranged as to require the moving of any vehicle in order to enter or leave any other stall 
shall be prohibited in any zone unless specifically approved by the director of planning and building. 

7. Traffic Circulation Within Off-street Parking Areas. 

Parking stalls, driveways, porte cocheres and landscape planters shall be arranged so that a free flow of vehicular 
traffic and adequate site clearances are permitted at all times. City standards and specifications relating to curve 
radii and similar maneuvering requirements shall apply. 

8. On-site Turn-around. 

Automobile parking so arranged as to require the backing of motor vehicles onto a major or secondary highway 
shall be prohibited in any zone. 

9. Pedestrian Walkways. 

Pedestrian walkways shall be provided between the parking area and the building or use being served. 

I 0. Handicapped Parking Spaces (for all projects other than single-family residential development). 

If parking spaces are provided for self-parking by employees or visitors, or both, then accessible spaces 
complying with this section and state and federal guidelines shall be provided according to the table below. These 
spaces need not be provided in the particular parking lot but may be provided in a different location, subject to 
Section 93.06.00(B) and approval by the director of planning and building. if equivalent or greater accessibility, 
cost and convenience is ensured. 

Number of Parking Handicap Spaces 
Spaces Provided Required 

1-25 spaces I space 

26-50 spaces 2 spaces 

51-75 spaces 3 spaces 

76-100 spaces 4 spaces 

101-150 spaces 5 spaces 

151-200 spaces 6 spaces 

201-300 spaces 7 spaces 

301--400 spaces 8 spaces 

401-500 spaces 9 spaces 

501-1000 spaces 2% of total 

100 I+ spaces 20, plus I for each I 00 
total spaces over 1000 

At facilities providing medical care and other services for person with mobility impairments, parking space 
shall be provided according to the table above except as follows: 

a. Outpatient Units and Facilities. €7 
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Ten (10) percent of the total number of parking spaces provided serving the unit or facility, 

b. Units and Facilities That Specialize in Treatment or Services for Person With Mobility 
Impairments. 

Twenty (20) percent of the total number of parking spaces provided serving the unit or facility. 

Individual spaces shall be nine (9) feet wide plus a five (5) foot walkway at the right side; two (2) spaces can 
share a common walkway. Ramp access shall be provided from the parking area to the interior walkway system. 
One (l) in every eight (8) accessible spaces, but not less than one ( l ), shall be served by an eight (8) foot 
walkway at the right side and shall be designated as "van accessible." 

11. Controlled Access to Off-street Parking Areas. 

Proposed off-street parking areas designed to control public access shall require planning commission approval 
upon recommendation from the fire and police departments and traffic engineer. Ingress and egress design should 
include vehicle maneuvering and "stacking" space to avoid internal and external traffic conflict. 

12. Off-street Parking Adjacent to Streets. 

Where parking areas front, side or rear on a street, there shall be a landscaped boarder of not less than ten (I 0) 
feet in depth, adjacent to the property line, and a decorative solid masonry wall and/or landscaped berm at least 
four (4) feet in height plus adequate landscaping shall be erected between the property line and the paved parking 
area, unless otherwise prescribed in this Zoning Code. Such wall or berming shall be reduced to thirty (30) inches 
in overall height within any corner cutoff area. (See Exhibit '"B," found at the end of this section). 

13. Off-street Parking Abutting Residential Zones. 

Where parking areas side or rear directly on a residential zone, a solid masonry wall six (6) feet in height shall be 
installed on the property line, such wall shall be reduced to a maximum four and one-half ( 4 112) feet in height 
within the front or side front area of the adjacent property, and a landscape border not less than five (5) feet in 
width shall be installed between the wall and the paved parking area. (See Exhibit ''C," found at the end of this 
section). 

14. Off-street Parking Abutting Nonresidential Zones. 

Where parking directly abuts a nonresidential zone, there shall be a five (5) foot landscape border adjacent to the 
property line. (See Exhibit "0," found at the end of this section). 

15. Parking Bays. 

Along local and collector streets in residential, commercial and industrial zones, parking may be provided in bays 
opening directly into the street, subject to the approval of the planning commission. The arrangement shall be 
developed in accordance with current city specifications and shall conform to the following standards (See 
Exhibit "E," found at the end of this section). 

a. Parking shall be installed at an angle of ninety (90) degrees with the street. Each stall shall be at 
least nine (9) feet wide and eighteen ( 18) feet deep, and entirely on private property. 

b. There shall be a landscaped area with a minimum width of nine (9) feet between each five (5) 
parking spaces in a parking bay. 

c. In the case of a corner lot, no bay shall be nearer than thirty (30) feet to the ultimate right-of-
way lines of the intersecting local street. For intersecting streets other than local streets, no bay shall be 
nearer than one hundred (100) feet to the ultimate right-of-way of the intersecting major or secondary 
thoroughfare, and fifty (50) feet to the ultimate right-of-way line of the intersecting collector street. 
This dimension may be varied upon approval by the city traffic engineer where it can be determined 
there will not be a detrimental affect on public health, safety and welfare. 

d. No parking bay or driveway opening shall be installed closer than six (6) feet to any side or rear 
lot line. 

e. For residential and commercial zones, paving material shall be decorative paving, colored 
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and/or patterned to relate to the overall design. 

f. For industrial zones paving material shall be six (6) inch concrete or asphalt concrete with 
minimum two and one-half (2 1/2) inch thickness. 

g. A continuous six (6) inch concrete curb shall be installed to serve as a wheelstop, located no 
closer than five (5) feet from any building, wall or fence. Individual wheelstops shall be prohibited 
unless approved by the director of planning and building. 

16. Underground, Decked and Covered Parking. 

The minimum dimensions for underground, decked or covered parking shall be as required for uncovered surface 
area parking as specified throughout this section, except additional minimum dimensions may be necessary for 
specific circulation conditions resulting from underground or decked parking. 

a. A level transition area between the street and a ramp serving underground or decked parking 
shall be provided for a distance which will provide adequate site distance at the street. 

b. Landscaping shall be incorporated into parking structures to blend them into the environment. 
This shall include perimeter grade planting and rooftop landscaping as deemed appropriate by the 
planning commission. 

17. Compact Car Parking. 

Up to forty (40) percent ofthe total parking provided may be compact spaces. subject to planning commission 
approval. The first twenty (20) spaces of any proposal shall be standard sized spaces. Compact parking space 
dimensions shall be eight (8) feet by fifteen (15) feet (ninety (90) degree parking). Spaces shall be properly 
marked for compact cars only. 

18. Drive-through Facilities. 

Such facilities shall conform to the following regulations. Exceptions to these regulations may be permitted by the 
planning commission when existing on- or off-site conditions warrant alternative design solutions. 

a. Safe on- and off-site traffic and pedestrian circulation shall be provided, including. but not 
limited to, traffic circulation which does not conflict with entering or exiting traffic to the site, parking 
or pedestrian movements. 

b. A stacking area shall be provided for each service window or machine and shall provide a 
minimum of seven (7) tandem standing spaces inclusive of the vehicle being serviced. The standing 
spaces shall not extend into the public right-of-way nor interfere with any internal circulation patterns. 
Vehicles at service windows or machines shall be provided with a shade structure. 

c. The drive-through facility shall be designed to integrate with existing or proposed structures, 
including roof lines, building materials, signage and landscaping. 

d. Amplification equipment, lighting and location of drive-through elements and service windows 
shall be screened from public rights-of-way and adjacent properties. 

D. Off-street Parking Requirements. 

The number of off-street parking spaces required shall be no less than the following for all zones within the 
city of Palm Springs unless otherwise noted in this Zoning Code: 

1. Automobile Rental Agencies. 

One (I) space for each two hundred (200) square feet of gross floor area, plus one (I) storage parking space for 
each vehicle to be stored on the lot. (Number of storage spaces to be determined by the maximum number of 
vehicles to be stored at any one time.) 

2. Automobile Service Stations. 

Four (4) spaces plus four (4) spaces for each service bay. Exception: Stations with mini-marts shall provide 
parking at the rate of one (1) space for every two hundred (200) square feet of gross floor area within enclosed 
structures plus one ( 1) space for water/air dispensers, if provided. E 9 
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Note: Submitted plans shall show the number of service bays and number of hydraulic lifts. 

3. Banks, Savings and Loans, and Other Financial Institutions. 

One (I) space for every two hundred (200) square feet of gross floor area. (For drive-through, see Section 
93.06.00(C)(l8)). Off-street parking spaces provided in the drive-through parking area may be considered as part 
of the required parking provision, at the discretion of the planning commission. 

4. Bowling Alleys. 

Five (5) spaces for each alley, plus two (2) for each billiard table, plus one (I) for each five (5) seats in any 
gallery. 

5. Cabarets, Cocktail Lounges and Discotheques, as a Separate Usc or Within a Restaurant. 

One (I) space for every thirty-five (35) square feet of gross floor area where the public is served, or one (I) space 
for every three (3) seats. 

6. Car Wash. 

Four (4) spaces and stacking parking equal to five (5) times the capacity of the car wash; five (5) for every two (2) 
self-operated wash stalls. 

7. C-B-D Zone (Central Business District) Parking Requirements. 

a. Uses within the central business district (C-B-D) zone shall provide one (I) space for each three 
hundred (300) square feet of gross floor area where parking is to be provided on site at the time of 
development. Where "in-lieu" payments are used to satisfY parking requirements, then the parking 
requirement shall be at the ratio of one (I) space for each four hundred ( 400) square feet of gross floor 
area. 

b. Mixed-use developments, which exceed twenty thousand (20,000) square feet of gross floor 
area, shall provide one (I) space for each three hundred twenty-five (325) square feet of gross floor 
area. Additional parking need not be provided for restaurants, provided that, no more than twenty-five 
(25) percent of the total floor area of the whole complex is devoted to restaurant use. 

c. See Section 92.09.04(A) for requirements. 

8. Convenience Markets, Supermarkets and Liquor Stores. 

One (I) space for every two hundred (200) square feet of gross floor area. 

9. Neighborhood Shopping Center (C-D-N) zone and community shopping center (C-S-C) zone uses. 

One (I) space for each two hundred twenty-five (225) square feet of gross leasable floor area for all uses, 
including restaurants and theaters. 

10. Furniture, Appliance Stores, Art Galleries and Interior Decorators. 

One (I) space for every five hundred (500) square feet of gross floor area, but not less than five (5) spaces; and 
one (I) space for every company vehicles. 

II. Game Courts. 

Three (3) spaces for every one (I) court. 

12. Golf Courses (full size) and Driving Ranges. 

Six (6) spaces per hole plus the requirements for additional uses on the site; for driving ranges, one (I) space per 
tee, plus the requirements for additional uses on the site. Miniature golf, three (3) spaces per hole plus additional 
parking for ancillary commercial uses. 

13. Gymnasiums and Health Studios. 

One (I) space for each four hundred ( 400) square feet of gross floor area, plus one (I) for each employee. 

14. Homes for the Aged, Sanitariums, Children's Homes, Asylums, Nursing and Convalescent Homes. 

See Section 94.02.00(H)(7). One (I) space for each two (2) beds or one (I) space for each one thousand (1,000) 
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square feet of gross floor area, whichever provided the greater number, plus one (I) for each three (3) employees. 

15. Hospitals. 

Two (2) spaces for each bed, plus one ( l) space for every vehicle owned and operated by the hospital. 

16. Hotels and Clubs. 

a. There shall be provided one (I) garage, carport or open parking space as an accessory for each of 
the first fifty (50) guest rooms in any establishment 

b. Establishments with more than fifty (50) guest rooms shall provide 0.75 garages/carports, or 
open parking space as an accessory for each guest room in excess of fifty (50). 

Resort hotels and resort hotel complexes shall comply with the following additional standards: 

c. One (I) parking space shall be provided for every sixty (60) square feet of gross floor area of 
dining room, bar and dancing areas, and places where the public is served. As an alternative where 
seating can be determined, one (1) parking space tor every five (5) seats shall be provided. An 
additional twenty (20) percent of the above required parking spaces shall be provided for the use ofthe 
employees. 

d. Commercial accessory uses shall provide one (I) parking space for each employee. 

e. Parking for the single largest places of public assembly only, such as auditoriums, exhibition 
halls, theaters, convention facilities, meeting rooms, and other places of public assembly (excluding 
foyers, corridors, restrooms, kitchens, storage, and other area not used for assembly of people) shall be 
based on the following standards: 

i. Up to thirty (30) square feet of the single largest above ancillary facility may be provided per 
each guest room without providing additional parking. 

ii. The single large public assembly floor area in excess of thirty (30) square feet per guest room 
shall provide off-street parking at the ratio of one ( 1) space for each thirty (30) square feet or one ( 1) 
space for each six seats if the seats are fixed. 

17. Manufacturing and Industrial Uses (including open industrial uses). 

One ( l) space for each five hundred (500) square feet of gross floor area. 

18. Mini-warehousing. 

Self-storage or Dead Storage. A minimum of six (6) spaces per complex; additional parking to be as required by 
the director of planning and building. Where a caretaker's residence is provided, a minimum of two (2) parking 
spaces shall be provided for the exclusive use of such residence in addition to those required for the 
miniwarehouse function. 

19. Mixed-use Developments (with a gross floor area exceeding twenty thousand (20,000) square feet, 
including retail but excepting the C-B-D zone). 

One ( 1) space for each two hundred fifty (250) square feet of gross floor area. Additional parking need not be 
provided for restaurants; provided that, no more than twenty-five (25) percent of the total floor area of the whole 
complex is devoted to restaurant use. 

a. The percentage of floor area devoted to restaurant uses without additional parking may be 
increased by the planning commission where it finds that the nature of the use will not require 
increased parking, that other adequate arrangements exist to satisfy the parking demand or that other 
similar factors exist. 

20. Mortuaries and Funeral Homes. 

One (I) space for each twenty (20) square feet of tloor area of assembly rooms plus one ( l) per employee, plus 
one (I) for each car owned by such establishments. 

21. Motor Vehicle or Machinery Sales. 71 
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One ( 1) space for each eight hundred (800) square feet of gross floor area to be clearly delineated as public 
parking. Plus any parking required for repairs as specified in Section 93.06.00(D)(2). 

22. Motor Vehicle Repair Shops. 

Four ( 4) spaces for each service bay or lift or one ( 1) space per one hundred (1 00) square feet of gross floor area. 

23. Plant Nurseries, Building Materials, Yards and Outdoor Display Sales. 

One ( 1) space for every five hundred (500) square feet of gross tloor area and/or outdoor display area, plus one 
( 1) space for every company vehicle. 

24. Offices, Nonmedical. 

One ( 1) space for each two hundred (200) square feet of gross floor area for facilities up to ten thousand ( 1 0,000) 
square feet in floor area. Nonmedical offices with a floor area which exceeds ten thousand (l 0,000) square feet 
shall provide parking at one ( 1) space per two hundred fifty (250) square feet of gross floor area in excess of ten 
thousand ( 10,000) square feet. 

25. Offices, Medical and Dental. 

One ( 1) space for each one hundred fifty ( 150) square feet of gross floor area for facilities up to ten thousand 
( 1 0,000) square feet in floor area. Medical and dental oftices with a floor area which exceeds ten thousand 
( 1 0,000) square feet shall provide parking at one ( 1) space per two hundred (200) square feet of gross floor area in 
excess often thousand ( 1 0.000) square feet. 

26. Private Park and Recreation Uses. 

One (1) space for every three persons based upon the approved capacity of the facility. 

27. Public Park and Recreation Uses. 

One ( 1) space for each eight thousand (8,000) square feet of active recreational area within a park or playground, 
plus one ( 1) space per acre of passive recreational area within a park or playground. 

28. Places of Public Assembly. 

Churches, auditoriums, exhibition halls, theatres, convention facilities, meeting rooms and other places of public 
assembly shall provide one (1) otl~street parking space for every three (3) seats, if seats are fixed; one (1) space 
for each twenty-four (24) square feet of assembly area, which does not include foyer, corridors, restrooms, 
kitchens, storage and other areas not used for assembly of people. For churches. off-street parking shall be 
required for primary seating only. 

a. Note. 

Submitted plans shall show the number of seats in assembly area; or if no fixed seating, the total gross 
floor area of the assembly area. 

29. Residential Uses. 

Note. 

Submitted plans shall show the number of bedrooms in each unit as well as total number of units. 

a. Single-family Homes. 

Two (2) spaces for each dwelling unit, within a garage or carport. Trellises, or other construction providing a 
seventy (70) percent shade factor, may be used. 

b. Condominiums or Residences Within a Planned Development District (PD). 

1. Primary parking (per unit) shall be required as follows: 

http :/lwww. qcode .us/ codes/palmspri ng s/ 

(A) Studio and efficiency One ( 1) primary space 
units 

(B) One (I) bedroom unit One and one-quarter (l 
y,) primary spaces 72 
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(C) Two (2) bedroom lOne and one-half (I Yz) 
units pnmary spaces 

(D) Three (3) or more !Three-quarters(%) 
bedrooms I . 1pnmary space per 

bedroom 

(E) Mobile home parks Two (2) spaces per 
mobile site 

11. Guest Parking. 

In addition to the primary parking required above, one (I) designated parking space per 
each four (4) units shall be provided for guest parking, except that mobile home parks shall 
provide designated guest parking at a rate of one (I) space per each seven (7) units, unless 
guest parking can be provided on a private street. 

111. Covered Parking. 

(A) One (I) covered parking space shall be provided for each unit. Trellises providing a 
seventy (70) percent shade factor may be used. 

(B) This requirement shall not apply to existing lots of record which are substandard in 
area or dimension requirements as established elsewhere in the Zoning Code. 

c. Apartments. 

Apartment uses shall have the same requirements as condominiums for primary parking and guest parking, except 
that covered or enclosed parking spaces are optional. 

d. Rooming, Boarding and Fraternity Houses. 

One (I) space for each sleeping room or one (I) space for each two (2) beds, whichever yields the greater number. 

30. Restaurants (Freestanding). 

One (I) space for each thirty-five (35) square feet of gross floor area where the public is served, or one (I) space 
for every three (3) seats. 

a. Restaurants in Large Mixed-use Commercial Complexes. 

Additional parking need not be provided for restaurants in mixed-use commercial complexes (commercial, office, 
retail) which have a gross floor area which exceeds twenty thousand (20,000) square feet; provided that, no more 
than twenty-five (25) of the total floor area of the whole complex is devoted to restaurant use. 

b. Note. 

Submitted plans shall show the square footage of area where the public is served and/or the amount of proposed 
seating. 

31. Retail Stores Not Otherwise Specified Herein, Including Ice Cream Parlors and Donut Shops. 

One (I) space for each three hundred (300) square feet of gross floor area. 

32. Schools. 

a. Day Nurseries. 

One (I) space for each employee plus one (I) space for each five (5) children in attendance. 

b. Elementary and Intermediate. 

One (I) space for each employee. 

c. High Schools. 

One (I) space for each eight (8) enrolled students, plus one (I) space for each employee. 73 
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d. Colleges. 

One (I) space for each three (3) enrolled daytime students, plus one (1) space for each employee. 

e. Trade Schools and Business Colleges. 

One (I) space for each one hundred fifty (!50) square feet of gross floor area. 

33. Self-service Laundries. 

One (I) space for every three (3) machines. 

34. Wholesaling and Warehousing. 

One (I) space for each eight hundred (800) square feet of gross t1oor area, plus one (I) space for each company 
truck or motor vehicle. 

E. Design Dimensions. The off-street parking area design criteria, as set forth as follows, exemplity minimum 
dimensions necessary for traffic circulation, ingress and egress, and public safety to and through parking areas, 
while setting aside ample open space to integrate landscaping, lighting and pedestrian design features into the 
plan to create an off-street parking area aesthetically complementary to the urban environment. 

In order to allow for innovative designs to be explored, alternate designs may be considered and approved 
by the planning commission. While this provision is not intended to allow deviation from the minimums as set 
forth herein, it is to provide flexibility in the application and structuring of landscaping and related environmental 
elements. 

The following parking lot dimensions shall apply to all parking lots constructed in accordance with this 
Zoning Code. In event practical difficulties and hardships result from the strict enforcement of the following 
standards due to existing permanent buildings, or an irregular shaped parcel, administrative relief may be granted 
by the director of planning and building according to Section 93.06.00(8)( l 0) and Section 94.06.0 I (Minor 
modifications). 

Parking Dimensions-Ninety (90) Degree Angle (See Exhibit F-1 found at the end of this section). 

l. Parking spaces shall be seventeen (17) feet deep (standard) and fifteen (15) feet deep (compact), 
except where nose-to-nose deep (see subsection E8 of this section). 

2. Parking spaces shall be nine (9) feet wide (standard) and eight (8) feet wide (compact). 

3. A driveway adjoining a double row of parking spaces shall be twenty-six (26) feet wide. Driveways 
adjoining a single row of spaces shall be twenty-four (24) feet wide. 

4. Curbs shall be installed at a minimum of five (5) feet from face of walls, fences, buildings or other 
structures. This requirement excepts driveways that are not a part of the maneuvering area for parking. 

5. Peripheral planting areas are required every ten ( l 0) spaces. The planters shall have a minimum 
exterior width of nine (9) feet and provide at least six (6) foot minimum planting width. 

6. Curbs shall be placed at a minimum of two feet from the face of walls, fences or buildings adjoining 
driveways which are not part of a maneuvering area. (See subsection E4 ofthis section where drive adjoins a 
maneuvering area). 

7. Tree wells/median islands shall have a planting area of six (6) feet in diameter/width. 

8. Nose-to-nose parking spaces shall be nineteen ( 19) feet long (standard) and seventeen ( 17) feet long 
(compact). 

9. Cumulative dimensions. 

(Deleted by Ord. 1300) 

I 0. Driveway widths shall be twenty-four (24) feet minimum and constructed to city standards. The 
director of planning and building may require a wider driveway to accommodate needs. 

II. First parking space shall be ten (I 0) feet minimum distance from property line adjacent to the street.~ 4 The director of planning and building may require a greater distance. ' 
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12. Six (6) inch PCC curb and gutters shall be installed, except that six (6) inch PCC vertical curbs may 
be installed in lieu of curb and gutters if no drainage is carried along curb line. Where a six (6) inch PCC 
vertical curb is used, a two (2) foot wide concrete gutter section shall be installed along drainage lines. 
Individual wheelstops shall be prohibited unless approved by the director of planning and building. 

13. Concrete walks with a minimum width of two (2) feet shall be installed adjacent to end parking spaces 
or end spaces may be increased to eleven ( ll) feet wide. 

14. Curb radii shall be three (3) feet minimum. 

15. One-way drives shall be fourteen (14) feet minimum wide. Two-way drives shall be twenty-four (24) 
feet minimum wide. 

16. Cumulative dimension. 

(Deleted by Ord. 1300) 

17. Parallel parking spaces shall be eight (8) feet wide by twenty-four (24) feet long. The length may be 
reduced to eighteen (18) feet, if a six (6) foot separation (no parking area) is provided between every two (2) 
spaces. 

18. Single-family covered parking spaces shall be ten ( l 0) feet wide by twenty (20) feet long. 

19. Handicapped Parking Spaces. 

See subsection (C)( l 0) of Section 93 .06.00. 

Other dimensions as accepted by the Institute of Traffic Engineers may be approved by the director of planning 
and building or planning commission. 

Parking Parking Parking Parking 

Aisle Angle (In Angle (In Angle (In Angle (In 

Width Degrees) 30 Degrees) 45 Degrees) 60 Degrees) 75 

One-way 
12' 

I 
14' 18' 20' 

traffic 
i -- r---------------

T\vo-\vay i 
i 20' I 21' ! 22' 22' 

traffiL: ' i I 

• These dimensions are face-of-curb to face-of-curb for curb and gutter aisles, or edge of pavement to edge of pavement for strip pa\·ed 
aisles. 

• 'Nose-to-nose parking spaces shall be an additional two (2) feet in length . 

Exhibit A 

75 
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Exhibit B 

PARKING ADJACE NT STREETS 

Exhibit C 

IS' 

PARK ING ASU TT INO RE SIOEMTIAL 

Exhibit D. Parking Abutting Non-Residentia l 

76 
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... 

Exhibit E. Bay Parking 

77 
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r 
A. 

A. : 30' FRO:l LOCAL STREIT 

50' FROll COtUCTOR STREET 
100' FROH SECOROARY OR ~IAJOR THOROOGllf'AflE 

Exhibit F. Parking Design Dimensions 

78 
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The Concept of Shared Parking 
Shared parking is the use of a parking space :o serve two 

or more individual land uses without conflict or encroach

ment. The ability to share parking spaces is the result of two 

conditions: 

• variations in the accumulation of vehicles by hour, 

by day, or by season at the individual land uses, and 

• relationships among the land uses that result in visiting 

multiple land uses on the same auto trip. 

Althougn the ULI methodology for shared parking 

analysis was developed in the early 19805,1 the concept of 

shared parking was already well established: a fundamen

tal principle of downtown planning from the earliest days of 

the automobile has always been to share parking resources 

rather than to allocate parking for each use or building. The 

resurgence of many central cities resulting from the addi

tion of vibrant residential, retail, restaurant, and entertain

ment developments continues to rr.ly heavily on shared 

parking for economic viability. In addition, mixed-use 
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d 

projects in many different settings have benefited from 

shared parking. 

Parking is a key element of any site development plan. 

Parking can consume 50 percent or more of the bullding and 

land area of a deve:opment. An oversupply of parking can 

result in excess storm drainage impacts and unnecessarily high 

expenses (surface stalls can cost $2,000 to $3,000 pe~ space 

and structured spaces $15,000 to $25,000 or more). 

Insufficient parking can result in the intrusion of parking into 

:1eighborhoods or adjoin!ng properties, excessive vehicle circu

lation, and unhappy users. Ultimately, great parking alone won't 

make a mixed-use pfDject successful; however, inadequate or 

poorly designed parking can limit its potential success. 

The key goal of shared parking analysis, then, is to find the 

balance between providing adequate parking to support a 

development from a commercial viewpoint and minimizing 

the negative aspects of excessive land a1ea or resources 

devoted to parking. Mixed-use developments that share 

parking result in greater density, better pedestrian connec-

1 
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tions, and, in turn, reduced reliance on driving, typically 

because multiple destinations can be accessed by walking. 

H1gher-density development, especially on infill sites, is also 

more likely to support alternative modes of travel, including 

transit and carpools. 

Concern for the negative impacts of growth has stimu

lated a search for better ways to develop land. "Smart 

growth" is a collection of planning principles and strategies 

designed to facilitate development without sprawl. Smart 

growth projects typically are designed to create transporta

tion options and reduce driving, especially for short trips. 

Walkable live/work/play environments, located near estab

lished transportation and infrastructure resources, are central 

to the concept. Some communities are questioning the eco

nomic costs of abandoning infrastructure in the city only to 

rebuild ~t further oue Ironically, a critical element of such 

pedestrian-oriented districts is adequate parking. 

One of the hottest real estate trends is known as ''place 

making," the development of town centers and urban villages 

with mixed uses in pedestrian-friendiy settings. Another sig

nificant trend today is transit-oriented development, which 

seeks to cluster development near transit stations. With 

housing located within walking distance of rail transit, some 

trips and, in turn, some parking spaces can be eliminated. 

Shared parking is a critical factor in the success of all 

these development approaches, and thus the importance of 

shared parking will continue to grow in future years. This 

report aims to provide planners, engineers, developers, and 

agencies with tools to better quantify and understand how 

shared parking can be successful. 

Objective of the Second Edition 
The widely accepted methodology for shared parking analysis 

was established in 1983 with the publication of the first edition 

of Shared Parl<.ing. Two decades later, ULI and ICSC convened a 

working group of parking experts to examine the question of 

2 Shared Parking 

wr,ether shared parking is "stlll appropriate, given changes in 

society, transportation, and mixed-use development trends. 

The consensus was that the underlying concept and method

ology are still viable, but that an update of the default factors 

wovld be appropriate. The following three examples illustrate 

how changing trends have affected parking needs. 

• When Shared Parking was first published, a multiscreen 

cinema complex had two or three screens. By the late 1990s, 

new cinema developments had as many as 30 screens. 1t is 

far less likely that every seat in a 30-screen cineplex is filled 

than in a two- or three~screen cinema. The proliferation of 

these complexes has had a profound impact on the movie 

industry, and the parking ne.eds of cineplexes wm be dis" 

cussed later in this report. 

• Changing lifestyles have led to a significant increase in the 

proportion of family meals eaten outside ~e home, which 

has caused a marked increase in the proportion of newly 

developed space that is occupied by restaurants. In 1955, 25 

percent of expenditures for food in the United States was 

spent in restaurants (both limited and full service); in 2003. 

restaurants' share ot the food dollar was 46.4 percent.3 

• As more women have joined the workforce, there has been 

an increase in the proportion of shopping trips that occur in 

evenings and a significant increase in "trip-chaining," owing 

to commuters making multiple stops to drop off or pick up 

children at daycare and to take care of household errands. 

A committee of the Institute of Transportation Engineers 

(ITE) also agreed that the methodology recommended in the 

first ed1tion of Shared Parking is still the correct approach to 

shared parking analysis, but it called for updating some 

default values' It found that almost half of all local govern

ments. had incorporated shared parking into local codes, 

either directly or as an option, and many of those codes cited 

the ULI shared parking methodology. 

The development of updated references on the parking 

needs of individual land uses also made an update of Shared 
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Parking timely. In 1998, ULI and ICSC commissioned an 

update of Parking Requirermmts for Shopping Centers, the most 

widely recognized reference regarding that land use. That 

reference's second edition recommended a 10 percent 

reduction in the parking ratio for centers over 600,000 

square feet and modified its recommendations for centers 

with more than 10 percent of GLA in restaurant, entertain

ment, or cineplex uses.~ In particular, when more than 20 

percent of the space in centers is allocated to those uses, 

shared parking analysis should be employed to determine 

the appropriate number of parking spaces. 

ITE also has updated its Trip Generation"' and Parking 

Generation1 publications. The third edition of Parking 

Generation includes four times as much data as the second 

edition, with over 100 land uses now incorporated. fhis doc· 

ument provides much-needed information on the parking 

needs of individual land uses, but it simply provides statisti

cal analysis of the data. It makes no recommendations 

regarding appropriate parking ratios to be used in parking 

stud~es, including shared parking analysis. In fact, the limited 

data in many land use classifications are not statistically reli

able, and pmfessional experience and judgment must be 

employed in their use. One of the purposes of this report is 

to formulate recommendations regarding the parking ratios 

to be used in shared parking analysis, using, to the extent 

appropriate, the data found in Parking Generation. Both docu

ments are complementary. 

ULI and ICSC concluded that the timely coordination of 

an updated Shared Parkir19 publication with these other doc· 

uments would result in a vastly improved set of tools for 

transportation planners to determine the appropriate num

ber of parking spaces for mixed-Use developments. 

Definition of Terms 
A key to understanding the shared parking methodology is 

the definition of terms and assumptions inherent in the use 

of those terms. 

Parking ratio is the number of parking spaces that should 

be provided per unit of land use, if parking serves only 

that land use. The ratios recommended herein are based on 

the expected peak accurnu\alion of vehicles at the peak 

hour on a design day (see below), assuming nearly 100 per

cen~ modal spiit to auto use and minimal ridesharing. The 

recommended ratios also include consideration of effective 

supply issues. 

Parking accumulation is the number of parked vehicles 

observed at a site. 

Parking supply is the total number of spaces available to 

serve a destination. It may include spaces that are on site, off 

site, on street, or shared with other uses. 

Effective parking supply is the number of occupied spaces 

at optimum operating efficiency. A parking facility will be 

perceived as full at somewhat less than its actual capacity, 
• 

generally in the range of 85-95 percent occupancy. (The 

range is because regular users !earn where spaces are likely 

to be available at a particular time of day and thus require 

less of an extra cushion than unfamiliar users.) !tis appropri

ate to have a small cushion of spaces over the e:<pected 

peak-hour accumulation of vehicles. The cushion reduces the 

need to search the entire system for the last few parking 

spaces, thus reducing patron frustration. !t further pmvides 

for operating fluctuations, misparked vehicles, snow cover, 

vehicle maneuvers, and vacancies created by reserving 

spaces for specific users, such as disabled parking The effec

tive supply cushion in a system also provides for unusua1 

peaks in activities. 

A design day or design hour is one that recurs frequently 

enough to justify providing spaces for that level of parking 

activity. One does not build for an average day and have 

insufficient supply for the peak (if not multiple) hours on 50 

percent of the days in a year. Conversely, it is not appropriate 

to design for the peak accumulation of vehicles ever 

observed at any site with that !and use. That peak accumula-
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tion Might last only for an hour or s.o. wh;Je there are 8,760 Noncaptive ratio is an e"stimate of the percentage of park-

hours in a year. A traffic engineer does not design a street ers at a land use in a mixed-use development or district who 

system to handle the peak volume that would ever occur; are not already counted as being parkeJ at another of the 

instead, the level of activi.ty that represents tne BS:h or 90tr la1ld uses. For exa:Tlple, when employees of one la~d use visit 

percentile of observed traffic volumes in peak hours on aver- a nea-by Food court or coffee stor'=. there usually is not any 

age days is used for design. This seco1d edition of Shared additional parking demand generated. See chapter 3 for fur-

Parking uses the 85th percentile of pea<.-hour observations ther discussion. 

for recommended parking ratios, unless otherwise noted. 

See chapter 3 fer further discussion of design cour issues. Units of Land Uses 
Mode adjustment is employed to adjust the base parking Parking ratios are generally stated as a ratio of x spaces per y 

ratos for loca·· transportation characteristics. Two factors un1ts. with the unit being the most statistically valid inde-

must be considered in st..:ch adjustments: modal split for pri- pendent var:able for that land use. In the vast majority of 

vate auto and auto occupancy, both of which are terms com- uses, the unit is square fee: of bui:ding area. Other units that 

monly used in transportation planning. The parking ratios may be used are employees. dwelling units, hotel rooms, or 

herein assume that nearly all users arrive by private auto with seats. This publication uses :he most widely accepted inde· 

typical auto occupancy for the specJic use. It should be pendent variable, generally in accordan,;:e with Parking 

r·oted that even in locations without transit, some wolkir:g Generation. The follow1ng terms desc(be specif1c formulas 

and dropoffs occur, as well as some ridesharing. The base for park:ng ratios 

ratios are appropriate for conditions of free parking and neg· Gross Floor Area (GFA): Ictal gross ffoor area. ir1cluding 

ligibJe use of public transit. The mode adjust:~ent then exterior bu1ld:ng walls of all f:oors of a building or structure. 

reflects local transit availability, parking fees, ride sharing Also referre.rl to as gross square feet or GSF. 

programs, and so on. See chapter 3 for furthe~ discussio'l of Gross Leasable Area (GLA): The portion of GFA that is 

mode adjustments. available for leasing to a tenant. Generally. GLA is equal to 

Modal spJit is the percentage of pers::ms arriving at a dest~- GFA less "corr·mon'' areas that are not leased to tenants. 

nation in different modes of transportation, Among the includi.1g spaces !or circulation to ard from tenat.t spaces 

modes thrJt may be available are com~uter rai·, light ~ail, bus, (lobbies. elevator cores, .stairs. corridors, atriums. and so on), 

private automobile (including trucks. vans, and SUVs used utility/mechanical spaces, and ~arking areas. 

for personal transpor:ation), carpoo:s and vanpoo\s, walkhg, Net Floor Area (NFA): Total floor area, excluding exterior 

and bicycling. The percentage of persons who arrive at the building walls. 

destinction by privJte automobi,e is generally calied "auto Net Rental Area (NRA): The portion of NFA that is 

mode split" and includes both driver and passengers rentaJie to a tenant. Also called net leasable area. 

Auto occupancy is the a1ierage number of persons per pri- Thus. GFA and GLA are calculated out-to-out of exterior 

vate automobile arriving a: the destination. Vehicle occu- walls, while NFA and NRA are calculated between inter"1or 

pancy (as employed in transportation planning) refers to the faces of exter:or walls. GLA is commonly used for shopping 

average number of persons per vehicle ·Including all vehicle centers. bLt GFA or NFA ·s more- comrnonly used for office 

types, such as public anC chartered buses. Loses. No matter what calculat"o1 method is employed, the 
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vehicular parking and loading areas and the floor area occu~ Notes 
pied by mechanical, electrical, communications, and security 

equipment are deducted from the floor area for the purpose 

of calculating parking needs. 

Organization of This Report 
Chapter 2 of this report presents key findings, including the 

recommended default values for shared parking analysis. 

Chapter 3 discusses the methodology, with an example 

analysis, and chaptel" 4 discusses the parking needs of indi

vidual land uses and the derivation of the default values. 

Chapter 5 presents case studies, while chapter 6 discusses 

the design, operation, and management of shared parking . 

1. Ull-the Urban Land lnstilu\e, Shored Parki119 (Washington, D.C: U'LI-the Urbiln 
Land Institute, 1983) 

2. "About Smart Growth,"' www.srnartgrowth.org/about (October 2003). 

3. 1004 Restaurant lndu~lry forecast, National R.estaurcmt Associat:oo. 

4. iTE :echnical Council Committee 6F·52, ShrJJed Parking Ptonnin_g Guidelines 
(Washington D.C: Institute ol Transportation Engineers, 1995). 

5. VU·th~ Urban land Institute ar.d the lnlern~\iQnal Council of Shopping Centers, 
Parkirtg Requirements for Shopping Centers, 2nd ed. (Washinglm. 11.C: Ull-the 
Urban Land tr.slitute, )999). 

6. ITE Technfcal CourtCil Committee, Trip Generation, lth ed. (Washington. D.C: 
Institute of Ttansportation Engineers, 2004} 

7. ITE Techo1ical Council Committee, Par~ing Generui.'Oll, 3rd ed. (Washington, D.C.: 
Institute of Transportation Engineer~. 2004). 
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re. 

~~r-~.-.:::;·, 
~~:4~:~ 
e. 
provided 

>.Ospaces 
le parking 

Summary of Recommended Base Parking Ratios (Spaces per Unit Land Use) 
Weekday Weekend 

Office 000.000 to 500.000 sq. It) Sliding scale between 

100,000 SQ. fl: 
500,000 sq. ft.: 

Notes 

Visitor 

0.25 
0.2 

Emolovee 

115 
2.6 

Visitor 

o.m 
0.02 

Ralios ba~ on peak parking spaces required with virtually 100% auto use and typial ridesharing lor suburban cooditions 
1/Ksl = per thousand s.q. h. 
l l.O spaces reseNed lor residents' sole use, 24 hours a day; rernainder sl'aretl with visitors and oll'er uses. 

Sources: 
1. furling Requirements {Of Shopping CLnlm. 2nd ed. (Washington. DC UU-Ihe Urb.ln Land lnstiluie, 1'>99) 
2. Alrl:ing Getlerol.ion. 3rd ed. <Washington, D.C.. lnsliiUe ol Transportation Engineers. 2004) 
3 D.lta collected by team members.. 
4 John W Dotsett. "Parlcing ReQIJVeiT'ents iOt Health Club<; Th~ A:>rtintJ Pro{f-lliOilli!. Apnl 2004 
5 Gerald Salzman. ·Hotel Parlcing: How Mudlls Enougnr Urbon land, January 198& 

Emolovee 

032 
016 

Unit 

/ksf GFA 

Source 

2 

K ey Ft nd i ng s 11 



IIIM1fJ1 Recommended Monthly Adjustment Factors for Customer/Visitor Parking 
Late 

Land Use JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JUL AUG ScP OCT NOV DEC DEC Source 

Shopping Center 56% 57% 64% 63% 66% 67% 64% 69% 64% 66% n'lo 100% 80% 1.3 

Restaurant as~ 8&% 95% 92% 96% 95% 98% 99% 91% 96% 93% 100% 95% I 

Fast Food 85% 86% 95% 92% 96% 95% 98% 99% 91% 96% 93% 100% 95% I 

Nightclub 84% 86% 98% 90% 90% 91% 94% ?6% 92% 98% 96% 10~ --.?.5% ... I ......... 
Cineplex Weekdays 27% 21% 2~ 19% 27% 41% 55% 40% 15% 15% 25% 23% 100% 3 

Cineplex _Weekends 
.... _. 

~196 62.% 67% . 100%. n% 59% 67% 58% 71% 84% 92% 75% 78% 3 
Performing Arts Theater 90% 90% 90% 90% 90% 90% 90% 900,.{, 90% 90% 90% 100% 100% 2 

Arena 90% foo% 100% 100% 100% 75% ~ . 60% 65% 90% . ·95_% •·. · 9s.#i : 2 
' 

Pro Football Stadium! 67% 100% 100% 2 

Pro Baseball Sta<ium .· 
' 

100% 100% 100% 100% · 100% 100% 100% - ' 
. 2 

Health Club 100% 95% 85% 70% 65% 65% 65% 70% 80% 85% 85% 90% 95% 2.4 
~onve~tio~. C~nter2 _75%., .. 10~~ 90%, . '55% 60% SO% 45% 75% 80% ~5% 100% 

•• J~ • •• 
6o~ : - 2 

Hotel- Business 71% 85% 91% 90% 92% 100% 98% 92% 93% 93% 81% 67% SO% 5 

Hotel-Leisure :: 90% . 100% 1000,{, 100% 90% 90%. 100% 100% ?.~% 75% ~% .sao~ 100% s 
Restaurant/lounge 85% 86% 95% 92% %% 95% 98% 99% 91% 96% 93% # 100% 95% I 

~eting/Ban<iuet 100% 100%" 100% 100% 100% iOO% 100% 1QOO..b 100~ 100% ··100% 100% 100% 2 
(20 to 50 Sq: ftJguest room) 

Convention 75% 100% 90% 55% 60% SO% 45% 75% 80% 85% 100% 60% 2 

(>50 sq. It/guest room) 

~e.sidential 
.~ ' 

100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 1Q9% 100% 100% 100% 100% l 
Office. Bank 100% 100% 100'% 100"-t 100% 100% 95% 95% 100% 100% 100% 100% 80% 2.6 

Notes 
Dece~r = Decer.>oe- 1 -2~. ldte Dc~e,..ber = December 2>· :· 
18ecausa :here ; Ot'ly one wceknoght g~me 3nC no Saturday gaf'leS Pi'' NFL re.;r. Scpcer.:beo :1 roug" No•:erntw and aC:i•'t~ p.ot:erns arc -nodoloed iii ad:acer.t 
uses duP to the crowds expecied, thos ca'"gory is not cons~ereo a ·ce • • gn day· for p~<"~< •ng plar>nll1g 
~Many con•~en loo~ centers dre complete!; oar< bctwc~n Christmzs and Ne·.,· Ye.r"s O•y 

Sources: 
1 U S Census fl~reau . unedjus:ed estomate; oi montrly reta I and food servoee sales. 1999·2002 
2 Oa:a collec:ea by team memoer< 
3 Pori:Jnq Genetolr.)(l, :ltd ~d (Washirgton, 0 C lnstotute of Transpor'al.cn (rghcers. 200() 
4 John W Dorse:t. ' Park ng Requoremeni5 lor Heal:~ Clubs: Tne Pafttrlq Prore<<I0(1G. Aofl 2004 
5. Smur Travel Research, wwwwws:arcom 
6 Par1<ing study conducted by Patter. H~rris Rust & A;soctate; ·or ~ne Pete'son Companies 2001 

14 S h a r e d P a r k i n g 
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Source 

1, 3 

adjacent 

Recommended Monthly Adjustment Factors for Employee Parking 

,:. Notes 
• December = December 1-24; Late December = December 25- 31. 

'Because there is only one weeknight game ar1d no Saturday games per NFL team September through November, and activity palterns are modifred at adjacent 
~ uses due to the crovvds expected, thos calegOfy is not considered a ·design day· fDf parking planning. 
}:~ 

) SourcM : 
· .:::1. U.S. Census Bureau, unadjusted estimates of monlhly retail and food service sales, 1999-2002 

·~ 2. Data adjusted by team merroers. 
<·; 3. Porkmg Gf!fltration, 3rd ed. (Washington, O.C~ Institute of Transportation Engineers. 2004). 

; .. ·. 4. lohn W Dorsett, ' Parking Requirements for Health Clubs," The Parking Pro(es.sWnal, April 2004 
-1 . 5. Smith Travel Research, www.wwstar.com. 
- 6. f'<lrking s tudy conducted by Pallen Harris Rust & Associates fDf the Peterson Compan;es, 2001. 
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be modified for resort hotels, which have distinc t 

seasons. Suggested factors for hotels in climates 

attract w inter tourists are provided for resort hotels. 

these may no t be suitable for resorts 1n northern climes 

only have summer seasons. Monthly factors for 

are the same as those for non-hotel-based 

""""'"' ou,ants. because the parking need 1s based on 

patronage. The monthly factors for hotel conven-

centers are the same as those for freestanding conven-

The time-of-day factors developed in the 1988 study have 

been used for each component, w'th an additional set of fac

tors for guest rooms at resort hotels to reflect the greater 

presence of vehicles there during the daytime. The time-of

day figures in Parking Generation reflect overall parking occu

pancy. To check the reasonableness of these factors. projec

tions of parking accumulation for the average size of each 

component in each ITE subtype are shown in Table 4-17. 

Meeting and convention space where reported by seats 

ratt'ler thar square feet were converted using 40 seats/ksf. 

Hotel Parking Needs Projections Using Recommended Default Values 

Office Park Fuii·Service Airport Business Resort 

WD WE WD WE WD WE WD WE WD WE 

Salzman Salzman ITE ITE Avg. Salzman Salzman Suburban Suburban Resort Resort 

300 300 350 350 300 300 130 130 450 450 
66% 77% 66% 77% 54% 59% 66% 77% 66% 77% 

. ' kstt :· ;.:·~ •. t:;,:;.~.~·:· .~.3s6 \ ;?.3Sb :-. :, :.8.~75 , . ~.575~ ·:-. ·;7,35.0. ·. ·;}.350' >~~·) ·.~ i.OSb ,.<"].O~ ·\:· .. H.125 :·: . .13,125 _-: ' 
,.,. J.f~l'l.:J!l'P,;,\,~,;,t · · 1 • · ' • :~~ '~·. ~ _.. t>. • ·: ;vu· '-; -:> ' - • • • / : oi · ' - : ,. · ~ · . !' ... :: ·. '· . · ' rdti'" -.... . o · ' ' · ,. : · 

tiOI]capt~-.~· .. ~ .. .'·.1-'• .• . . ·:~v~ .~.:::::.~<._: · ·,:-,-90i11 .- lJP%.:'· ·; ' 99% . 1.,.,3~- r,~,~~O% . ': 3~. '.' ;. ;)Ol6 ·:..:~. 

;ome-. 

other 

mt on . 

a 100 · 

er car 

•erage 

.vhich 

1ctars 

~~H''J~Mt:•llf> 'AI1iu~t,mPnt_ ·.:2;~~:{~:·<':· · .~{))9.% · .. : .. ::.jp~ .·.:,,.6Q%·:: · ~0%. ;: . :9~·-. ·-. :: :?cr~ ~ ·>, 6~:· ~\.§~.;2~69~~.~: 
7.000 zooo 7.000 7,000 1.310 1.310 

Percent Noocaptive 60% 70% 60% 70% 600AJ 70% 60% 70% 60% 70% 

Mode MJUslment 75% 75% 75% 75% 75% 75% 75% 75% 75% 75% 
·.' · ·.·· :. :':.: .. , ·: - ;,..Y.: . ~, .... 2-0.4o·o '.z·o·4oo · · ... - ,.~ ·· :·.:· ··· .• , · · .. : ... · .. , .. :: .. , ,1·7s'·: ·311.75. ,·· .. 

! \ - ~ ~ w' "1 ~ •'-~ .(:-:j,•, .... , :-;- •.l , .,- I ' f '~ ~ ""'· - ,.-,.t,.' '-:' ' ; ·. ~·· · . " :---.~·· , · . , I - _. "\ 1 I t.lf 41 I _ .... 

N<X:K:all t ive.,;--.:'.~.':2C\~,:-·i.:'~ :·2~~{,:~?\''ls%" ·:;~·" ';,· .. 2~% ·· ' 2's% ':, ::> ~·m{/_1 : ,.~~25'% ... ~.",;:<.25% ::·: ... ·: -~:25%'' .~<·is%"'., :: is~· ,:.,~ 
: ~:(.;,/_·:::~~~;7~~ >/:ts~~·.}-.. ):}5.~_· .. · 75~ .. ~<. ~ · : 1s%·· C:~:75.~:: >·~· ":,ff1%·: ,~· · :.~.7s%.::/~;~~ :··. :· ~~r:;h; 

Estinated Peak-Hour Demand 304 252 322 289 264 210 105 97 470 393 

Peak Hour 9 p.m. 9p.m. Noon 9 a.m. Sp.m. 9p.m. 8a.m. Ba.m. Noon 8a.m. 

Overall Ratio: Spaces per Room 1.0 0.8 0.9 0.8 0.9 0.7 0.8 0.7 1.0 0.9 

fTE 85th Percentile 1.1 . 0.9 1.1 0.7 0.7 1.86 

Notes 
I ksf = lhOUS<Jnd sq. fl. 
WO = Weekdays 
Wf = Weekends 

A n a I y s i s o f S i n g I e L a n d U s e s 87 £2 
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RECORDING REQUESTED BY AND 
WHEN RECORDED MAIL TO: 

Elkins Kalt Weintraub Reuben Gartside LLP 
2049 Century Park East, Suite 2700 
Los Angeles, California 90067 
Attention: Scott M. Kalt, Esq. 

DOC # 2014·0450511 
11125/2014 08:00AM Fees: $27.00 
Page 1 of5 
Recorded In Official Records 
County of Riverside 
Larry W. Ward 
Assessor, County Clerk & Recorder 

••rhis document was electronically submitted 
to the County of Riverside for recording ... 
Receipted by: LJONES 

(Space above this line is for recorder's use) 

TERMINATION OF MEMORANDUM OF AMENDED AND RESTATED 

AMENDMENT TO PARKING LEASE 

This TERMINATION OF MEMORANDUM OF AMENDED AND RESTATED 
AMENDMENT TO PARKING LEASE dated $.-.. 2.1, , 20~(this "Termination 
Memorandum") will acknowledge that the Memorandum of Amended and Restated 
Amendment to Parking Lease dated Januazy 26, 2012 by and between PACIFICA COLONY 
PALMS LOFTS, LLC, a California limited liability company ("Landlord") and PACIFICA 
COLONY PALMS, LLC, a California limited liability company, ("Tenant"), recorded on 
Feb. I , 2012 in the Official Records of Riverside County as Instnunent No. 

,20101.- 00-1 1P q 'I 9 and pertaining to tbe real property described on Exhibit "A" attached 
hereto (the "Memorandum") has been tenninated and is of no further force or effect (and that 
the parking lease agreement described in such Memorandum has expired or been terminated). 

[Signature Page Follows] 

IT1976vl 
ACCOMMODATION ONLY 

/l)!, </0 ltU-
, • , ..., . , ... ~ , /: .. rllA 



RECORDING REQUESlED BY AND 
WHEN RECORDED MAIL TO; 

Elkins K.alt Weintraub Reuben Gartside LLP 
2049 Century Park East, Suite 2700 
Los Angeles, California 90067 
Attention: Scott M. Kalt, Esq. 

(Space above this line is for recorder's use) 

TERMINATION OF MEMORANDUM OF AMENDED AND RESTATED 

AMENDMENT TOP ARKING LEASE 

This lERMINATION OF MEMORANDUM OF AMENDED AND RESTATED 
AMENDMENT TO PARKING LEASE dated .::r;,,... 2 '1. , 20_'_2--(this "Termination 
Memorandum") will acknowledge that the Memorandum of Amended and Restated 
Amendment to Parking Lease dated January 26, 2012 by and between PACIFICA COLONY 
PALMS LOFTS, LLC, a California limited liability company ("Landlord") and PACIFICA 
COLONY PALMS, LLC, a California limited liability company, ("Tenant"), recorded on 
Feb. I , 2012 in the Official Records of Riverside County as Instrument No. 

J0/01.- ool/bqqq and pertaining to the real property described on Exhibit "A" attached 
hereto (the "Memorandum") has been terminated and is of no further force or effect (and that 
the parking lease agreement described in such Memorandum has expired or been terminated). 

[Signature Page Follows] 

17797Gvl 
ACCOMMODATION ONLY 

/?I; 1./0AU:.. 

I I G 1 t.flfq 0'1-- 'lt'1 
£5 



IN WITNESS WHEREOF, Landlord and Tenant have executed and delivered this 
Termination Memorandum as of the day and year first above written. 

TENANT: 

PACIFICA COLONY PALMS, LLC, 
a California limited liability company 

LANDLORD: 

PACIFICA COLONY PALMS LOFTS, LLC, 
a California limited liability company 

By: PALM CANYON DESIGNS LLC, 
a California limited liability company, 
its Member 

By: 

By: 
Cliffor 

Signature Page I!> Tormlnalion ofMemomMilm 
of Amended and Restated AmendmerJt to Parking Lome 2 



LANDLORD'S ACKL'IOWLEDGEMENT 

STATE OF 04CJA:>~'"'~ 

COUNTY OF Lo,s AN~S 

) 
) 
) 

On .:!AN 2..7, 2° 12... , before me, AR.TH<ll'!. ONe:> a Notary 
Public, personally appeared CAl«><- s...,,., "'"'<> Cu~ ~'flb, .:Tk., who proved to me on the 
basis of satisfactory evidence to be the person(s) whose name(s) Ware subscribed to the 
within instrument, and acknowledged to me that Ref~hey executed the same in 
his1lier7iheir authorized capacity(ies), and that by ~their signature(s) on the instrument 
the person(s ), or the entity upon behalf of which the person(s) acted, executed the instrument. 

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the 
foregoing paragraph is true and correct. 

WITNESS my hand and official seal. 

Notary Public 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 

) 
) s.s. 

---c:-;;--:-----,,-;---,--,---,..----:,..,---;----..,-.,."7"'::---,-J who proved to me on the basis of 
satisfactory evidence to be the person(s) whose name(s) is/are subscribed to the within instrument and 
acknowledged to me that he/she/they executed the same in his/her/their authorized capacity(ies), and that 
by his/her/their signature(s) on the instrument the porson(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the 
person(s) acted, executed the instrument. 

I certifY under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing 
paragraph is true and correcl 

WITNESS my hand and official seal. 

(Notary Seal) 

og ... 
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EXHIBIT "A" 

LEGAL DESCRIPTION 

l'an:ell ofPamel Map No. 17049,in tho~ ofPalm Spring.'l, Coll!lty ofRlVO!IIdo, Stato of 
Cellfomln, 1111 shown by Map 011 Jllle In Book !14 ofP8Joel Maps, Pago 17, Roeotda of Riverside 
Colllq, Colifomia, 
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750 LOFTS PROJECT 

PARKING STUDY 

February 12, 2015 
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February 12, 2015 

Ms. Nicole Sauvlat Crlste, Principal 
TERRA NOVA PLANNING & RESEARCH, INC. 
42635 Melanie Place, Suite 101 
Palm Desert, CA 92211 

Dear Ms. Crlste; 

INTRODUcnON 

The form of Kutllman Associates, Inc. Is pleased to submit this parking study for the 750 lofts Project In 
the City of Palm Springs. Kunzman Assodates, Inc. has been asked to conduct an analysis of the parking 
for the 750 lofts Project in order to ascertain if adequate parking spaces are currently provided at the 
project site under the City's parking regulatlons. This parking study supplements the 750 lofts Protect 
Parldng Analvsls prepared by RK Engineering Group, Inc. (December 19, 2014). 

This report summarizes our methodology, analysis, and findings. Although thiS Is a technical report, 
every effort has been made to write the report dearly and concisely. To assist the reader with those 
terms unique to transportation engineering, a glossary of terms Is provided within Appendix A. 

PROJECT DESCRIFTION 

The project Site Is located Immediately north and adjacent to the existing Alcazar Hotel, and Is bounded 
by North Palm canyon Drive on the west and North Indian canyon Orlve on the east In the City of Palm 
Springs. The mixed-use project will consist of a 46 room hotel with 2,190 square feet of spa, a roof-top 
bar area with 47 seats, a 3,025 square foot quality restaurant with a maximum of SO seats provided, and 
2,595 square feet of retail use. The project site plan will provide a total of 62 off-street parking spaces, 
and will provide valet parldng services. · 

PARKING CODE 

The Oty of Palm Springs parking code requirements are included In Appendix B. Based upon the City 
parking code requirements, 93 parking spaces are required per Table 1. This demand (31 parking space 
deficiency) Is required If an land uses simultaneously generated their maximum parking code demands. 

CAPTIVE/NON·CAI'TIVE ADJUSTMENTS 

The Urban land Institute, Shared Parking (2005) provides a discussion of captive/non-captive 
adjustments. Both fonnal studies and general experience have proven that some reduction of customer 
parking needs occurs In a mllced-use project due to patronage of multiple land uses. This Interplay of 

. nn r.,..,. 11: o:..m.v!lm4 Sum 3-1 
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Ms. Nicole sauviat Criste, Prlndpal 
TERRA NOVA PLANNING & RESEARCH, INC. 
February 12, 2015 

land uses in a mixed-use environment often produces a reduction in the overall parking demand. This Is 
commonly seen In an environment where some percentage of patrons at one business (such as a 
restaurant) may be guests of another business (such as a hotel). Under this assumption, the guests have 
already parked at the hotel (their primary reason lor being on·slte) and are already present In the 
Immediate vidnlty and visiting the restaurant/bar as a secondary visit. Although the Interplay of land 
uses can reduce the overall demand, It should be noted that there are limits Imposed by the pro•lmity of 
land uses to each other and to parking facilities. Human behavior often restricts shared parking 
opportunities by limiting the distance users are willing to walk from a parking facility to their final 
destinations. The restaurant and bar that are on-site and wen within the appropriate walking distance 
for visitors to the hotel. The restaurant and bar may have much greater patronage from the hotel than 
it would otherwise due to its captive market effects than a freestanding everyone-must-drive 
restaurant/bar. Kunzman Associates, Inc. utilized Industry knowledge and expertise, developed through 
work on previous similar projects and internal research, to adjust the non<aptlve factor to an 
appropriate level for the project. No two projects are alike, and therefore engineering judgment wos 
usod to allocate a SO% parking demand adjustment for the on-5lte restaurant/bar. 

Captive ratios are an estimate of the percentage of parked vehicles at a land use In a mi•ed·use 
development or district that are already counted as being parked .at another of the land uses. Captive 
parking comes Into play when you have hotel workers and hotel guests. All of these users occupy a 
parking space all day but they will utilize the spa, restaurant. and bar facilities without oocupying an 
addltl onal parking space. 

Captive adjustments should not be confused with the mode of walking, as those who walk from other 
uses witllln the project (hotel) would be considered captive whlle those who walked from uses outside 
the project would be considered to affect the mode adjustment. The walkers are those who do not 
drive and park on-site. The proposed restaurant/bar are within a five-minute walking distance of four 
other hotels: Alcazar Palms Springs to the south, Colony Palms Hotel to the southeast, los Arboles Hotel 
to the north, and Movie Colony Hotel to the east. It Is anticipated that these patrons sometimes will 
walk to this hotels restaurant/bar as opposed to patronizing only their own hotels restaurant, just for a 
variety of dining experiences. 

SHARED PARKING 

Because the peak parking demands lor the various land uses are non<olncldental, there Is substantial 
opportunitY for shared parking to occur. 

Kunzman Associates, Inc. has used the procedures developed by the Urban Land Institute, ~ 
fid!!!lg (2005). The Urban land Institute shared parking analysis evaluates the types of uses, parking 
rates, monthly variations of parkin& demand by land use, differences between weekday and weelcend 
parking demand for customer/visitor and employees, and the hourly distribution of peak parking 
demand for each type of land use. The Urban Land Institute procedures were utlnzed In this study to 
evaluate peak parking demand that would occur for the project at any point In time when monthly, day 
of week, and hourly factors are utilized. 

www:rn.vnc:-ENCll'tUil..CCM 
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Ms. Nicole Sauviat Criste, Principal 
TERRA NOVA PlANNING & RESEARCH, INC. 
February 12, 2015 

A computer prosram was used to analyte the shared parking for the proposed development. The 
program Is consistent with the procedures provided by the Urban Land Institute. The following Inputs 
were included within the shared parking computer program for each land use: 

• Peak parldng demand by land use per parldng code. 

• Weekend vs. weekday adjustment factors. 

• Customer/visitor/guest and employee/resident factors. 

• Monthly ad]tJstment factors to account for variations In parkinc demand over the year. It should 
be noted that a late December month Is defined as the period between Christmas and New 
Year's Day, reflecting high attendance at active entertainment venues, lower demand at office 
and other emplovment-cl!ntered destinations, and moderate demand for retail. 

• Hourly distribution of parking demand based upon the Urban Land Institute data. 

The Idea of a shared parking analysis is that it the various land uses have peak parking demands at 
different points In time, or on different days of the week, then the number of spaces required Is not the 
sum of the parking requirements for each land use, but rather less. tr the peak demands for the various 
land uses are non-colnddental, then there is an opportunity for sharing of parkiJJil!. To determine the 
degree to which shared parking can occur, the cumulative hourly parking demand of the land uses Is 
calculated at all points In time throughout the day for both weekdays and weekends. With the parking 
demand known by hour and day, then the maximum peak parking demand during a seven day week can 
be determined. The maximum expected parkins demand during the seven day wl!<!k Is then used as a 
basis lor determining the number of parking spaces needed. 

To determine the degree to which sharing of parldng can occur, each month of the year was evaluated 
and the peak parking demand for both weekdays and weekends was deterrnlned utilizing data provide 
by the Urban Land Institute. 

To conduct a shared parking <~nalysls, It Is necessary to dlsaggregate the parking code Into weekday and 
weekend as well as customer{visltor/guest and employee/resident parking space demands. Based on 
the City of Palm Springs Parking Code and the Urban Land Institute recommended parking ratios for 
weekdays and weekends, the disaggregated parking spaces required are shown In Table 1. A total of69 
parklnll! spaces are required for weekdays and 72 parking spaces are required for weekends. These 
calculations are based upon a 50% parking demand adjustment of the restaurant/bar land uses 
associated with non-captive and modal reduction. Due to the mixed-use nature of the proposed 
project, it is expected that SO" of the visitors to the restaurant/bar will be either Internally captured 
from the hotel and therefore will not be needing an additional parking space or will be ~sing other 
modes of transportation such as walking or biking. The spa will be restricted to hotel guests only; 
therefore, no additional parking spaces are required for the spa use. 
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Ms. Nicole Sauviat Crlste, Principal 
TERRA NOVA PlANNING & RESEARCH, INC. 
February 12, 2015 

As will be shown below, when monthly, day of week, and hourly parking factors are utilized, less than 72 
parldng spaces will be needed for the project site. 

Table 2 shows the expected hourly peak parking demand of the land uses for both weekdays and 
WEekends. Table 3 shows the cumulative parking demand peaks for all land uses combined. 

Based on the calculations In this report, a March/July/Aueust maximum parking demand of 55 parking 
spaces will occur on weekdays at 9:00 PM - 10:00 PM, and an August madmum parking demand of 61 
parking spaces will occur on weekends from 9:00PM -10:00 PM. The detailed computer cakulaUons for 
each month are Included in Appendix C. 

Sufficient on-site parking will be provided based on the maximum likely parking demand of 61 parking 
spaces and the proposed 62 parking spaces provided. It should be noted that the valet service will allow 
double-stacklnl of vehicles, increasing the parking supply. 

CONO.USIONS 

1. The project site Is located Immediately north and adjacent to the existing Alcazar Hotel, and Is 
bounded by North Palm Canyon Drive on the west and North Indian Canyon Drive on the east in 
the Oty of Palm Springs. The mixed-use project will consist of a 46 room hotel with 2,190 square 
feet of spa, a roof-top bar area with 47 seats, a 3,025 square foot quality restaurant with a 
maximum of 50 seats provided, and 2,595 square feet of retail use. The project site plan will 
provide a total of 62 off-street parking spaces, and will provide valet parking services. 

2- Based upon the City parking code requirements, 93 parking spaces are required per Table 1. This 
demand (31 parking space deficiency) is required if all land uses simultaneously generated their 
mad mum parking code demands. 

3. Because the peak parking demands for the various land uses are non-colnddental, there Is 
substantial opportunity for shared parking to occur. 

4. Based on the City of Palm Springs Parking Code and the Urban Land Institute recommended 
parking ratios for weekdays and weekends, the disaggregated parking spaces required are shown 
In Table 1. A total of 69 parking spaces are required for weekdays and 72 parking spaces are 
required for weekends. These calculations are based upon a SO% parking demand adjustment of 
the restaurant/bar land uses associated with non-captive and modal reduction. Due to the mixed
use nature of the proposed project, It Is expected that 50% of the visitors to the restaurant/bar 
win be either internally captured from the hotel and therefore will not be needing an additional 
parking space or will be using other modes of transportation such as walking or biking. The spa 
will be restricted to hotel guests only; therefore, no additional parking spaces are required for the 
spa use. 
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Ms. Nicole Sa"vlat Crlste, Principal 
TERRA NOVA PlANNING & RESEARCH, INC. 
February 12, 2015 

5. Once shared parking factors are utilized, a March/July/August maximum parking demand of SS 
parking spaces will occur on weekdays at 9:00 PM • 10:00 PM, and an August maximum parking 
demand of 61 parking spaces w~l occur on weekends from 9:00 PM • 10:00 PM. 

6. Sufficient on·slte parking is provided based on the parking study. 

It has been a pleasure to serve your needs on the 750 lofts Project. Should yo" have any questions or If 
we can be of f"rther assistance, please do not hesitate to call at (714)973·8383. 

Sincerely, 

KUNZMAN ASSOCIATES, INC. 

Q.,< f]JJJ... 
Carl Ballard, LEED GA 
Principal 

116008 
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KUNZMAN ASSOOATES,INC. 

WiYiam Kunzman, P.E. 
Principal 
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CRM TECH 
1016 East Cooley Drive, Suite AlB 
Colton, CA 92324 

July 9, 2015 

Andy Carpiac 
Anda Realty Partners 
234 East Colorado Boulevard, Suite 502 
Pasadena, CA 91101 

Re: Architectural/Historical Compatibility Analysis 
750 Lofts Hotel Project, 750 North Palm Canyon Drive 
City of Palm Springs, Riverside County, California 
CRM TECH Project No. 2950 

Dear Mr. Carpiac: 

At your request, CRM TECH has completed an architectural/historical appropriateness analysis on 
the proposed 750 Lofts Hotel project in the City of Palm Springs, Riverside County, California. The 
project seeks to replace an existing office building in the northern portion of downtown Palm 
Springs with a new mix-use hotel. The project site is located at 750 North Palm Canyon Drive, 
within the boundaries of the Las Palmas Business Historic District (Fig. I), which was officially 
established by the Palm Springs City Council through Resolution No. 15858 in 1986. 

The analysis is required by the City of Palm Springs, as the lead agency for the project, pursuant to 
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA; PRC §21000, et seq.) and the City's Historic 
Preservation Ordinance (Palm Springs Municipal Code §8.05). The purpose of the analysis is to 
assist the City in determining whether the proposed new hotel would potentially compromise the 
historic integrity of the Las Pal mas Business Historic District and thus cause a "substantial adverse 
change in the significance of a historical resource" (PRC §21 084.1 ). 

In order to accomplish this objective, CRM TECH principal investigator/architectural historian Bai 
"Tom" Tang (seep. 5 for qualifications) reviewed existing documentation on the Las Palmas 
Business Historic District, pursued historical and architectural-historical research on the project 
vicinity, and conducted a field inspection of the district, including the project site, on July 7, 2015. 
The following analysis is based on the findings from these research procedures. 

It is well known that the architectural history of Palm Springs has been largely dominated by two 
distinctive styles over the past century. During its early years of glamour ( 1920s-1930s), Palm 
Springs embraced mainly the Spanish/Mediterranean-inspired styles, as exemplified by many of the 
luxurious hotels frequented by the rich and famous from Hollywood. Since the 1940s, the home
grown Desert Modern architecture has prevailed in Palm Springs, for residential and commercial 
developments as well as public and institutional buildings. With the endorsement and participation 
by such distinguished architects as Albert Frey, Richard Neutra, John Porter Clark, Williams F. 
Cody, Paul R. Williams, E. Stuart Williams, and A. Quincy Jones, the Desert Modern style has 
defined Palm Springs' architectural landscape to the present time. 

Tel: 909 824 6400 Fax: 909 824 6405 
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Figure I. Location of the 750 Lofts llotel project. (Based on U GS Palm Springs. Cali f. , I :24,000 quadrangle) 
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As delineated in Resolution No. 15858, the Las Palmas Business Historic District encompasses some 
of the best preserved examples of Spanish Eclectic architecture in the c ity, and a lmost all of the 
bu ildings identified in the resolution as contributing elements of the d istrict arc spec imens of that 
style. Cons idering that in 1986 the Desert Modern movement had no t yet reached the generall y 
recognized 50-year age threshold to be considered potentially hi storic, the emphasis of Resolution 

o. 15858 is not difficult to understand. 

On the 600-800 block of orth Palm Canyon Drive, however, the build ings in existence today are 
predominantly Modernist in character, inc luding the 1980s-vintage Bianco -Liddy Building that wi ll 
be replaced by the proposed hotel (Fig. 2). Although two Spanish Ec lectic landmarks, namely the 
Pacific Building at 139 Tamarisk Road and the Pepper Tree Inn at 622 orth Palm Canyon Drive, 
anchor the northern and southe rn ends of the eastern s ide of the block, respectively, the majority of 
the buildings on both sides of Palm Canyon Drive are of later vintage and express one variety of 
Modernism or another. 

O n the same block of Ind ian Canyon Drive, the streetscape is dominated by fi ve large c lusters of 
buildings that occupy the entire block except the eastern portion o f the project site, which is 
currently a paved parking lot. Four of these properties represent the panish Eclectic style, while 

Figure 2. Existing build ings in the immediate vicinity of the project si te. Clockwise from top left: the project site (jar 
left in this panel) and adjacent properties on the south, view to the northeast; adjacent properties on the north, view 
to the north; properties across Palm Canyon Dri ve, view to the northwest from the project site; properties across 
Palm Canyon Drive. view to the southwest. (Photographs taken on July 7, 20 15) 
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the fifth, namely the Movie Colony Hotel at 726 North Indian Canyon Drive, directly across the 
street from the project site, is designed in the Desert Modern style. 

Today, Palm Springs architecture is much better known around the world for its very own Desert 
Modern heritage than for the borrowed Spanish/Mediterranean tradition. With the Modernist 
buildings gradually "coming of age" since 1986, the character of the Las Palm as Business Historic 
District is now defined as much by these mid-20th century creations as by the older, Spanish-style 
heirlooms recognized in Resolution No. 15858. 

Based on architectural drawings and renditions you have provided, the exterior design of the 
proposed hotel, with its rectilinear forms, prominent horizontal planes, dramatic cantilevers, and 
large, unmodulated surfaces, pays much homage to the mid-20th century Modernist movement. 
Horizontal in exterior emphasis, mostly two stories tall, and featuring plain, flat walls in a muted 
color tone, the hotel would be compatible in design, height, massing, and texture to the existing 
Desert Modern-style commercial buildings on the surrounding properties, and thus would be 
consistent to the overall characteristics of the Las Palm as Business Historic District. Therefore, it is 
our opinion that the proposed project would not adversely atiect the historic integrity of the district, 
and would not constitute a "substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource." 

Thank you for this opportunity to be of service. If you have any questions or need further 
information regarding this project, please do not hesitate to contact me at (909) 824-6400 or bye
mail at ttang@crmtech. us. 

Sincerely, 

Bai 'Tom --;~~~--~ 
Principal, CR 
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STATEMENT OF QUALIFICATIONS 

PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR/HISTORIAN/ARCHITECTURAL HISTORIAN 
Bai "Tom" Tang, M.A. 

Education 

1988-1993 
1987 
1982 

Graduate Program in Public History/Historic Preservation, UC Riverside. 
M.A., American History, Yale University, New Haven, Connecticut. 
B.A., History, Northwestern University, Xi'an, China. 

2000 "Introduction to Section 106 Review," presented by the Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation and the University of Nevada, Reno. 

1994 "Assessing the Significance of Historic Archaeological Sites," presented by the 
Historic Preservation Program, University of Nevada, Reno. 

Professional Experience 

2002-
1993-2002 
1993-1997 
1991-1993 
1990 
1990-1992 
1988-1993 
1985-1988 
1985- I 986 
1982-1985 

Principal Investigator, CRM TECH, Riverside/Colton, California. 
Project Historian/ Architectural Historian, CRM TECH, Riverside, California. 
Project Historian, Greenwood and Associates, Pacific Palisades, California. 
Project Historian, Archaeological Research Unit, UC Riverside. 
Intern Researcher, California State Office of Historic Preservation, Sacramento. 
Teaching Assistant, History of Modern World, UC Riverside. 
Research Assistant, American Social History, UC Riverside. 
Research Assistant, Modern Chinese History, Yale University. 
Teaching Assistant, Modern Chinese History, Yale University. 
Lecturer, History, Xi'an Foreign Languages Institute, Xi'an, China. 

Honors and Awards 

1988-1990 
1985-1987 
1980, 1981 

University of California Graduate Fellowship, UC Riverside. 
Yale University Fellowship, Yale University Graduate School. 
President's Honor List, Northwestern University, Xi'an, China. 

Cultural Resources Management Reports 

Preliminary Analyses and Recommendations Regarding California's Cultural Resources Inventory 
System (With Special Reference to Condition 14 ofNPS 1990 Program Review Report). California 
State Office of Historic Preservation working paper, Sacramento, September 1990. 

Numerous cultural resources management reports with the Archaeological Research Unit, 
Greenwood and Associates, and CRM TECH, since October 1991. 
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NOTICE OF INTENT 
TO ADOPT A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION 

Case 5.1350 (General Plan Amendment, POD 374 & CUP) 
Case 3.3796 (Major Architectural Application) 

RECIRCULATION OF INITIAL STUDY/MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION 

LEAD AGENCY: 

CONTACT PERSON: 

PROJECT TITLE: 

PROJECT LOCATION: 

City of Palm Springs 
3200 East Tahquitz Canyon Way 
Palm Springs, CA 92262 

Flinn Fagg, Director of Planning Services (760) 323-8245 

750 Lofts -Case Nos. 5.1350 PDD 374 GPA CUP & 3.3795 MAJ 

South of Tamarisk Road, North of Gran Via Val monte, extending between North Palm 
Canyon Drive and North Indian Canyon Drive 
Assessor's Parcel No. 505 303 018 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: The project proposes the demolition of existing buildings on the site, and the 
construction of a four-story, 39-room hotel with accessory uses including a ground floor restaurant, cocktail lounge, 
a spa, rooftop cocktail lounge I bar, off-street parking and ancillary facilities on a 1.13 acre site in the Uptown 
district. The proposed project requires a number of applications: 

• A General Plan Amendment to change the land use designation from Neighborhood Community 
Commercial (NCC, FAR 035) to Central Business District (CBD; FAR 1.0); 

• A Planned Development District (#374) in lieu of a Change of Zone; 
• A Conditional Use Permit for a hotel with more than 10% of the rooms containing kitchens, the restaurant 

use, to el'\gage the high rise ordinance, and the spa use; 
• A Major Architectural Review for the architectural and landscape design. 

The proposed project consists of a total of 41,087 square feet of space on four stories. The building will range in 
height from approximately 30 feet to approximately 50 feet above grade. 

FINDINGS I DETERMINATION: The project proponent has submitted revised plans for the project. The City has 
considered these plans, and has determined that the Initial Study should be recirculated for public comment. The 
City has reviewed and considered the proposed project and has determined that any potentially significant impacts 
can be mitigated to a less than significant level. The City hereby prepares and proposes to adopt a Mitigated 
Negative Declaration for this project. 

PUBLIC REVIEW PERIOD: A 20-day public review period for the Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration will 
commence at 8:00 a.m. on June 29, 2015 and end on July 20, 2015 at 5:00 p.m. for interested individuals and 
public agencies to submit written comments on the document. Any written comments on the Mitigated Negative 
Declaration must be received at the above address within the public review period. In addition, you may email 
comments to the following address: Flinn.Fagg@palmsprings-ca.gov Copies of the Mitigated Negative Declaration 
and Initial Study are available for review at the above address and at the City library. 

PUBLIC MEETING: The comment period for the recirculation of this document closes on July 20, 2015. 
City Council consideration is expected on September 2, 2015, but please confirm the date with the Citv 
Clerk's office. F I L E D I P 0 S T E D 

County of Riverside 
l'eter- Aldana 
Assasscr-County Clerk-Recorder 

E-201500560 
06/30/2015 10:13 AM Fee: $ 0.00 
Page 1 of 1 



INITIAL STUDY /MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION 

Project Title: 750 Lofts 

Case No. 5.1350 (General Plan Amendment, Planned Development 
District 37 4 and Conditional Use Permit) 
3.3795 (Major Architectural Review) 

Assessor's Parcel No. 505-303-018 

Lead Agency Name and City of Palm Springs 
Address: 3200 E. Tahquilz Canyon Way 

Palm Sprin!'JS, California 92262 

Project Location: South of Tamarisk Road, North of Gran Via Valmonte, 
extending between North Palm Canyon Drive and North Indian 
Canyon Drive 

Project Sponsor's Name and 39 Crosby Street 
Address: 750 Lofts LLC PHS 

New York, NY 10013 

General Plan Designation(s): Current: NCC. Proposed: "Mixed Use/Multi-Use- CBD" 

Zoning: Current: C-1/R-3/PD 104. Proposed: PDD 374 

Contact Person: Ken Lyon, Associate Planner 
City of Palm Sprin!'ls 

Phone Number: 1760)323-8245 

Date Prepared February 1, 2015 revised June 24. 2015 
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DRAFT INITIAL STUDY /MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION 

Description of the Project 

The project proposes the demolition of existing buildings on the site, and the construction of a 4-
story hotel on a I. 13 acre site in the Uptown district. Please note that this Initial Study was 
originally circulated for public comment in February of 2015. Since that time, the project 
proponent has amended the project. This Initial Study addresses these changes. which are 
summarized below. 

Summary of Project Changes 
Item Analyzed In 2/1/15 Revised Project 

Initial Study 
Total Building Square Footage 39.423 41,087 
Hotel Rooms 46 39 
Other Facilities 

Restaurant 50 seats 97 seats 
Bar 47 seats 40 seats I'' floor/SO seats rooftop 
Retail 3,000 square feet None 
Spa 2,150 square feet 2,361 square feet 
Event Space 2,150 square feet I ,600 square feet 

Off-Street Parkin!'! 87 spaces 92 spaces 
Maximum 8uildina Height 50 feet 50 feet 
Building Height at Palm 35 feet 30 to 35 feet 
Canyon and Indian Canyon 

The proposed project requires a number of applications, which have not changed from the 
earlier submittal: 

A General Plan Amendment to change the land use designation from 
Neighborhood/Community Commercial (NCC) to Mixed Use/Multi-Use- CBD: 
A Planned Development District ( #37 4) in lieu of a Change of Zone: 
A Conditional Use Permit for the spa, lounge and restaurant use. and the inclusion of 
kitchens in more than I 0% of the hotel units; 
A Major Architectural Review for the architectural and landscape design. 

The structure of the hotel will be located on the north boundary of the property, and will extend 
from North Palm Canyon to North Indian Canyon Drives in an L-shape, with most rooms located 
in the extension of the L-shape on Indian Canyon Drive. Access to the site will be provided from 
both streets, through a two-way drive aisle that will extend through the property at the angle of 
the L-shaped building. Parking is proposed under the structure, and along the drive aisle. 

The building architecture is proposed in a contemporary style. The lobby, restaurant, cocktail 
lounge, support facilities and parking will occupy the ground floor. Hotel units and a spa for hotel 
guests will occur on the 2'd and 3'd floor. A roof-top deck, with a swimming pool, a cocktail 
lounge/bar an enclosed event space, fitness center and back-of-house functions, is also 
proposed at the center of the structure at the 41h floor. The building will extend to a height of 
approximately 50 feet above grade. 

An existing building, which was previously a Bank of America branch. will be demolished, as will 
the ancillary facilities (including drive-up teller area) on the site. Demolition does not require a 
Planning Department entitlement, but will require a Building Department demolition permit. 

City of Palm Springs 
Revised June, 2015 
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750 lofts 
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration 
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DRAFT INITIAL STUDY/MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION 

Environmental Selling and Surrounding Land Uses 

The project site is located immediately north of the Central Business District of Palm Springs. The 
area surrounding the site is fully built out, and has been for a number of years. Commercial and 
hotel uses surround the property. Adjacent to the site. surrounding land uses include the 
following: 

North: existing one and two story retail commercial buildings on North Palm Canyon Drive: 
existing single story hotel on North Indian Canyon Drive. 

South: existing one and two story retail commercial buildings on North Palm Canyon Drive: 
existing one and two story hotel on North Indian Canyon Drive. 

East: existing one and two story hotel properties on the east side of North Indian Canyon Drive. 

West: existing one and two story retail and restaurant properties on the west side of North Palm 
Canyon Drive. 

Other public agencies whose approval is required 

None. 

City of Palm Springs 
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Environmental Factors Potentially Affected: 

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, as 
indicated by the checklist and corresponding discussion on the following pages. 

D Aesthetics 

D Biological Resources 

D Hazards & Hazardous 
Materials 

D Mineral Resources 

D Public Services 

D Utilities/Service Systems 

City of Palm Springs 
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Agricultural Resources D Air Quality 

Cultural Resources D Geology/Soils 

Hydrology/Water Quality D Land Use/Planning 

Noise D Population/Housing 

Recreation D Transportation/ 
Traffic 
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DETERMINATION: The City of Palm Springs Planning Department 

On the basis of this initial evaluation: 

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

I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the 
environment there will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the 
pcoject have been made by or agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED 
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

D I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment. and 
an ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required. 

D I find that the proposed project MAY have a "potentially significant impact" or 
"potentially significant unless mitigated" impact on the environment. but at least one 
effect 1) has been adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable 
legal standards. and 2) has been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier 
analysis as described on attached sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is 
required. but it must analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed. 

D I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the 
environment. because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed 
adequately in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable 
standards. and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or 
NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed 
upon the proposed project, nothing further is required. 

Ken~ 
Associate Planner 

City of Palm Springs 
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PURPOSE OF THIS INITIAL STUDY 

This Initial Study has been prepared consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15063, to determine 
if the project. as proposed. may have a significant effect upon the environment. Based upon 
the findings contained within this report. the Initial Study will be used in support of the 
preparation of a Mitigated Negative Declaration. 

EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

I) A brief explanation is required for all answers except "No Impact" answers that are 
adequately supported by the information sources a lead agency cites in the parentheses 
following each question. A "No Impact" answer is adequately supported if the referenced 
information sources show that the impact simply does not apply to projects like the one 
involved (e.g., the project falls outside a fault rupture zone). A "No Impact" answer should 
be explained where it is based on project-specific factors as well as general standards (e.g .. 
the project will not expose sensitive receptors to pollutants. based on project-specific 
screening analysis). 

2) All answers must take into account the whole action involved. including offsite as well as 
onsite. cumulative as well as project-level. indirect as well as direct. and construction as well 
as operational impacts. 

3) Once the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occur. then 
the checklist answers must indicate whether the impact is potentially significant. less than 
significant with mitigation. or less than significant. "Potentially Significant Impact" is 
appropriate if there is substantial evidence that an effect may be significant. If there are one 
or more "Potentially Significant Impact" entries when the determination is made, an EIR is 
required. 

4) "Negative Declaration: Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated" applies where the 
incorporation of mitigation measures has reduced an effect from "Potentially Significant 
Impact" to a 'less Than Significant Impact." The lead agency must describe the mitigation 
measures, and briefly explain how they reduce the effect to a less than significant level 
mitigation measures from Section XVII, "Earlier Analyses," may be cross-referenced). 

5) Earlier analyses may be used where. pursuant to the tiering, program EIR. or other CEQA 
process, an effect has been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration. 
Section 15063(c) (3) (D). In this case. a brief discussion should identify the following: 

a) Earlier Analysis Used. Identify and state where they are available for review. 

b) Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the above checklist 
were within the scope of and adequately analyzed in an earlier document 
pursuant to applicable legal standards. and state whether such effects were 
addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis. 

c) Mitigation Measures. For effects that are "Less than Significant with Mitigation 
Measures Incorporated," describe the mitigation measures, which were 
incorporated or refined from the earlier document and the extent to which they 
address site-specific conditions for the project. 
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6) Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information 
sources for potential impacts {e.g., general plans, zoning ordinances). Reference to a 
previously prepared or outside document should, where appropriate, include a reference to 
the page or pages where the statement is substantiated. 

7) Supporting Information Sources: A source list should be attached. and other sources used or 
individuals contacted should be cited in the discussion. 

8) The explanation of each issue should identify: 

a) The significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question; and 

b) The mitigation measure identified. if any, to reduce the impacts to less than significance. 

City of Palm Springs 
Revised June, 20 15 
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I. AESTHETICS 

Would the project: 

a) Have a subslantial adverse effect on a scenic 
vista? 

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, 
including, but not limited to, trees, rock 
outcroppings. and historic buildings within a 
state scenic highway? 

c) Substantially degrade the existing visual 
character or quality of the site and its 
surroundings? 

d) Create a new source of substantial light or 
glare, which would adversely affect day or 
nighttime views in the area? 

Discussion of Impacts 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

D 

D 

D 

D 

Less Than 
Significant less Than No 

With Significant 
Impact 

Mitigation Impact 
Incorporated 

D [2;] D 

D D 

D D 

D D 

a-d) Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project occurs in an urbanized area of the 
City, and is surrounded by existing development. The building has been redesigned to 
lower the north-south trending portion of the building to 30 to 35 feet (varying based an 
the grade of the site). while the highest part of the structure, which extends to 50 feel, is 
located in the east-west trending portion of the building. on the northern boundary of 
the site. Surrounding buildings are one and two stories, and reach a height of 20 to 25 
feet. The project site is located approximately one third to one half mile east of the base 
of the San Jacinto Mountains, which provide a significant scenic vista for the City. The 
existing building on the project site blocks views from North Indian Canyon westerly of the 
foothills of the San Jacinto Mountains, but the peaks are visible above the building. Views 
from North Palm Canyon are also to the west, and will not be impacted by the proposed 
project. 

The construction of the proposed project will result in a greater view blockage at the 
north end of the property. because of the added height of the building. Views on the 
north-south trending portion of the building will result in blocking of the lower part of the 
San Jacinto mountains from Indian Canyon Drive, but the peaks will remain visible. 

The proposed project does not occur on a site which contains significant trees. rock 
outcroppings or designated historic buildings. The site is located within the Las Palmas 
Business Historic District (please see Cultural Resources section, below, for a discussion on 
historic resource impacts). Demolition of the existing structure will not have a direct 
impact on a historic structure. Overall impacts associated with scenic resources are 
expected to be less than significant. 

The visual character of the site and its surroundings is characterized as an urban 
environment. The Uptown district is fully developed with a mix of uses, primarily oriented 
to resort and retail. The proposed building will be in a contemporary style which is widely 
present in the City. The building will be taller than existing structures, and will result in 
greater mass across the property. The mass of the northern portion of the site, however. 
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has been reduced from the previous design, as has the mass on the north-south trending 
portion of the building. Impacts associated with the visual character of the site are 
expected to be less than significant. 

All lighting proposed within the proposed project will be required to comply with the 
outdoor lighting standards established in the City Zoning Ordinance Section 93.21 .00 to 
assure lighting is directed away from adjacent properties. These standards will assure that 
project light and glare impacts will be less than significant. 

City of Palm Springs 
Revised June, 2015 

12 

750 Lofts 
lnmal Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration 

.!Z3 



DRAFT INITIAL STUDY /MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION 

II. AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES 

Would the project: 

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or 
Farmland of Statewide Importance 
(Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared 
pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and 
Monitoring Program of the California 
Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use? 

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural 
use, oro Williamson Act contract? 

c) Involve other changes in the existing 
envmnment which, due to their location or 
nature, could result in conversion of Farmland, 
to non-agricultural use? 

Discussion of Impacts 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

0 

0 

0 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

0 

0 

0 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

0 

0 

0 

No 
Impact 

a-c) No impact. The proposed project is located in an urban setting. No Prime, Unique or 
Important farmlands occur on or in the vicinity of the site. There are no Williamson Act 
contracts on or in the vicinity of the project. The City's General Plan and Zoning 
ordinance do not provide for agricultural uses, nor are agricultural uses present in the 
City. There will be no impact to agricultural resources as a result of the proposed 
project. 
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Ill. AIR QUALITY 

Would the project: 

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of 
the applicable air quality plan? 

b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute 
substantially to an existing or projected air 
quality violation? 

c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net 
increase of any criteria pollutant for which 
the project region is non-attainment under 
an applicable federal or state ambient air 
quality standard (including releasing 
emissions which exceed quantitative 
thresholds for ozone precursors)? 

d) Result in significant construction-related air 
quality impacts? 

e) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial 
pollutant concentrations? 

f) Create objectionable odors affecting a 
substantial number of people? 

Discussion of Impacts 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

Less Than 
Significant With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

D 

No 
Impact 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

Development of the proposed project will impact air quality during demolition, construction 
activities and over the long term operation of the project. These impacts are discussed below. 

a) Less Than Significant Impact. The Coachella Valley is located within the Salton Sea Air 
Basin (SSAB), which is under the jurisdiction of the South Coast Air Quality Management 
District (SCAQMD), SCAQMD is responsible for monitoring criteria air pollutant 
concentrations and establishing policies for the SSAB. All development in the SSAB is 
subject to SCAQMD's 2012 Air Quality Management Plan (AOMP) and the 2003 
Coachella Valley PM10 State Implementation Plan. 

The Palm Springs General Plan Land Use Plan serves as the basis for the assumptions used 
in the SCAQMD AOMP. The project is consistent with the development already occurring 
in the area, and generally consistent with the land use designations for the Uptown 
district. Therefore, it will not exceed AQMP assumptions or criteria, or result in 
inconsistencies with the AOMP. 

b)-e) Less Than Significant Impact. In order to calculate the potential impacts to air quality 
from the proposed project, it was assumed that demolition and construction would 
occur between mid-2015 and mid-2016, and that the first operational year for the project 
would be 2016, It was also assumed that demolition would be immediately followed by 
site preparation and construction activities. 
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CritE>da Air Pollutants 
Criteria air pollutants will be released during both the construction and operational 
phases of the project. The California Emissions Estimator Model (CaiEEMod Version 
2013.2.2) was used to project air quality emissions generated by the proposed project. 
The model was run again for the revised project. Demolition emissions will not change. 
but construction and operational emissions changed slightly. due to the marginal 
increase in square footage (affecting construction emissions). and the reduction in total 
hotel rooms (affecting operational emissions). 

Demolition and Construction Emissions 
The construction phase includes all aspects of project development. including the 
demolition of the existing buildings and facilities. site preparation. grading. building 
construction. paving. and application of architectural coatings. As shown in Table 1. 
none of the analyzed criteria pollutants will exceed regional emissions thresholds during 
the construction phase. Air quality impacts of the proposed project will be less than 
significant. 

Maximum Emissions 
2015 
2016 

SCAQMD Threshold 

Table 1 
750 Lofts 

Construction Emissions 
(lbs./day) 

co 
26.43 

9.84 
550.0 

NO, 
33.17 
13.28 
1000 

ROG 
3.94 

13.44 
75.0 

so, 
0.03 
0.01 

150.0 

*PM1o 
3.79 
0.91 

150.0 

*PM2.s 
2.51 
0.77 
55.0 

Significant No No No No No No 
Source: CaiEEMod Version 2013.2.2. Unmitigated emissions for 2015-
2016. 
' Mitigated emissions to represent standard dust control measures and 
required best management practices. 

Localized Impacts to Sensitive Receptors 
Although construction is not anticipated to result in significant air quality impacts, it could 
adversely impact air quality immediately surrounding the project site during construction. 
To determine if the proposed project has the potential to generate significant adverse 
localized air quality impacts. the 1-acre mass rate LST Look-Up Table for SRA 30 
(Coachella Valley) was utilized. The nearest sensitive receptors are the single-family 
residences located adjacent to neighboring hotels. east of the subject property. Based 
on aerial mapping, the nearest residence is approximately 90 meters from the project 
area boundary. Therefore. LSTs are summarized in the table below for sensitive receptors 
located approximately 100 meters from the emission source. Construction emission 
estimates reflect all phases of construction including site preparation, 
grading/excavation, building construction. paving. utilities/drainage. and architectural 
coating. As shown in Table 2. LST thresholds will not be exceeded during construction of 
the project. Impacts will be less than significant. 
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Project Emissions 
LST 

26.43 
2,565.00 

Exceed? No 

Table 2 
750 Lofts 

NOx 
33.17 
238.00 

No 

*PM1o *PM2.s 
3.79 2.51 
35.00 10.00 

No No 
Source: CaiEEMod Version 2013.2.2. Emissions shown are the maximum daily, 
unmitigated emission during all phases of construction. 
• Mitigated emissions to represent standard dust control measures and required 
best management practices. 

Operational Emissions 
Operational emissions are ongoing emissions that will occur over the life of the project. 
Emission sources include area sources (such as consumer products and landscape 
equipment). energy consumption, and mobile sources. Table 3 summarizes projected 
emissions during operation of the proposed project. The data represent worst-case 
summer or winter emissions. As shown, none of the analyzed criteria pollutants will 
exceed emissions thresholds, and impacts will be less than significant. 

Table 3 
750 Lofts 

Operational Emissions 
(lbs./day) 

Maximum Emissions CO NOx ROG 
2016 80.27 18.24 10.34 

SCAQMD Threshold 550.0 100.0 75.0 

SOx PM10 
0.10 6.45 1.92 

150.0 150.0 55.0 
Significant No No No No No No 
Source: CaiEEMad Version 20 13.2.2. Unmitigated emissions for 2016. 

f) Less Than Significant Impact. Objectionable odors. including those emitted by diesel
operated vehicles and the application of asphalt pavement and paints/solvents. may 
be emitted during the construction phase of the project. However, these impacts will be 
temporary and infrequent. 

During operation of the project. odors associated with food preparation are likely, but 
are not expected to be objectionable. 

Cily of Palm Springs 
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IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Would the project: 

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either 
directly or through habitat modifications, on 
any species identified as a candidate. 
sensitive. or special status species in local or 
regional plans. policies, or regulations, or by 
the California Department of Fish and Game 
or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any 
riparian habitat or other sensitive natural 
community identified in local or regional 
plans, policies, or regulations or by the 
California Department of Fish and Game or 
US Fish and Wildlife Service? 

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally 
protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 
of the Clean Water Act {including, but not 
limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal. etc.) 
through direct removal. filling, hydrological 
interruption. or other means? 

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of 
any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife 
species or with established native resident or 
migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use 
of native wildlife nursery sites? 

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances 
protecting biological resources. such as a 
tree preservation policy or ordinance? 

f) Conflict with the provisions 
Habitat Conservation 
Community Conservation 
approved local. regional, 
conservation plan? 

Discussion of Impacts 

of an adopted 
Plan. Natural 
Plan. or other 

or state habitat 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

less Than 
Significant With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

No 
Impact 

a-f) No Impact. The project site is fully developed, and existing improvements will be 
demolished and replaced by a new building and ancillary facilities. There is no 
indigenous habitat on the site. which has been landscaped with decorative species for 
decades. No riparian habitat. wetland or sensitive natural community occur on the site. 
The site is not a part of a wildlife corridor. 

The City participates in both the Agua Caliente Tribal Habitat Conservation Plan and the 
Coachella Valley Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan. The project site is within the 
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boundary of the Coachella Valley Plan. The project site is not designated as a 
conservation area. nor is it located adjacent to a conservation area. The project site has 
been previously developed. but will be subject to the requirements of the Plan. if any. No 
impact to biological resources will result from implementation of the proposed project. 
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V. CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Would the project: 

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a historical resource as defined 
in 15064.5? 

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of an archaeological resource 
pursuant to 15064.5? 

c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique 
paleontological resource or site or unique 
geologic feature? 

d) Disturb any human remains, including those 
interred outside of formal cemeteries? 

Discussion of Impacts 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

D 

D 

D 

D 

Less Than 
Significant Less I han No 

With Significant 
Impact 

Mitigation Impact 
Incorporated 

[g) D D 

D D 

D D 

D D 

a) Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. The proposed project site is 
currently developed. It occurs in the Las Palmas Business Historic District. a locally 
designated historic district. The building on the site was constructed in the 1980's. and is 
not considered to have significant historic value. It is adjacent to. or in the vicinity of 
bJildings that are 'contributing sites' to the Las Palmas District. As a result, impacts to 
those buildings could be considered significant impacts to the District. 

The City's Historic Site Preservation Board has considered the proposed project to 
determine if it has the potential to impact the District. The Board's concerns centered on 
the height of the building in the context of the Historic District. The Board considered the 
mass and scale of the structure in the context of the District. and found that as proposed. 
the building would have a significant impact on the District. 

In order to mitigate these impacts, the Board found that three mitigation measures were 
available that would reduce the irnpacts on the Historic District to less than significant 
levels. The Board also recommended that the parking study be reviewed by the City 
Engineer (please see Traffic and Circulation, below). The Board approved the project. 
subject to the mitigation rneasures provided below. With the implementation of these 
mitigation measures, impacts associated with historic resources are expected to be less 
than significant. 

Mitigation Measure 

MM V -1: The building height shall be reduced by 4 feet. 

MM V-2: The elevation of the building on Indian Canyon shall be limited to two stories 
and twenty feet adjacent to the street, and can step back to include 
additional height further frorn the street. 

Cl~ of Palm Springs 750 lofts 
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MM V -3: No additional rooftop structures shall be permitted beyond those illustrated in 
the approved plans. 

b) & c) No Impact. The project site is currently developed. and has been for at least 30 years. No 
archaeological or paleontological resources are expected to occur on the project site. 
No impacts are anticipated. 

d) No Impact. No cemeteries or human remains are known to occur on the site. No such 
resource was identified when the current building was constructed. No impact is 
anticipated. 
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VI. GEOLOGY AND SOILS 

Would the project: 

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

i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as 
delineated on the most recent 
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map 
issued by the State Geologist for the area 
or based on other substantial evidence of 
a known fault? Refer to Division of Mines 
and Geology Special Publication 42. 

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking? 

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including 
liquefaction2 

iv) Landslides2 

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of 
topsoil? 

c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is 
unstable, or that would become unstable as a 
result of the project, and potentially result in 
on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, 
subsidence, liquefaction or collapse? 

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in 
Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code 
( 1994), creating substantial risks to life or 
property? 

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting 
the use of septic tanks or alternative 
wastewater disposal systems where sewers are 
not available for the disposal of wastewater? 

Discussion of Impacts 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

Less Than 
Significant Less Than 

With Significant 
Mitigation Impact 

Incorporated 

D D 

D 

D 

D D 

D D 

D 

D D 

D D 

No 
Impact 

D 

D 

D 

A geotechnical investigation was conducted on the project site in 2007, and updated in 2014'. 
The discussion provided below is based an the findings of these reports. 

' "Geotechnical Investigation Proposed Commercial/Residential Complex 750 North Palrn 
Canyon Drive," prepared by Sladden Engineering; and letter report dated October 27, 2014 by 
Sladden Engineering, 
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a.i) No Impact. The subject property is not located in an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone. 
and no fault rupture will occur on site. The San Andreas Fault is located approximately 7 
miles northeast of the subject property. No impacts are expected. 

a.ii) Less Than Significant Impact. The seismic hazard analysis prepared for the project site 
found that the site could be subject to peak ground acceleration of 0.58g. Such ground 
shaking has the potential to cause damage to structures, and potentially injure people. 
In order to reduce these risks. the City implements the seismic requirements of the 
Building Code. The proposed project will be required to comply with the requirements in 
place at the time that building permits are issued. These standard requirements ore 
designed to reduce impacts associated with ground shaking to less than significant 
levels. 

a.ii•J Less Than Significant Impact. The geotechnical analysis found that the site consists 
primarily of fine to coarse grained sand and silty sand. Liquefaction occurs when 
groundwater is located near the surtace (within 50 feet). and mixes with surface soils 
during an earthquake. Onsite groundwater depths are estimated to be in excess of I 00 
feet below the ground surface at the project site. and therefore the potential for 
liquefaction to occur is considered low. Project-specific geotechnical analysis will be 
required by the City as part of the grading and building permit process. This analysis will 
provide foundation design recommendations based on site-specific and project-specific 
conditions. This standard requirement ensures that impacts associated with liquefaction 
are less than significant. 

a.iv) No Impact. The project site is located approximately 4/ I Oths of a mile from the foothills of 
the San Jacinto Mountains. There are no hills or slopes in the vicinity of the project site. No 
impact associated with slope instability is anticipated. 

b) No Impact. The project site is fully developed. No topsoil occurs on the site. The City will 
impose standard PM I 0 dust management requirements on the demolition of existing 
facilities and the grading of the site. No impact is anticipated. 

c) Less Than Significant Impact. The geotechnical investigation found that the site is not 
susceptible to liquefaction, and further determined that soils were stable. Impacts are 
expected to be less than significant. 

d) No Impact. The geotechnical analysis found that soils on the site and in the area are not 
expansive. No impact is anticipated. 

e) No Impact. The proposed project will connect to the City's existing sewer system. No 
septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems are proposed. No impacts will 
occur. 
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VII. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS Potentially 
Significant 

Unless 
Mitigation 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

Would the project: Incorporated 

a) Generate greenhouse gas emiSSions, either D D [g) D 
directly or indirectly. that may have significant 
impact on the environment? 

b) Confl1ct with an applicable plan. policy or D D [g) D 
regulation adopted for the purpose of 
reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases? 

Discussion of Impacts 

a-b) Less Than Significant Impact. Both demolition/construction and operation of the project 
will generate greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. Construction emissions will be generated 
by a variety of sources, including the operation of construction equipment and energy 
usage. Construction impacts will be temporary and will end once the project is 
complete. Typically. they can be minimized by limiting idling times, proper maintenance 
of heavy machinery, and efficient scheduling of construction activities. Long-term 
operation of the project will generate GHG emissions from area sources, energy and 
water usage. mobile sources. and waste disposal. 

The California Emissions Estimator Model (CaiEEMod Version 2013.2.2) was used to 
estimate greenhouse gases emitted by the project. The model concluded that 
demolition/construction would generate 194.98 metric tons per year of co,e, while 
operation of the project would generate 1.793.09 metric tons per year of co,e. 

There are currently no adopted thresholds of significance for greenhouse gas emissions. 
State legislation, including AB32. airns for the reduction of greenhouse gases to 1990 
levels by 2000. Statewide programs and standards, including new fuel-efficient standards 
for cars and expanding the use of renewable energies. will help reduce GHG emissions 
over the long-terrn. The project will be required to comply with standards and regulations 
for reducing GHG emissions. including the City's Climate Action Plan and other GHG 
reducing strategies. 

The Climate Action Plan demonstrates that the City has already implemented a number 
of GHG reducing strategies and programs. and that in order to meet its state-mandated 
target of reducing emissions to 1990 levels by 2020, the City must reduce emissions by 
only I%. In order to reach the City's goal of reducing emissions by 7% below 1990 levels 
by 2020, the City will need to reduce emissions by 7.9% over business as usual rates. The 
Pan was prepared prior to the adoption of 2013 Building Code requirements for energy 
efficiency. These requirements increase energy efficiency in buildings by 30% over pre-
2013 construction. The existing buildings on the site date to the 1980s. and as a result are 
extremely inefficient. The proposed project will be 30% more efficient than buildings built 
from 2010 to 2013, considerably more efficient than the buildings on the project site 
currently, and will result in a parallel reduction in GHG emissions over its lifetime. 

Finally, the City's baseline emissions in 2010 were 431.594 MT C02E/year. The project's 
anticipated emissions represent an increase of 0.004% annually. This increase will not be 
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significant. The City's standard requirements and initiatives will reduce GHG emissions 
from the project to less than significant levels. 
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VII. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

Would the project: 

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through the routine transport, use. 
or disposal of hazardous materials? 

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through reasonably foreseeable 
upset and accident conditions involving the 
release of hazardous materials into the 
environment? 

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous 
or acutely hazardous materials. substances. or 
waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or 
proposed school? 

d) Be located on a site which is included on a list 
of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant 
to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as 
a result, would it create a significant hazard to 
the public or the environment? 

e) For a project located within an airport land use 
plan or. where such a plan has not been 
adopted. within two miles of a public airport or 
public use airport, would the project result in a 
safety hazard for people residing or working in 
the project area? 

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private 
airstrip, would the project result in a safety 
hazard for people residing or working in the 
project area? 

g) Impair implementation of or physically interfere 
with an adopted emergency response plan or 
emergency evacuation plan? 

h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk 
of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires. 
including where wildlands are adjacent to 
urbanized areas or where residences are 
intermixed with wildlands? 

Discussion of Impacts 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

No 
Impact 

0 

0 

a-b) Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. The project site is currently 
occupied by a bank building and ancillary facilities constructed in the 1980s. A Phase I 
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Environmental Site Assessment was prepared for the projecl'. The Assessment included 
both a records search and an onsite investigation. The onsite investigation concluded 
that building materials. including floor tiles. mastic and ceiling tiles have the potential to 
contain asbestos. Asbestos is a hazardous material which must be disposed of in a 
prescribed manner in order to prevent its release into the air. The onsite survey also 
identified the potential for mold on several ceiling panels. resulting from historic roof 
leaks. Mold can also be released into the air during demolition activities if not handled 
and treated as prescribed by law. Both these observed conditions have the potential to 
significantly impact the environment. In order to reduce the impacts to less than 
significant levels. mitigation measures are required. and provided below. 

The proposed project consists of a hotel and ancillary spa. cocktail lounge/bar and 
restaurant uses. These businesses will store small amounts of cleaning supplies and similar 
materials for internal use. but will not use. transport or dispose of significant hazardous 
materials. The operator will be required to comply with local and regional requirements 
relating to the storage of supplies. The impacts associated with hazardous materials on 
the site are expected to be less than significant. 

Miligatign Measures 

MM Vll-1: Any suspected Asbestos Containing Materials (ACM) should be sampled prior 
to the initiation of any demolition activities on the project site. Identified ACMs 
must be abated by a licensed abatement contractor. and disposed of in 
conformance to all state and local requirements. 

MM Vll-2: Any mold identified on the project site shall be abated in a manner that 
conforms to all state and local requirements. 

c) No Impact. The proposed project is located in the commercial core of the City. The 
closest school. Katherine Finchy Elementary. is located approximately v, mile northeast of 
the project site. The project will not emit or handle hazardous materials that could be a 
hazard to the school. No impact is anticipated. 

d) No Impact. The project site is not listed as a hazardous materials site. cleanup site. or 
hazardous waste facility and. therefore. the proposed project will not create a significant 
hazard to the public or environment. (Envirostor map database. California Department 
of Toxic Substances Control, 20 14). 

e) No Impact. The project site is located I .6 miles west of the Palm Springs International 
Airport. The site is outside the boundaries of the airport's land use compatibility area. 

f) No Impact. The project site is not located in the vicinity of a private airstrip and. 
therefore. will not result in a safety hazard for people working or residing in the project 
area. No impact is anticipated. 

2 "Phase I Environmental Site Assessment of 750 Palm Canyon Drive (sic)." prepared by BA 
Environmental. November 2014. 
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g) No Impact. The proposed project is located in the urban core of the City, on the existing 
street grid. It will not block existing circulation patterns. nor impede access to evacuation 
routes. No impact is expected. 

h) No Impact. The proposed project occurs in the Uptown district. and is not located 
adjacent to any urban/wildland interface. The project will not be impacted by wildland 
fires. 
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VIII. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 

Would the project: 

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste 
discharge requirements? 

b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or 
interfere substantially with groundwater 
recharge such that there would be a net 
deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the 
local groundwater table level (e.g., the 
production rate of pre-existing nearby wells 
would drop to a level which would not 
support existing land uses or planned uses for 
which permits have been granted)? 

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage 
pattern of the site or area. including through 
the alteration of the course of a stream or 
river, in a manner which would result in 
substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site? 

d) Substantially alter the existing drainage 
pattern of the site or area. including through 
the alteration of the course of a stream or 
river. or substantially increase the rate or 
amount of surface runoff in a manner which 
would result in flooding on- or off-site? 

e) Create or contribute runoff water which 
would exceed the capacity of existing or 
planned stormwater drainage systems or 
provide substantial additional sources of 
polluted runoff? 

f) Otherwise substantially degrade water 
quality? 

g) Place housing within a 1 00-year flood hazard 
area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard 
Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or 
other flood hazard delineation map? (Source: 

h) Place within a 1 00-year flood hazard area 
structures which would impede or redirect 
flood flows? 
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VIII. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 

Would the project: 

i) Expose people or structures to a significant risk 
of loss, injury or death involving flooding, 
including flooding as a result of the failure of a 
levee or dam? 

j) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? 

Discussion of Impacts 

Less Than 
Potentially Significant Less Than 
Significant With Significant 

Impact Mitigation Impact 
Incorporated 

D D D 

D D D 

No 
Impact 

a) & f) No Impact. The proposed project will be required to connect to the City's domestic 
water and sanitary sewer systems. The Desert Water Agency provides water service to 
the site. and the City provides sanitary sewage treatment for the site. Both these 
agencies are required to comply with the requirements of the State Regional Water 
Quality Control Board relating to water quality standards and wastewater discharge 
requirements. No impact is expected. 

b) Less Than Significant Impact. The project site is currently served by Desert Water Agency. 
The proposed project will result in the use of water during demolition. construction and 
ooeration of the hotel. The project will be constructed to current Building Code 
standards. and will be required to comply with local and state mandates regarding the 
reduction of water use, as currently implemented. and as may be amended in the 
future. DWA is part of the Coachella Valley Regional Water Management Group, which 
prepared an Integrated Regional Water Management Plan (IRWMP) in 2013. The Plan 
analyzes the region's water needs and indicates that the long-term demand for 
domestic water will increase throughout the region. but conservation measures and 
replenishment programs will make it possible for DWA to meet increasing demand. 
Please also see Section XVI. Utilities and Service Systems. 

c-e) Less Than Significant Impact. Drainage on and from the project site is expected to 
remain consistent with current conditions. since the site is currently developed. The City 
requires that all projects manage storm water flows so as not to impact downstream 
properties. The project site occurs in a lully developed area The City will require the 
approval of a hydrology study, Storm Water Pollution Prevention Program and Water 
Quality Management Plan for the proposed project. These documents. and their 
implementation, must be completed to standards that meet local. state and federal 
requirements. The project will not be allowed to discharge storm water at a rote or 
quantity greater than that currently occurring on the site. Further. the project will not be 
allowed to pollute surface waters. and will be required to implement Best Management 
Practices to control pollution on the site. These standard requirements will assure that 
impacts associated with drainage are less than significant. 

g)- j) No Impact. The proposed project is not located in a 1 00-year floodplain and will not 
place housing or other structures in an area that would impede or redirect flows. The 
property is not located in a flood zone. and is outside the boundary of the Tachevah 
Creek Detention Reservoir Dam Inundation Pathway. Flood risk on the property is 
therefore low. No impact is anticipated. 
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IX. LAND USE AND PLANNING 

Would the project: 

a) Physically divide an established community? 

b) Conllicl 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, specific plan, local 
coastal program. or zoning ordinance) 
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or 
mitigating on environmental effect2 

c) Conflict with any applicable habitat 
conservation plan or natural community 
conservation plan? 

Discussion of Impacts 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

D 

D 

D 

Less Than 
Significant Less Than No 

With Significant 
Impact 

Mitigation Impact 
Incorporated 

D D [SJ 

D D 

D D 

a) No Impact, The proposed project site is currently occupied by a bank building. and 
construction of the proposed project will hove no adverse impact on an existing 
community. 

b) Less Than Significant Impact. The project site is currently designated Neighborhood 
Community Commercial [NCC) in the General Plan. A General Plan Amendment is 
proposed to change this designation to Mixed Use/Multi-Use- CBD. The NCC land use 
designation supports retail land uses. and allows hotel uses as well. The proposed project 
site is surrounding by a combination of resort residential and retail land uses. The change 
from NCC to Mixed Use is not a significant change in the land use concept for the site. 
nor will it substantially change the character of the site or neighborhood. With the 
approval of the General Plan Amendment, the proposed project will be consistent with 
General Plan standards and requirements. Overall land use impacts are expected to be 
less than significant. 

c) No Impact. As stated in the Biological Resources section above, the proposed project 
occurs within the boundaries of the Coachella Valley Multiple Species Habitat 
Conservation Plan. The site is not within a conservation area. and as a developed site, 
will be subject to the requirements of the Plan for developed sites, if any. No impact is 
anticipated. 
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X. MINERAL RESOURCES 

Would the project: 

a) Result in the loss of availability of a known 
mineral resource that would be of value to 
the region and the residents of the state? 

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally 
important mineral resource recovery site 
delineated on a local general plan, specific 
plan or other land use plan? 

Discussion of Impacts 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

D 

D 

Less Than 
Significant Less Than No 

With Significant 
Impact 

Mitigation Impact 
Incorporated 

D D 

D D 

a-b) No Impact. The subject property is fully developed and occurs in the City's urban core. 
No mining or mineral extraction occurs on or in the area surrounding the site. No 
designations for mining are provided in the City's General Plan. No impact is anticipated. 
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XI. NOISE Less Than 
Potentially Significant Less Than No 
Significant With Significant 

Impact 
Impact Mitigation Impact 

Would the l:!roject result In: Incorporated 

a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise 
levels in excess of standards established in the 0 0 0 local general plan or noise ordinance, or 
applicable standards of other agencies? 

b) Exposure of persons to or generation of 
excessive groundbome vibration or 0 0 0 
groundbome noise levels? 

c) A substantial permanent increase in ambient 
noise levels in the project vicinity above levels 0 0 0 
existing without the project? 

d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase 
in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity 0 0 0 
above levels existing without the project? 

e) For a project located within an airport land 
use plan or, where such a plan has not been 
adopted, within two miles of a public airport 0 0 0 or public use airport, would the project 
expose people residing or working in the 
project area to excessive noise levels? 

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private 
airstrip. would the project expose people 0 0 0 residing or working in the project area to 
excessive noise levels? 

Discussion of Impacts 

a) Less Than Significant Impact. The project site occurs adjacent to two major City streets. 
North Palm Canyon and North Indian Canyon Drives. The noise levels on both streets are 
elevated, due to the high levels of activity on both streets. The frontage on both streets 
at the project site is likely to currently experience noise levels of about 70 dBA CNEL, 
based on the City's General Plan and General Plan EIR, and will experience similar noise 
levels in the future. 

The City's General Plan standard for hotels and motels finds 70 dBA CNEL to be 
conditionally acceptable. The City further requires that interior noise levels be maintained 
at 45 dBA CNEL. The City will require the preparation of project specific noise analysis as 
part of its building permitting process, to be assured that the project will meet its 
standards. 

The project will include a restaurant and bar on the first floor, and a roof top bar. Both 
these uses have the potential for high noise levels due to patron activity and 
entertainment. The City has adopted and currently implements a noise ordinance which 
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limits noise generated in each zone. In the commercial zones (including hotels). the 
ambient noise is limited to either the ambient noise level. or the measured noise level at 
any given location. As stated above, the noise levels on the property line currently are 
approximately 70 dBA. with lower levels expected during the evening and nighttime 
hours. The noise ordinance further limits increases to noise of no more than 3 dBA during 
a 30 minute period. During the daytime hours. this would translate to 73 dBA at the 
project property line, and would be expected to be approximately 68 dBA during the 
evening hours. and 63 dBA during the nighttime hours. Should the proposed project 
include music or similar entertainment, it will be required to comply with these noise 
ordinance requirements, which the City enforces through citation. In addition. noise 
decreases in intensity with distance. and it can be expected that a reduction of 3 to 6 
dBA will occur with every I 00 feet of distance. 

The distance between the proposed project and sensitive receptors, and the City's noise 
ordinance requirements are expected to reduce impacts associated with noise to less 
than significant levels. 

b) Less Than Significant Impact. The primary source of vibration at the site is expected to be 
during construction, and to be from the operation of heavy equipment such as 
bulldozers. Vibration levels will be infrequent, temporary, and below thresholds of 
perception for sensitive receptors. insofar as residential uses do not occur immediately 
adjacent to the project site. No groundborne vibrations are anticipated during the 
operational phase of the project. Impacts will be less than significant. 

c) Less Than Significant Impact. As described above, the project site is currently in the City's 
urban core. and experiences elevated noise levels. The construction of the proposed 
project will marginally increase noise levels, insofar as the building on the site has been 
ve1cant for some time. and no noise is generated at the site currently. The operation of 
the hotel will generate noise from vehicle operations. and noise from people using the 
facilities. including the rooftop bar. The project will, however, be subject to the City's 
Noise Ordinance requirements. and will be required to comply with those requirements 
as they relate to elevated noise levels, particularly at night. Overall impacts are 
anticipated to be less than significant. 

d) Less Than Significant Impact. Temporary noise generated during the construction phase 
of the proposed project could exceed acceptable noise levels. particularly during site 
demolition and site preparation phases. Primary noise sources will be heavy equipment. 
These impacts. however. will be periodic and temporary, and are allowed in the City's 
Municipal Code, as long as they occur during specified daytime hours. The City's 
standards will assure that impacts are less than significant. 

e) No Impact. The Palm Springs International Airport is located approximately I .6 miles east 
of the subject property. The project site is not within the flight path for airport operations, 
and is well outside the noise contours for the airport. No impact associated with airport 
noise is anticipated. 

f) No Impact. The subject property is not located in the vicinity of a private airstrip, and no 
impacts associated with such a noise source will occur. 
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XII. POPULATION AND HOUSING 

Would the project: 

a) Induce substantial papulation growth in an 
area, either directly (for example, by 
proposing new homes and businesses) or 
indirectly (for example, through extension of 
roads or other infrastructure}? 

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing 
housing, necessitating the construction of 
replacement housing elsewhere? 

c) Displace substantial numbers of people, 
necessitating the construction of 
replacement housing elsewhere? 

Discussion of lmpacfs 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

D 

D 

D 

Less Than 
Significant Less Than No 

With Significant 
Impact 

Mitigation Impact 
Incorporated 

D D 

D D 

D D 

a) No Impact. The proposed project will result in the addition of 39 hotel rooms and ancillary 
spa, cocktail lounge/bar and restaurant use. Although these land uses will generate new 
jobs, it is not anticipated that the job potential will be substantial, or that it will generate 
population growth, but rather that the jobs will be filled by persons already residing in the 
area. The project will not cause the extension of any roads or other infrastructure. and 
therefore will have no impact on growth. 

b-e) No lmpacl. The project site consists of an existing bank building which is currently vacant. 
Although the building will be demolished. the project will neither displace housing nor 
people, and will not result in a need for housing elsewhere. No impact is anticipated. 
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XIII. PUBLIC SERVICES Less Than 
Potentially Significant Less Than 
Significant With Significant 

Impact Mitigation Impact 

No 
Impact 

Would the project result in: Incorporated 

Substantial adverse physical impacts associated 
with the provision of new or physically altered 
governmental facilities, need for new or physically 
altered governmental facilities. the construction 
of which could cause significant environmental 
impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service 
ratios, response times or other performance 
objectives for any of the public services: 

a) Fire protection? 

b) Police protection? 

c) Schools? 

d) Parks? 

e) Other public facilities? 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

Discussion of Impacts 

a-e) Less Than Significant Impact. The development of the project will increase the demand 
on public services. This increase, however. is not anticipated to be substantial, 
particularly since the project site occurs in a heavily developed urban environment. 

Fire Protection 
The Palm Springs Fire Department is responsible for fire protection in the City. The nearest 
fire station to the project site is located less than y, mile south of the site. at North Indian 
Canyon Drive and Amado Road. The City's other fire stations, including those located on 
Racquet Club and El Cielo Roads, will also be available to serve the site. Response time 
to the site will meet the City's targeted 5-minute limit. The project will marginally increase 
service calls, insofar as the site is currently unoccupied. However, the addition of 39 hotel 
rooms on 1.1 acres in the City's urban core will not significantly impact fire department 
operations. 

Project plans will be reviewed by the Fire Department to ensure they meet applicable fire 
standards and regulations. Overall impacts to fire protection services are expected to be 
less than significant. 

Police Protection 
The Palm Springs Police Department is located at 200 S. Civic Drive, approximately 2 
miles southeast of the project site. The project will occur in the City's urban core, in an 
area already served and patrolled by the Department. Although the operation of 39 
hotel rooms will marginally increase the demand for police services. it is not anticipated 
that this increase will be significant. 
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Schools 
Palm Springs Unified School District provides public education facilities and services in the 
City. The nearest school to the project site is Katherine Finchy Elementary school, which is 
located approximately'/, mile northeast of the project site. Development of the hotel will 
only indirectly impact schools. insofar as the jobs created by the hotel may increase the 
demand to schools if an employee moves to the City. This potential increase. however. is 
expected to be minimal. The proposed project will be required to pay the mandated 
school fees, which are designed to offset the impacts of new projects to local schools. 
Impacts are expected to be less than significant. 

Parks 
The City's owns approximately 163.5 acres of public parks and 82.6 linear miles of trails. 
The project will marginally increase the use of these facilities: however, the increase is not 
expected to be substantial, or result in the need for new or expanded facilities. 
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XIV. RECREATION 

Would the project: 

a) Increase the use of existing neighborhood and 
regional parks or other recreational facilities 
such that substantial physical deterioration of 
the facility would occur or be accelerated? 

b) Does the project include recreational facilities 
or require the construction or expansion of 
recreational facilities, which might have an 
adverse physical effect on the environment? 

Discussion of Impacts 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

D 

D 

Less Than 
Significant Less Than No 

With Significant 
Impact 

Mitigation Impact 
Incorporated 

D D 

D D 

a-b) No Impact. The development of a hotel will only marginally increase the use of local 
parks and recreational facilities, insofar as a transient population is unlikely to heavily use 
parks or facilities. The project will not generate the need for additional parks or 
recreational facilities. No impact is anticipated. 
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XV. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC 

Would the project: 

a) Cause an increase in traffic which is substantial 
in relation to the existing traffic load and 
capacity of the street system (i.e .. result in a 
substantial increase in either the number of 
vehicle trips. the volume to capacity ratio on 
roads, or congestion at intersections)? 

b) Exceed. either individually or cumulatively, a 
level of service standard established by the 
county congestion management agency for 
designated roads or highways? 

c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, 
including either an increase in traffic levels or a 
change in location that results in substantial 
safety risks? 

d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design 
feature (e.g.. sharp curves or dangerous 
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm 
equipment)? 

e) Result in inadequate emergency access? 

f) Result in inadequate parking capacity? 

g) Conflict with adopted policies. plans. or 
programs supporting alternative transportation 
(e.g .. bus turnouts, bicycle racks)? 

Discussion ot Impacts 
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A Traffic Impact Study (TIS) was prepared for the proposed project, and updated to reflect the 
changes proposed to the project and currently being analyzed'. The discussion below 
summarizes its findings. 

a) & b) Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. The proposed project will 
generate up to 705 daily trips. with 23 trips occurring during the morning peak hour, and 
59 trips occurring during the evening peak hour. The TIS studied a number of intersections 
in order to determine whether the project would impact the local street system. These 
intersections were: 

3 "Proposed 750 Lofts Project Traffic Impact Study.(Updated 5/20/15)" prepared by RK 
Engineering Group. 
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The analysis found that existing intersections currently operate at Level of Service C or 
better. The City's General Plan standard is a Level of Service D or better. Therefore, the 
studied intersections all operate at an acceptable level of service. 

The TIS then analyzed the future traffic conditions, including both traffic growth and 
surrounding future projects. The analysis assumed an opening year for the hotel of 2016. 
Under those conditions, background plus project levels of service would be C or better, 
with the exception of the intersection of Indian Canyon and Granvia Valmonte, which 
will operate at level of service D_ At project opening. therefore. all intersections will 
operate at an acceptable level of service_ 

Finally, the TIS analyzed General Plan build out conditions in the year 2035. Under these 
conditions, without the proposed project, the intersection of Palm Canyon and Granvia 
Valmonte will operate at level of service A and Indian Canyon at Tamarisk Road will 
operate at level of service D. All other existing intersections will operate at level of service 
E or F, which is not an acceptable level of service. With projected improvements, and 
the addition of the proposed project, all intersections (including the project access 
points) will operate at level of service D or better, with the exception of the intersection 
of Granvia Valmonte and Indian Canyon, which will operate at level of service F_ The TIS 
further determines that there is mitigation for this intersection, but recommends against it_ 
The basis for the recommendation is as follows: the intersection will operate at an 
unacceptable level only during the evening peak hour, and only for the westbound 
movement on Granvia Valmonte. Level of service will be acceptable on Indian Canyon. 
The unacceptable level of service will occur for 4 vehicles attempting a left turn from 
westbound Granvia Valmonte to southbound Indian Canyon_ The intersection will not 
meet traffic signal warrants, because of the very low traffic volume, and restriction of the 
left turn movement is not recommended for so few vehicle trips (4). 

As noted above, all other intersections will operate at an acceptable level of service, 
with or without the proposed project in the year 2035. The project will contribute to the 
need for future improvements, but is not responsible for them. Therefore, in order to 
mitigate impacts associated with the proposed project, the TIS recommends the 
payment of fair share fees toward the required improvements. This mitigation measure 
will assure that impacts associated with the proposed project are less than significant. 

Mitigation Measur~ 

MM XV-1 The proposed project shall pay a fair share contribution for the 
recommended off-site intersection improvements, including signalization of 
Tamarisk Road and Palm Canyon Drive, and the addition of left turn lanes to 
southbound and westbound travel lanes at this intersection. 
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c) No Impact. The Palm Springs International Airport is located approximately 2 miles east ot 
the proposed project. None of the improvements proposed by the project will adversely 
impact air traffic patterns. airport functions. or safety. 

d) No Impact. The project does not propose any hazardous design features. The project will 
be required to provide improvements to project driveways consistent with City standards. 

e) Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project will have access on both Palm 
Canyon and Indian Canyon Drives. The Fire and Police Departments will impose their 
standard requirements for site access to assure public safety. These standard 
requirements will assure that impacts are less than significant. 

f) Less Than Significant Impact. The Municipal Code requires that the project, including the 
hotel and its ancillary facilities, provide 1 12 parking spaces. The revised plan provides 92 
spaces. including 20 valet spaces. A parking analysis was prepared for the proposed 
project. and updated for the revised project, to address the shared uses on the 
properly'-

The parking study determined that the City's Municipal Code calls for 114 parking spaces 
for the uses proposed. The study then assumed a reduction of SO% for the restaurant, spa, 
lounge and roof top bar, on the basis that hotel guests would use these facilit:es, and 
would not require the additional parking assignment since their parking use was 
allocated to the hotel room. On the basis of this assumption. the proposed project will 
generate a demand for 7 6 parking spaces. With the implementation of a valet parking 
program. there would be sufficient parking to service the proposed project. 

The City's Zoning Ordinance allows the reduction of parking spaces through the Planned 
Development (PD) permit process. if the reduction is supported by analysis and the 
project provides other public benefits. The approval of the PD in this case, would support 
the reduction in parking spaces. and reduce the impacts associated with parkin::J to less 
than significant levels. 

g) No Impact. Sunline Transit Agency provides public transit services in the Coachella 
Valley. Service is provided on both Palm Canyon Drive and Indian Canyon Drive. and 
extends throughout the City. The project will be well served by public transit. 

' "Proposed 750 Lofts Project Parking Analysis," prepared by RK Engineering Group, December_ 
2014. Revised 5-20-15 
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XVI. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS 

Would the project: 

a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of 
the applicable Regional Water Quality Control 
Board? 

b) Require or result in the construction of new 
water or wastewater treatment facilities or 
expansion of existing facilities. the construction 
of which could cause significant 
environmental effects? 

c) Require or result in the construction of new 
storm water drainage facilities or expansion of 
existing facilities, the construction of which 
could cause significant environmental effects? 

d) Have sufficient water supplies available to 
serve the project from existing entitlements 
and resources, or are new or expanded 
entitlements needed? 

e) Result in a determination by the wastewater 
treatment provider which serves or may serve 
the project that it has adequate capacity to 
serve the project's projected demand in 
addition to the provider's existing 
commitments? 

f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted 
capacity to accommodate the project's solid 
waste disposal needs? 

g) Comply with federaL state, and local statutes 
and regulations related to solid waste? 

Discussion of Impacts 
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Project-related impacts to wastewater treatment requirements and facilities will be less 
than significant. The proposed project will require construction of onsite sewer 
infrastructure that will be connected to existing sewer lines in Palm Canyon and Indian 
Canyon. Wastewater will be transported to the City's Wastewater Treatment Plant (WTP). 
The proposed project will generate wastewater flows of 5,850 gallons per day. The WTP 
has a capacity of 10.9 million gallons per day (mgd) and treats approximately 6 mgd; 
therefore, it has available capacity to serve the proposed project. 
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The WTP implements all applicable requirements of the Colorado River Basin Regional 
Water Quality Control Board, and the proposed project will not cause any violation of 
wastewater treatment requirements. 

Domestic Water 
The Desert Water Agency (DWA) provides domestic water services to the subject 
property and vicinity. In 2013, the Coachella Valley Regional Water Management Group, 
of which DWA is a part. prepared an Integrated Regional Water Management Plan 
(IRWMP), to analyze and provide for long range planning to address the region's 
domestic water needs. The IRWMP indicates that long-term demand for potable water is 
expected to increase throughout the region; however, conservation measures and 
groundwater replenishment programs will make it possible to meet increasing demand. 

The proposed project has the potential to generate a demand of 6.8 acre feet of 
domestic water annually'. Because the proposed project will be subject to the 2013 
Building Code requirements, it is likely that its water use will be less, because the Building 
Code requirements mandate greater efficiency than previous codes applied to new 
construction. 

The proposed project will be required to implement all water conservation measures 
imposed by DWA under normal as well as drought conditions over the life of the project. 
These include requirements of the recently signed Executive Order B-29-15. mandating 
reductions in water use by 36% in the Coachella Valley. DWA has, in response to the 
Executive Order, adopted restrictions on water use that include limiting days on which 
landscaping can be irrigated; a prohibition on the use of fountains or water features; a 
prohibition on irrigation by any means other than drip or micro-spray systems; and a 
requirement that hotels offer their guests the option of not having towels and linens 
laundered daily. Furthermore, should additional restrictions or regulations be 
implemented, the proposed project shall be required to comply with them as well. 

The proposed project will require construction of onsite domestic water infrastructure, 
including water lines that serve individual rooms, the restaurant and bar, and back-of
house facilities. No new wells or additional water infrastructure or entitlements will be 
required. 

Stormwater Management 
Impacts associated with project-related stormwater improvements are expected to be 
less than significant. Please see the Hydrology and Water Quality section, above. 

f-g) Less Than Significant Impact. Palm Springs Disposal Services (PSDS) provides solid waste 
collection and disposal services to the City and will serve the proposed project. Solid 
waste is transported to Edam Hill Transfer Station in northern Cathedral City and 
distributed to several regional landfills that have adequate capacity to serve additional 
development. Facility operators, including PSDS, are required to meet all local. regional, 
state, and federal standards for solid waste disposal. 

s Coachella Valley Water District Annual Factor by Development Type, "Water System Backup 
Facilities Charge Study," December 2012. 
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XVII. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

NOTE: If there are significant environmental impacts which cannot be mitigated and no feasible 
project alternatives are available, then complete the mandatory findings of significance and 
attach to this initial study as an appendix. This is the first step for starting the environmental 
impact report {EIR) process. 

Does the project: 

a) Have the potential to degrade the quality of 
the environment, substantially reduce the 
habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a 
fish or wildlife population to drop below 
self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a 
plant or animal community, reduce the 
number or restrict the range of a rare or 
endangered plant or animal or eliminate 
important examples of the major periods of 
California history or prehistory? 

b) Have irnpacts that are individually limited, but 
cumulatively considerable? {"Cumulatively 
considerable" means that the incremental 
effects of a project are considerable when 
viewed in connection with the effects of past 
projects, the effects of other current projects. 
and the effects of probable future projects)? 

c) Have environmental effects which will cause 
substantial adverse effects on human beings, 
either directly or indirectly? 
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a) No Impact. The project site is fully developed. and contains no native vegetation or 
habitat. There is also no potential for archaeological resources on the property, because 
of its developed condition. The City has determined that the structure on the site does 
not have historic significance. The proposed project will have no irnpact on biological or 
cultural resources. 

b) Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project will not result in cumulatively 
considerable impacts. The addition of 39 hotel rooms will not significantly affect 
cumulative impacts in the City, including traffic impacts. 

c) Less Than Significant Impacts with Mitigation Incorporated. As described in the Hazards 
and Hazardous Materials section and the Traffic and Circulation section. the proposed 
project has the potential to release ACMs during demolition. and to impact local traffic 
conditions, both of which would affect human beings. The mitigation measures included 
in this Initial Study, however, will assure that these impacts are reduced to less than 
significant levels. 
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750 Lofts Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration 
Response to Comments 

The following briefly summarizes the written comments received by the City on the initial 
study dated June 24, 2015 for this project. Although not required by CEQA, the City 
has provided extensive responses to those comments below. 

Mr. Rick Moran, July 20. 2015 
The commenter indicated that he supports the project. 

Mr. Babak Naficy, July 20. 2015 

Comment 1: The MND's discussion of aesthetics claims the project is located 
"immediately north of the Central Business District" This is not accurate as 
the project is not located immediately north. It is immediately surrounding 
by the Las Palm as Business District. 

Response: The comment is incorrect. The Central Business District zoning 
designation extends to Alejo Road on Indian Canyon Drive, and to the 
project site on the west side of Palm Canyon Drive. The proposed project 
is located between Tamarisk Road and Gran Via Valmonte, one block 
north of Alejo on its Indian Canyon side. 

Comment 2: The MND does not include the drawings provided by the applicant for 
consideration by the Planning Commission on June 24, 2015. These 
renderings do a much better job of depicting the project design, and more 
importantly, allow adequate analysis of the potential aesthetic/view shed 
impacts. 

Response: The comment is incorrect. The Initial Study was based on the plan set 
submitted to the City for the June 24 Planning Commission hearing, and 
although the plans were not attached to the Initial Study, they were 
available at City Hall for public review, and distributed as part of the 
Planning Commission's June 24, 2015 hearing packet. 

Comment 3: The MND's analysis of consistency with neighborhood is far less detailed 
and comprehensive than the staff report that was provided to the Planning 
Commission in June. The MND must be revised and recirculated to reflect 
the staff's comments regarding the project's inconsistency with the 
neighboring buildings and potential glare. 

The MND states: 
The construction of the proposed project will result in a greater view 
blockage at the north end of the property, because of the added height 
of the building. Views on the north-south trending portion of the 
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building will result in blocking of the lower part of the San Jacinto 
mountains from Indian Canyon Drive, but the peaks will remain visible. 

This explanation is inconsistent with the renderings provided by the 
applicant, which show the views of the mountains will be completely 
blocked along Indian Canyon Drive. Moreover, these renderings show that 
the Project will have a significant cumulative impact on views because the 
project site is the last location along Indian Canyon Drive where views of 
the San Jacinto Mountains are currently clearly visible. 

Response: The comment is incorrect. As shown on sheet G001.00 of the plan set, the 
views of the mountains are visible on the southern end of the property. On 
the north end of the property, sheet G001.00 shows that the peaks of the 
mountains are still visible. It is also important to note that the views of the 
mountains are partially obstructed from a direct head-on, stationary 
viewpoint. For the traveling public, for example, the partial obstruction 
occurs over the 275 foot length of the lot. Under current conditions, the 
Alcazar Hotel, located immediately south of the site, also limits views of 
the mountains to the west. Residents of the neighborhood to the east of 
Indian Canyon, which begins at a distance of over 250 feet east of the 
project site, will see above the proposed project, and will experience a 
loss of view of only the base of the mountains. 

Comment 4: The MND fails to adequately describe the project setting. The discussion 
of the project setting in the aesthetics section of the MND is wholly 
misleading as it fails to mention that the proposed project site is located 
within the Las Palmas Historic District. To claim that the project 
surroundings is (sic) "as an urban environment" is very misleading 
because it leads the reader to believe the project surroundings has (sic) 
no particular cultural/historic significance. 

Moreover, the MND's claim that the "contemporary style" of the proposed 
building is widely present in the City is again very misleading because the 
project's "contemporary style" is not widespread in the Las Palmas district 
where the project is proposed. The fact that contemporary style may be 
prevalent in other parts of the City is irrelevant and should be stricken. 

The MND's discussion of the project's potential impact on the visual 
character of the area must therefore be revised, as the MND's discussion 
of this topic does not even hint that the proposed building is wholly 
incongruent with the historic setting of the project: 

The visual character of the site and its surroundings is characterized 
as an urban environment. The Uptown district is fully developed with a 
mix of uses, primarily oriented to resort and retail. The proposed 

2 
157 



building will be in a contemporary style which is widely present in the 
City. 

The MND Aesthetics section's description of the project setting is 
inconsistent with the project setting discussion in the cultural resources 
section of the MND, which states: "The proposed project site is currently 
developed. It occurs in the Las Palmas Business Historic District, a locally 
designated historic district." The MND's discussion of the project setting 
must be consistent and not a moving target. 

Response: The commenter is incorrect. The Initial Study describes the setting of the 
proposed project in multiple locations, including the project description, 
and the Aesthetics section, which specifically states "The site is located 
within the Las Palmas Business Historic District (please see Cultural 
Resources section, below, for a discussion on historic resource impacts)." 
[page 11, paragraph 3] This is entirely consistent with the Cultural 
Resources section of the Initial Study. 

The properties immediately surrounding the proposed project include 
Spanish revival, Mediterranean, contemporary and mid-century modern 
architectural styles. The statement made is not particular to the immediate 
area, but is intended simply state that the contemporary style is indeed 
used throughout the City, including properties in the vicinity of the 
proposed project, such as the Movie Colony Hotel immediately across 
Indian Canyon, the 666 North Palm Canyon building, immediately south of 
the site, and the buildings on the northwest and southwest corners of 
Palm Canyon and Tamarisk, immediately west of the site. 

Comment 5: The proposed project's height and mass is another reason the project will 
likely result in a significant visual impact. Here, the MND admits that the 
proposed project will be taller than the existing structures, but fails to 
include any diagrams to show the height disparity. More significantly, the 
MND mentions that the building's mass has been reduced in some places: 

The building will be taller than existing structures, and will result in 
greater mass across the property. The mass of the northern portion of 
the site, however, has been reduced from the previous design, as has 
the mass on the north-south trending portion of the building. Impacts 
associated with the visual character of the site are expected to be less 
than significant. 

This fact alone is legally irrelevant to the discussion of whether the 
proposed project will have a significant visual impact because of its 
incongruous mass (and height). The fact that the mass has been reduced 
in the revised project does not amount to substantial evidence supporting 
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a conclusion that the proposed project's visual impact will be less than 
significant. 

Response: As stated in Comment 3, the mass of the building will not eliminate views, 
although it will reduce views, particularly on the north end of the project. 
The building height of the proposed project will be higher than existing 
structures in its northern portion, as stated in the Initial Study. Two-thirds 
of the building mass will occur at a height of approximately 30 feet, which 
is equivalent to, and slightly less than the height of the Alcazar Hotel 
immediately south of the site. The Alcazar's rnass on Indian Canyon is 
similar and equivalent to that of the proposed project. The northerly one
third of the proposed project will extend to a height of 50 feet, for a 
distance of approximately 100 linear feet along Indian Canyon. This 
portion of the building relies on the use of glass curtain walls to minimize 
the mass of the structure. The diagrams referenced are pages G001.00 
and A104.00 of the revised plan set submitted to the City. 

Comment 6: As mentioned above, the June 24, 2015 staff report included a number of 
comments about the project's inconsistency with the visual character of 
the district and the adjacent buildings in its discussion of the findings 
necessary for project approval. It is not clear why the MND does not 
include these comments. The staff comments amount to substantial 
evidence supporting a c conclusion that the project's visual impact will be 
significant and therefore need to be analyzed in an EIR. ABCD hereby 
incorporates the June 24, 2015 staff report into these comments. 

Response: The findings made for all applications proposed in this case support 
approval of these applications. The findings are not inconsistent with the 
discussion in the Initial Study. As stated in the current (August 12, 2015) 
staff report, the District includes a "variety of structures from various eras, 
including architectural styles as diverse as Spanish revival and 
International style." The findings also include references to the location of 
the lower portions of the building on the street frontage to maintain active 
use and reduce mass; the use of glass on the top floor to reduce mass; 
and that the structure proposes a "variety of building volumes, massing, 
setbacks, solids and voids, and material treatment." 

Comment 7: The MND claims: 
The Palm Springs General Plan Land Use Plan serves as the basis for 
the assumptions used in the SCAQMD AQMP. The project is 
consistent with the development already occurring in the area, and 
generally consistent with the land use designations for the Uptown 
district. Therefore, it will not exceed AQMP assumptions or criteria, or 
result in inconsistencies with the AQMP. 
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This claim is false. As the MND itself admits, the project requires a 
significant General Plan Amendment to change the project's land use 
designation from Neighborhood/Community Commercial (NCC) to Mixed 
Use/Multi-Use - CBD. This amendment would allow triple the amount of 
density allowed under the NCC designation. The proposed project will be 
twice as tall as the type of buildings allowed under the existing land use 
designation. Accordingly, the MND's vague claim that "the project is 
consistent with the development already occurring in the area, and 
generally consistent with the land use designation for the Uptown district" 
is misleading, inaccurate and false. 

Because the proposed project is inconsistent with the General Plan that 
was the basis for the assumptions used in the SCAQMD's 2012 Air 
Quality Management Plan (AQMP), the MND's conclusion that the Project 
is consistent with all applicable air quality management plans must be 
rejected. It can thus be fairly argued that the project may have a significant 
impact on air quality because it may thwart the attainment of the 2012 
AQMP. 

Response: The comment is incorrect. As stated in the Initial Study, and also in the 
staff report prepared for the proposed project, the land uses allowed in the 
project's current and proposed General Plan designations are similar. The 
project site is surrounded by existing hotel development on the north, 
south and east, all of which are allowed in both the NCC and the CBD 
land use designations. The NCC and CBD designations also allow 
restaurants, bars, retail shops and similar commercial uses. There is no 
significant difference between the permitted land uses in either 
designation. The Air Quality analysis therefore correctly identified that the 
land use is consistent with what would have been considered in the 
AQMP. 

Comment 8: The design of the proposed project has undergone some changes, 
therefore the project must be reviewed again by the Historic Site 
Preservation Board ("HSPB"). The current more modern design is wholly 
inconsistent with the historic significance of the Las Palmas Business 
Historic District. This is especially important because the June 24, 2015 
staff report to the Planning Commission identified several areas of 
inconsistency with the neighboring buildings. Owing to the project design 
changes, the MND's presumed conclusion that the projects' impacts to a 
historical resource will be less than significant with mitigation is no longer 
valid nor warranted based on the evidence in the record. 

While the MND assumes that the with the implementation of the mitigation 
measures imposed by the HSPB, the project will have a less than 
significant impact on a historical resource, there is no evidence in the 
record to suggest the project will be mitigated as required by HSPB. In 
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fact, the project description does not indicate that the project's height will 
be reduced as required by MM V-1 and V-2. This inconsistency in project 
description must be addressed and MND must be recirculated. 

The evidence supports a conclusion that the project as proposed will have 
a significant impact on a historic resource. 

Response: The proposed project's changes in design are not substantial, and do not 
require additional review by the HSPB. The modifications to the project 
are limited to a reduction in height for the southern portion of the structure, 
a reduction in the number of rooms, and the modification of the building 
facades to provide a continuous building plane on the street. The 
commenter's assertion that the building is "more modern" is inconsistent 
with the proposed building plans shown in the plan set, which show a 
more traditional modernist, angular approach to the balconies, almost 
identical to the architectural treatment of the balconies located at the 
northwest corner of Palm Canyon and Tamarisk. In addition, the comment 
does not identify any authority requiring the project to be sent back to the 
HSPB. 

The mitigation measures included in the Initial Study, once adopted by the 
City, must be implemented under the requirements of CEQA. (Public 
Resources Code § 21 081.6(b); CEQA Guidelines § 15126.4(a)(2).) 
Therefore. the commenter's assertion is incorrect and unfounded. 

As relates to the reduction in height not being included in the project 
description, these mitigation measures were identified after the proposed 
project was submitted to the City for review and approval. They are 
intended to make changes to the project in order to reduce potentially 
significant impacts of the project to less than significant levels. As such, 
they are not part of the project description, since the project description 
provides a summary of what is originally proposed by the applicant. 

Finally, as relates to the statement that the project will have a significant 
impact on historic resources, the comment's assertion is incorrect. The 
HSPB is the City Council's advisory body in matters relating to historic 
resources. The Board found that the impacts on the historic district could 
be mitigated with the implementation of mitigation measures. The Board 
concluded, and the Initial Study correctly restates, that the impacts 
associated with historic resources will be less than significant with the 
imposition of mitigation measures. 

Comment 9: The project will require a General Plan Amendment from NCC to CBD to 
allow greater density. As ABCD has explained in its previous letters to the 
City in connection with this project, the proposed project creates a 
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significant land use conflict with the surrounding development, all which 
are currently designated NCC and are only one or two stories high. 

As ABCD has already explained, the General Plan Amendment amounts 
to spot zoning because it would establish an island of CBD land 
surrounded by NCC, i.e., one or two story buildings with one third of the 
density allowed under the CBD designation. Spot zoning is illegal. Foothill 
Communities Coal. v. Cnty. of Orange (2014) 222 Cal. App. 4th 1302, 
1314("the creation of an island of property with less restrictive zoning in 
the middle of properties with more restrictive zoning is spotzoning.") Spot 
zoning may be permissible if and only if it serves a compelling public 
need. ld. In this instance, the change to CBD land use designation does 
not serve any compelling public interest; it merely serves the financial 
interests of the applicant. Accordingly, it is not permissible under California 
law. The MND is legally inadequate to the extent that it does not address 
the issue of spot zoning. 

The proposed project is inconsistent with Palm Springs Municipal Code 
§97.03.02 which provides: 

A trash enclosure shall be provided for all uses in each zone district, 
except single-family zones. The requirements of this section shall not 
apply in the C-M, M-1, M-1-P and M-2 zones when a property is 
completely enclosed by walls and buildings. The trash enclosure shall 
be constructed so that the contents, including trash containers, shall not 
be visible from a height of five (5) feet above ground level on any street 
frontage. 

The MND fails to note that the proposed project is inconsistent with the 
Palm Springs Municipal Code requirement that requires adequate trash 
enclosures. 

Response: As stated in the Initial Study, the proposed project's land use designation 
is proposed to change from NCC to CBD. The CBD designation extends, 
on the west side of Palm Canyon Drive, to the project site. On Indian 
Canyon, it extends north of Alejo Road, immediately south of the project 
site. Please see the City's General Plan Land Use Map, page 2-15 of the 
General Plan. The extension of the designation is therefore not 'spot 
zoning,' insofar as the CBD designation is adjacent to the proposed 
designation. 

As relates to trash enclosures, the comment is incorrect. The project 
includes a trash enclosure on its north boundary. 

Comment 10: The MND's analysis of project noise impacts is legally inadequate. The 
MND assumes without any evidence that the noise levels along North 
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Palm Canyon and North Indian Canyon Drives are approximately 70 dBa. 
This speculative attempt at establishing ambient and/or baseline noise 
levels is wholly inadequate. Moreover, PSMC §11.74.031 Noise level 
limit specifically states that "the noise level or sound level referred to in 
this section shall mean the higher of the following: (1) Actual measured 
ambient noise level." (Emphasis added.) Accordingly, the MND's attempt 
to speculate about the ambient noise levels is prohibited by the Municipal 
Code. 

The MND fails to actually measure noise levels at different times of the 
day in order to establish noise levels in the project's vicinity. The MND 
acknowledges that ambient noise levels vary greatly depending on the 
time of day, but makes no effort to measure different noise levels 
depending on the time of day. Baseline noise levels must be measured to 
reflect that actual physical conditions of the site. CEQA Guideline 
§15125(a). 

Where, as here, the City has not actually measured ambient noise levels, 
the Code provides the following maximum noise levels in commercial 
districts: 50 dBa from 10 pm to 6 a.m., 55 dBa from 6 pm to 10 pm, and 60 
dBa from 7 a.m. to 6 p.m .. Accordingly, unless the MND establishes actual 
ambient noise levels during these relevant time periods, for the purpose of 
environmental analysis the City must assume these noise limits for the 
purpose of environmental review of the project. 

Response: The comment is incorrect. The Initial Study does not "speculate" about 
noise levels, it clearly states that the noise levels were ascertained from 
the City's General Plan and General Plan EIR. In the General Plan, Figure 
8-5 depicts the Future (buildout 2025) Noise Contours. In the General 
Plan El R, Table 5.11-10 cites General Plan buildout noise levels for all 
segments of Indian Canyon Drive. The predictive noise levels are based 
on existing noise levels (shown in Table 5.11-9 of the EIR) plus 
anticipated increases in noise, due to traffic increases. This is the 
accepted, professionally recognized method of calculating noise levels in 
any CEQA document. Since the noise levels are not speculative, the Initial 
Study correctly characterizes the current noise environment. 

Comment 11: The MND's noise analysis fails to describe the potential combined 
potential noise generated by the rooftop and first floor bars based on the 
type of "entertainment" allowed at these establishments. Clearly, live or 
amplified music is very much on the menu at these establishments, as the 
project description mentions "entertainment" as possible use, and the 
MND contemplates weddings at the rooftop bar and enclosed event 
center. The MND fails to establish expected noise levels with live or 
amplified music. Moreover, the MND fails to acknowledge that noise from 
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the cocktail lounge/bars tend to increase as bar patrons get more 
inebriated. 

The MND speculates that the project can comply with the City's noise 
ordinance, which limits noise levels to no more than 3dBa (sic) over 
background levels. The MND speculates that at night, that level would be 
63 dBa (sic), but otherwise fails to explain how it arrived at this number. 
Without any substantial evidence, this is nothing more than speculation. 
There is no substantial evidence supporting the MND's noise predictions. 

The MND concludes that the proposed project's noise impact would be 
less than significant in part because the MND assumes that the project 
would be required to comply with the City's noise ordinance requirements, 
"which the City enforces through citation." There is no evidence in the 
record, however, to show city enforcement has been or will ever be an 
effective mechanism to ensure compliance with the noise ordinance. 
Where, as here, the lead agency purports to rely on enforcement as a 
means of ensuring a potentially significant impact would be reduced to a 
less than significant level, such reliance must be based on evidence that 
enforcement would be effective. 

Response: The Initial Study explains the City's Noise Ordinance which is set forth in 
Title 11, Chapter 11.74 of the Palm Springs Municipal Code. As to fixed 
and non stationary sources, no equipment or machinery (except 
construction equipment) may cause the sound level at any point on the 
property line of any property to exceed the noise level limits set forth in 
Section 11.74.031 by 5 decibels or more plus the allowances for time 
duration set forth in Section 11.74.032. The Initial Study also describes 
that the City's noise standards require that noise levels not be increased 
by more than 3 dBA. The noise level limit means the higher of actual 
measured ambient noise level or the noise level limit as listed in the table 
in Section 11.74.031. The measured noise level in this area is 70 dBa. 
The code further breaks down three periods during the day: daytime, 
evening and nighttime, and assigns maximum noise levels to these time 
periods. The 73, 68 and 63 dBA cited in the Initial Study reference the 
maximum potential allowable noise levels for a 30 minute period. The 
Initial Study also correctly goes on to cite the enforcement provisions of 
the code, and that the City has measures in place to assure that noise 
levels are mitigated to less than significant levels. The Initial Study 
correctly and adequately describes the current conditions, the maximum 
allowable noise that can be generated by the proposed project during the 
three established time periods, and the City's ability to impose standard 
requirements that will assure that the proposed project complies with 
these standard requirements. 
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Comment 12: The MND's analysis of traffic and circulation impacts is deficient for a 
number of reasons as set forth below. 

The traffic study is not attached, therefore it is impossible to discern what 
assumptions informed that parking analysis. 

Response: As stated in the Notice of Intent to Adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration, 
all special studies supporting the analysis in the initial study were made 
available at City Hall, and could have been requested by any member of 
the public. 

Comment 13: Contrary to the MND's conclusion, the analysis provided in the MND 
shows the project will likely result in a cumulatively significant traffic 
impact. The MND states: "the project will contribute to the need for future 
improvements, but is not responsible for them. Therefore, in order to 
mitigate impacts associated with the proposed project, the TIS 
recommends the payment of fair share fees toward the required 
improvements. This mitigation measure will assure that impacts 
associated with the proposed project are less than significant." 

This analysis violates CEQA because it fails to identify any evidence 
justifying the conclusion that the necessary traffic improvements will be 
timely implemented. In fact, the MND fails to state whether the City 
currently has any plans to implement the necessary traffic improvements, 
what these improvements consist of, what other agency (ies) will be 
involved or whether the City has set up a fund to pay for the proposed 
improvements, etc. CEQA Guideline 15130(a)(3). Without this information, 
the conclusion that the traffic impacts will be less than significant is not 
supported by substantial evidence, and a fair argument can be made that 
the project traffic impacts will be significant even with the proposed 
"mitigation." 

Response: The comment is incorrect. As clearly stated in the Initial Study and the 
traffic impact analysis, the street system will operate at LOS D or better at 
opening year, with and without project, and with project and cumulative 
projects. The Initial Study and traffic impact analysis also clearly state that 
one non-signalized intersection will operate at an unacceptable LOS in 
2025, which is the General Plan build out year. The City has a well
established impact fee program, which allows developers to pay their fair 
share into a fund which is then used by the City to make the improvement, 
when the condition becomes unacceptable. This standard City 
requirement is an acceptable and correct method to address long-term 
traffic impacts. 

Comment 14: The MND fails to analyze the traffic impacts of the applicant's proposal to 
have hotel/bar/restaurant delivery trucks utilize the hotel driveways and/or 

10 
165 



on-street parking. It is likely that by parking delivery trucks on the street, 
the project would result in traffic delays that are not adequately analyzed. 
Likewise, the impacts of delivery trucks parking on driveways during 
delivery is not explained. The evidence suggests the project will have a 
significant impact on traffic and circulation. 

Response: The delivery of products to any business occurs on a daily basis for any 
business. There are no facts in the record, and the comment cites no facts 
or evidence, that the deliveries for the proposed project will be any more 
than for any other similar use in the City or that special circumstances 
occur on this site that would warrant a specific analysis related to 
deliveries. There is therefore no need for such an analysis. 

Comment 15: The Parking Study on which the MND relies is flawed and does not 
amount to substantial evidence supporting the MND's conclusion that the 
Project will provide adequate parking. 

The Parking Study/MND fails to adequately account for the parking 
demand generated by the project. The Parking Study/MND fail to account 
for the roof-top event center, which can accommodate special events such 
as weddings. The Parking Study does not account for parking needed for 
such events. 

The Parking Study fails to account for the need for employee parking, 
which the Palm Springs Code provides may utilize the facility's off-site 
parking. 

The Parking Study claims the project would provide 7 4 parking spots, but 
the MND makes it clear that the project will include only 72 spots. This 
discrepancy is not explained. 

The Parking Study assumes 33 lounge area seats and 34 seats in the 
roof-top area, for a total of 67 seats total for the bar and lounge areas. 
These assumptions contradict the MND's claim that the first floor lounge 
will include 40 seats, and the rooftop will accommodate another 80 seats, 
for a total of 120 seats. 

The City code requires one parking space for each 35 square feet of 
restaurant space. At 4,722 square feet, the proposed restaurant is 
required to provide 134.9 spaces. The parking study rounds this number 
down to 134 instead of 135. 

The MND assumes a total of 92 parking spaces, assuming an additional 
20 spaces as a result of valet parking. The Parking Study assumes 34 
additional parking spaces, without a hint of explanation or evidence. This 
discrepancy is not explained or even noted. 
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The Parking Study apparently assumes a very high (50%) mode 
adjustment in large part because of the alleged proximity of the restaurant 
and bar/lounges to a "resort hotel." See, page 2-1. This is a false 
assumption because far from being a "resort hotel", the proposed hotel is 
a small boutique type hotel with only 39 rooms equipped with full kitchens. 
Even if every one of the hotel residents patronized the bar/restaurant at 
the same time, they would still not account for a 50% reduction in these 
facilities parking demand. Because of the onsite kitchens, it is likely that 
only a fraction of the hotel guests will use the lounge/bar or restaurant 
during a stay; if the hotel guests intended to eat out, why would they 
spend the extra money on a kitchen? Accordingly, the 50% parking 
adjustment is wholly unreasonable and justified by the record. The 
evidence in the record thus supports a fair argument that the project will 
not have enough parking capacity because the 50% capture rate is 
unreasonable. 

Response: The roof deck is proposed for a lounge, which will result in gatherings of 
people. The parking study utilized the Urban Land Institute (ULI) 
methodology for analyzing parking demand which is widely used in the 
industry. 

The comment also incorrectly represents both the parking study and the 
Initial Study. The parking study states that the project plans 76 parking 
spaces (page 1-2), and the Initial Study claims the same number. The 
parking study states that the proposed project requires 112 parking 
spaces, without any reduction for shared parking, as does the Initial Study. 
The parking study does undercount the rooftop lounge by one seat. The 
parking study also clearly describes which sources in ULI were utilized, 
including peak parking demand, hourly variations, weekday vs. weekend, 
captive trip and modal adjustment reductions. These are all acceptable 
techniques in parking analysis which are described and quantified in the 
parking study's Table 1 through 4. The analysis correlates and explains 
the reduction taken for the project, and adequately demonstrates that the 
proposed project includes sufficient parking, and a valet program, which 
will address the parking needs of the site. Finally, the City's requirements 
do not include a separate calculation for employee parking, as these are 
included in the overall calculations for parking. 

Comment 16: Despite California's ongoing historic drought, the MND fails to adequately 
assess the project's water demand or analyze the proposed project's 
potential impact on water supplies. 

The MND claims the project will generate a demand of 6.8 acre feet per 
year ("afy"), but does not explain how this figure was arrived at. The 
reference to the Coachella Valley Water District Annual Factor by 
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Development type does not help the reader figure out how the MND 
arrived at the 6.8 afy figure. 

The MND fails to analyze project impacts on water supplies. It concludes, 
without citing any evidence or analysis, that "conservation measures and 
groundwater replenishment programs will make it possible to meet 
increasing demand." MND at 42. This cursory statement is a far cry from 
an adequate analysis of project impacts on a water supply required by 
CEQA. 

The MND ignores the Governor's Executive Order B-29-15, which requires 
all cities and towns to reduce their water use by a minimum of 25% 
compared to 2013 levels, which in the case of Desert Water Agency, 
translates to a staggering 36% reduction. Given the current drought 
conditions and the mandated cutbacks, substantial evidence supports a 
fair argument that the proposed hotel, restaurant, pool, spa, etc. will have 
a significant impact on water supplies. 

Response: The Initial Study correctly quantifies the usage to be generated by the 
project for domestic water, and correctly states that conservation 
mandates currently implemented by DWA are effectively reducing 
demand. In recent months, the DWA has exceeded the 36% reduction 
mandate, and has demonstrated a reduction of 40% in its service area 1. 

The Initial Study calculated the project's water use using the CVWD usage 
factor for hotels, which includes not only hotel rooms, but also ancillary 
facilities such as restaurants, bars and spas. The factor was developed 
from existing hotels in the CVWD service area, and thus represents an 
accurate representation of the water use in the desert area. The proposed 
project will be constructed using the current, stringent requirements of the 
2013 California Building Code for water conservation, and will be required 
to implement the same mandated reductions as other customers in DWA's 
service area. There is no evidence that the proposed project will have a 
significant impact on water resources. 

Comment 17: The record supports a fair argument that the project will likely have a 
significant growth-inducing impact by making it more likely that more 
intense, massive and dense development would occur in the Las Palmas 
Business Historic District (sic). 

Heretofore, development in the Las Palmas District had been limited to 
one and two story neighborhood-serving businesses. The proposed 
project will require the conversion of the project site to CBD land use 
designation which allows three times (3) (sic) the density as compared to 
the underlying NCC. The project would introduce four-story buildings in 

1 
Desert Water Agency, July 15, 2015. 
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place of the one or two story buildings that exist in the neighborhood at 
this time. The project undeniably sets a precedent for no setback, massive 
and dense development in this District. 

Accordingly, by approving this project, the City will stimulate future 
development in the Las Palmas District that will be more dense, taller and 
more massive. 

Response: The General Plan Amendment introduces CBD adjacent to existing CBD 
designated land uses on the west side of Palm Canyon Drive and on the 
east side of Indian Canyon. 

The comment relating to the nature of the area as consisting of primarily 
"neighborhood-serving businesses" is false. Existing land uses 
surrounding the project consist primarily of hotels to the north, south and 
east, and retail commercial to the west. Hotels are not 'neighborhood
serving,' and are consistent with the proposed land use. 

The project consists of a 39 room hotel, not infrastructure which would be 
used to serve other projects that might induce growth, such as a water 
lines or a road. There is also no evidence that the project will result in 
additional 4 story buildings, since the area is built out, and the 
development potential for additional structures is limited. 

Comment 18: As set forth above, the MND is inadequate and fails to comply with the 
mandates of CEQA. The evidence in the record supports a fair argument 
that the proposed project may have a significant impact on the 
environment in the areas of aesthetics, air quality, land use, cultural 
resources, noise, traffic/parking and water supply (utilities). Accordingly, 
the City must prepare an EIR before the project can be approved as 
proposed. 

Response: There is no substantial evidence in the record that the project will have a 
significant effect on the environment. An EIR is not warranted in this case, 
as described extensively above. 

Mr. Frank Tysen. Undated 

Comment 1: My first critique is the staff's rating regarding two aesthetics issues (see 
page 11 ). I believe (a) and (b) should be rated as potentially significant 
since the project would significantly block mountain views of hotels and 
homes immediately to the west of Indian Avenue. The question under (a) 
is would it have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista and (b) 
Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site 
and its surroundings. Staff ranked them less than significant. I believe that 
they should be rated as potentially significant since the project would 
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significantly block mountain vistas of the hotels and homes immediately to 
the west across from Indian Avenue. This alone would qualify it for a full 
EIR. 

Response: Please see response to Naficy Comment #3 and 5. 

Comment 2: Secondly under Cultural Resources (page 19) the question under (a) 
would it cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a 
historic resource. Staff is wrong by rating it with less than significant with 
mitigation incorporated rather than a potentially significant impact. The 
property is located in the Las Palmas Business Historic District. The 
historic guidelines governing this district suggest one and two very heights 
which this project would violate. 

Response: Please see response to Naficy Comment #8. 

Comment 3: Thirdly, under land use and planning (page 30) the questions are (a) 
would it physically divide an established community and (b) conflict with 
any applicable land use, etc. Staff ranked it no impact and as less than 
significant. Both should be ranked as potentially significant impact. Using 
spot zoning with CBD zoning will certainly divide and set a dangerous 
precedent which could ultimately destroy the entire district. The Las 
Palmas historic business district guidelines are distinctly violated. 

Response: Please see response to Naficy Comment #9. 

Comment 4: Fourthly, under noise (page. 32), staff minimizes at least two categories, 
giving it less than significant impact ratings; (a) Exposure of persons to the 
generation of noise levels in excess of standards etc and (d) a substantial 
temporary or periodic increase of amount noise levels. Particularly, the 
rooftop bar is a real potential problem. 

Response: Please see response to Naficy Comment #11. 

Comment 5: Fifth, under Transportation I Traffic (page 38) (a) cause an increase of 
traffic etc. and (f) an increase in adequate parking capacity would result, 
staff gives it a less than significant with mitigation ranking. Again, both 
need to be looked at more closely. 

Response: Please see response to Naficy Comment #13, 14 and 15. 

Comment 6: Finally, I am deeply concerned that the project can only fly if a general 
plan amendment is passed. That alone shows the level of violation of 
present zoning regulation. The conflict with the highrise ordinances is also 
of great concern. These are just too many issues not to require a full EIR. 
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Response: Please see response to Frith Comment #3. 

Ms. Claire Best Hawley, July 20, 2015 

Comment 1: There appears to be no easily available public record of who sold the 
property to whom and at what price and under what conditions. We need 
transparency in order to understand the willingness by the City Council 
members to overthrow the City Plan and Ordinance Codes in order to 
approve a project, which is inconsistent (despite revisions) with these and 
vastly out of character with the architecture, height, density and street 
presence presented by surrounding businesses and residences in the 
area. 

Response: Comment noted. The Initial Study does not, and is not intended to address 
previous ownership or cost of acquisition. Also see response to Naficy 
Comment#9. 

Comment 2: Who are the principals of 750 Lofts LLC and what is their track record and 
what is the publicly available data? 

Response: See response to Hawley Comment #1. 

Comment 3: Assuming that the purchaser did not enter into some "handshake 
agreement" with the City and assuming the purchaser paid proper and fair 
market value against comparable lots and businesses in the same zone 
and neighborhood (i.e. the Uptown Design District/Historic Business 
District) then despite the claims in the apparently biased NMD, it is 
obvious that a full Environmental Impact Report should be mandatory 
given the project's lack of compliance with the applicable zoning laws. 

Response: The City's Planned Development District allows for variation to City 
standards, and is the applicable zoning tool for the proposed project. With 
approval of the POD, the project will be consistent with City requirements. 

Comment 4: The NMD notes that revisions to the project have been made to the 
project (sic) under the auspices of addressing some of the concerns 
raised by the Historic Sites Preservation Board (HSPB). However the 
square footage in the revised plan is 2000 sq ft more than the original plan 
with underground construction as well. The FAR of the proposed building 
has not been reduced at all and the height is over 50 ft. - with the roof bar 
pool and required safety fencing and permanent shade construction, this 
could add even more height and density. 

Response: The Initial Study did not indicate that changes in the project represented 
reductions in the project across the board. It correctly stated that the total 
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number of rooms had been reduced, and that building height was 
relatively unchanged. 

Comment 5: Parking - between the restaurant and two bars, the developer has 
increased capacity from the original plans to accommodate over 200 non
resident guests in addition to the residents. However, the parking situation 
has not been solved. This will cause congestion and potentially dangerous 
traffic situations and is likely to cause a hindrance to emergency vehicles. 
Parking is already a problem for other businesses such as the Colony 
Palm Hotel. 

Response: Please see response to Naficy Comment #15. The hotel proposes 39 
rooms, which could generate as many as 78 people (two persons per 
room). There is no evidence that the project will house 200 guests. 
Restaurant and bar patrons will include both guests, guests of other 
hotels, and local residents. The parking analysis was completed using a 
recognized expert authority in the field, and provided reductions where 
they were appropriate. 

Comment 6: The "Substantial Adverse Effect on a Scenic Vista" - it is bizarre that the 
NMD (sic) report concludes that there will be a less than significant impact 
when the building will clearly not only interfere with but actually block 
some businesses' and residents' views. Palm Springs advertises the 
views of the San Jacinto Mountains in almost every advertisement that 
can be found. It has also spent a considerable amount of money in 
burying overhead cables which interfere with these views. Neighboring 
hotels currently boasting unobstructed views of the mountains, will have 
their view spoilt by this disproportionate structure which is being granted 
special privileges allowing it not to adhere to the same regulations as 
those hotels whose views it is destroying. This is unfair business practice 
and sets a precedent for other developers to do the same. You can't make 
one rule for one business and another for another one. That is why the 
zoning codes exist and any waiver needs a thorough Environmental 
Impact Report to address each and every exception. 

Response: Please see response to Naficy Comment #5, 6 and 18. 

Comment 7: Visual impact - while a new construction on the existing site might be 
welcome, it cannot be argued that a building that is substantially higher 
and wider (a "Macmansion" in proportion to its neighbors) is not a 
degredation (sic) of the existing visual character of the site and its 
surroundings. Yet the NMD report claims that it would have "less than 
significant impact". The character of this proposed structure is not 
consistent with the surrounding Spanish or low key 50s buildings and it will 
also invite other developers to ask for exceptions to build their own 
"Macmansions" nearby, paving the way for the long term demise of the 
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character of the Uptown Design District and the historic Las Palmas and 
Movie Colony Neighborhoods. 

Response: Please see response to Naficy Comment #3 and 5. 

Comment 8: Noise impact - a structure that boasts a roof bar and a roof pool is an 
invitation for noise which will carry to surrounding residences and 
businesses. An Environmental Impact Report is required to assess this 
and the damage it will cause to the business of neighboring hotels and 
residences. It is well known that the City is already challenged in its ability 
to control noise from vacation rentals. The developer is not going to open 
a roof bar and pool if the ultimate plan is not to attract a social crowd and 
with that goes noise. 

Response: Please see response to Naficy Comment #11. 

Ms. Sara Frith, July 20, 2015 

Comment 1: The IS I NMD concludes that 
"although the project could have a significant effect upon the environment 
there will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions to this 
project have been made by or agreed to by the project proponent." 

This is an indefensible conclusion on the facts of the project, even as laid 
out by Staff in the IS/MND, and shows the clear bias of staff when 
reviewing this project. The requirements of CEQA have not been met by 
Staff's cursory and often illogical analysis. A full EIR is needed to provide 
an independent assessment of the environmental impacts. 

The changes made to the proposed project have not been significant, 
have done nothing to mitigate the numerous significant impacts of this 
project on the environment, and in fact have actually resulted in a greater 
likelihood of significant impact than before the "redesign": 

It is now larger: 39,423 to 41 ,087 square feet and now involves digging 
underground one story. 

The FAR of the proposed building has not been reduced, it remains more 
than 3 times greater than the buildings in the surrounding neighborhood. 

The overall height is still 50 feet - without taking into consideration the 
barriers required around the pool and rooftop terrace. It is impossible to 
argue with any seriousness that the 1' reduction on Palm Canyon, or the 3 
'9" reduction on a small portion of the Indian Canyon portion are significant 
mitigating factors, especially taking into account the HSPB's 
recommendation that the building on Indian Canyon be reduced to 20' and 
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taking into account that the Project is more than twice the height of any of 
the surrounding buildings and in the case of the optometrist office 
(1920as), the Palmeras Apartments (Paul R. Williams architect, 1928) 
and Los Arboles (1925) - all of which are single story structures and 
historic resources, will be more than 3 times the height of those buildings. 
To conclude that this project will not have a significant negative impact on 
those historic resources is disingenuous at best. 

The restaurant has increased from 50 seats to 97 seats. 

The bar has increased from 4 7 to 120 seats ( 40 on the 1st floor plus 80 on 
the roof top) 

The spa has increased in size from 2150 to 2361 (or 2------ per the 
applicant's parking ) 

Despite a reduction in the number of rooms or apartments in this complex 
from 46 to 39, more than 73 additional seating spaces have been added to 
public areas in the restaurant and lounge, and there is an event space and 
spa for which capacity and parking has not been calculated and no 
provision has been made for employee parking for the "hotel", restaurant, 
lounge, bar, event space, pool facilities, spa facilities, or landscaping. 

Response: The comment refers to the Determination section of the Initial Study. This 
is a conclusionary page where the findings of the entire document result in 
a determination as to the level of review required under CEQA. Because 
the Initial Study found that impacts associated with the project could be 
mitigated to less than significant levels, the Determination was made 
correctly that a Mitigated Negative Declaration was the appropriate CEQA 
review for this project. Please also see responses to Naficy comments 8 
and 13. 

Comment 2: In answer to the issue of whether the Project would have a "substantial 
adverse effect on a scenic vista" Staff has inexplicably and unsustainably 
concluded that there would be "a less than significant impact". This is 
clearly an unsustainable conclusion not supported by the evidence. A full 
EIR should be mandated to assess the impact on the views of the San 
Jacinto Mountains. 

Most of the mountain views will be significantly negatively impacted from 
the Indian Canyon side. Staff concedes that because of the height and 
massing, the views of the mountains will be largely obstructed except for 
the very tops of the mountains. It is impossible, given those facts, to then 
conclude, as the IS/NMD purports to do, that the negative impact is "less 
that significant". 
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It is widely accepted that the San Jacinto Mountain views are one of the 
most important attractions in the city. The Old Las Palmas Historic District 
Building Codes specifically refer to the importance of not blocking those 
from the East on Indian Canyon. The San Jacinto Mountains are ranked 
No. 2 on Trip Advisor of "things to do in Palm Springs". To degrade the 
views of those mountains cannot be said to have a "less than significant 
impact". One can only conclude that in reaching such an illogical 
"conclusion" staff has a bias in favor of the project applicants. 

Response 2: The Initial Study reviewed the plans and visual simulations for the 
proposed project, and found that the base of the mountains would be 
obstructed by the proposed project, but the peaks would remain visible. 
The conclusion of the Initial Study is that the views will not be fully 
obstructed, and that impacts are therefore less than significant. Please 
also see response to Naficy comments #3, 4 and 5. 

Comment 3: The IS I NMD repeatedly refers to the existing site as being "fully 
developed" as if there were not issue with this new development proposal; 
however it fails to acknowledge that the existing building on this "fully 
developed" site only occupies less than 1 /3'd of the site and that the 
existing building is well set back from Indian Canyon Drive and therefore 
has little impact on Indian Canyon and the buildings to the East or on the 
view of the San Jacinto Mountains. 

There are therefore currently spectacular views of the San Jacinto 
Mountains in this area, including the rise of the cable car to the summit, 
and including the dramatic "escarpment" currently clearly seen from the 
street on Indian Canyon and Via Altamira. These views are available for 
all to enjoy and are a significant reason people have invested in the 
properties in this area - and these views are supposed to be a protected 
cultural resource. Replacing those views with views of a 4 story building 
more than twice the height of any other buildings in the area, and with 2 
story walls of glass for apartment like "units", and spreading across 90% of 
the lot, will have a dramatic and negative impact on the area. It will also 
have a dramatic and negative impact on the other boutique hotel 
businesses in this area whose patrons will no longer be able to enjoy 
those mountain views from their rooms or when walking to and from their 
hotels. There can be no doubt that the ability to experience those views is 
a key selling point among tourists and potential buyers of property in the 
area. It is certainly the reason we purchased our property on Via Altamira. 

It is widely accepted that the San Jacinto Mountain views are one of the 
most important attractions in the city. The Old Las Palmas Historic District 
Building Codes specifically refer to the importance of not blocking those 
from the East on Indian Canyon. The San Jacinto Mountains are ranked 
No. 2 on Trip Advisor of "things to do in Palm Springs". To degrade the 
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views of those mountains cannot be said to have a "less than significant 
impact". One can only conclude that in reaching such an illogical 
"conclusion" staff has a bias in favor of the project applicants. 

Staff concedes that the proposed building is "considerably higher" than 
surrounding buildings - being 3-4 stories vs 1-2 and 35-50' high vs 20-25. 
Among the many concessions required to approve this project, the 
applicant is requesting a zoning change to allow a FAR of 1.0 compared to 
.35 of the existing zoning. The project would result in a far greater density 
of building than the rest of the neighborhood, so the overall effect is of a 
far greater mass, height and density which has a much more severe 
impact on the views than if the existing applicable building codes were 
applied to the project. 

Further, it has to be recognized that those views are only being so 
significantly impacted because the applicant is failing to comply with the 
height restrictions in the Las Palms Historic Building Guidelines [and 
further failing to comply with the setback and open space requirements of 
the High Rise Ordinance.] 

Response: Please see response to Comment #2. Please note that the views of the 
foothills are currently blocked by the existing building on the site, and that 
views of the mountains are completely blocked by the structure of the 
Alcazar hotel on Indian Canyon. The Initial Study correctly identifies a loss 
of views on the northern end of the site, and the preservation of mountain 
top views on the balance of the site. 

The proposed project applications are the correct processes required to 
implement the changes requested by the applicant, and these 
applications, including the PDD, General Plan Amendment and Highrise 
provisions of the Zoning Ordinance are reviewed and considered in the 
Initial Study. 

Comment 4: The existing parking lot is not a beautiful site but the mountains are. They 
will be replaced on Indian Canyon by a parking lot at ground level and 2 
story lofts with large glass windows above and a roof top pool, restaurant 
and event space above. It is impossible to conclude that replacing scenic 
views with a massive "in your face" building is not a degradation of the 
existing visual character of the site and its surroundings. However, staff 
has purported to conclude that it would have a "less than significant 
impact". 

Apart from the mountain views which currently dominate, the other 
overwhelming visual character of the surroundings in this area in Indian 
Canyon is the low scale Spanish Revival courtyard buildings with their 
historic architecture and human scale and beautiful gardens and 
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landscaping. Again, it cannot be reasonably concluded that there will be 
less than significant impact on this existing visual character of the 
surroundings when it will be overwhelmed by an out of scale and out of 
style building in its midst. 

On the Palm Canyon side, the architecture is more modern but also low in 
scale and mass. 

This project is not consistent with its surroundings either on Palm Canyon 
or on Indian Canyon. Indeed it will dwarf and overwhelm the other 
buildings and fundamentally alter the character of this area. 

A full EIR needs to be prepared to undergo an unbiased assessment of 
the impact of this project. 

Response: The Initial Study discusses the different architectural styles surrounding 
the proposed project, and identifies the eclectic mix of styles in the area. 
The Initial Study also includes the mitigation measures recommended by 
the HSPB, which provide that the building be reduced on the Indian 
Canyon frontage. A reduction in height contributes to the determination 
that the impacts will be less than significant. Please also see responses to 
Naficy comments 3, 5 and 8. 

Comment 5: In answer to this issue, Staff has again inexplicably and unsustainably 
concluded that the Project would have a "less than significant impact". 
The current building on the lot is a commercial building with no nighttime 
use, small windows in darkened glass and gives off no ambient light at 
night or glare during the day; further it only occupies a small portion of the 
lot set well back from the street. The rest of the lot, in fact all the lot 
fronting Indian Canyon Drive, is open space for parking without any 
lighting issues or glare issues. 

It is currently possible to see the mountains from low down (including the 
escarpment) and at night because there is little light pollution in this area, 
to see the mountains etched against the night sky, and to see the cable 
car rising up the mountain side to the station at the top. 

The change will be dramatic. It will not be possible to see the mountains -
even the tops of them -from Indian Canyon. The long view down Alta mira 
of the mountains and the escarpment will be gone. Instead the 
landscape which will dominate will be the "hotel". Large expanses of glass 
from the two story lofts will shed light and glare beyond anything 
experienced from any other building in this area. The roof terrace too, 
which be lit at night, will also add to the light pollution and negatively 
impact the view of the stars and the mountains at night. The proposed 
"flapping curtain structures to "mitigate" the light and glare from large glass 
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windows will do nothing to mitigate the light pollution at night or the glare 
during the day. This area is often windy, so the flapping sheeting will 
actually be distracting and annoying and it will quickly degrade in the sun. 
On the ground level, the parking area will inevitably be lit and will also 
have a considerable adverse effect on the discreet and low level of light in 
this area at night - lighting a structure which has no architecturally 
redeeming features at ground level for pedestrian at all (art nooks are not 
going to make any difference to the ugliness of the ground level view of 
this building). Also there will traffic emerging from and entering into the 
driveway in the center of the lot in both directions to and from Indian 
Canyon and Palm Canyon which will also disrupt the tranquility of the area 
and add glare from car headlights at night. 

Response: The proposed project is required, as stated in the Initial Study, to comply 
with the City's standards regarding lighting. (See Initial Study, p. 12 citing 
City Zoning Ordinance Section 93.21.00.) These standards include a 
prohibition on light spillage off-site. The subject of glare is addressed in 
the Initial Study. The structures finishes are not proposed to include highly 
reflective materials. Windows will be recessed from the street and blocked 
by balcony walls. Further, as to the existing building, although no lights 
occur currently because of the vacancy of the structure, parking lot lighting 
occurs on the site, and has operated in the past. 

Comment 6: Staff concedes that the project could adversely impact air quality 
immediately surrounding the project site during construction but concludes 
that the will be "less than significant impact". In reaching its conclusion, it 
takes the nearest sensitive receptor as the nearest single family residence 
(presumably mine) which it states is 90 meters away and applies threshold 
standards for 100 meters to determine whether the project will have a 
significant adverse effect. 

This is a flawed approach and does not adequately analyze the potential 
for adverse environmental impacts to air quality from the project. 

There are hotels and apartment residences nearer to the project site, both 
immediately to the North and East and South on Indian Canyon. All have 
employees and guests and outdoor pools where guests and children 
lounge and play. They will all be potentially adversely affected by air 
quality. Not to mention the pedestrians, businesses, shoppers and 
employees in the retail establishments and the restaurants on Palm 
Canyon. The staff should therefore have applied the standards for 
sensitive receptors closer to the project to determine whether or not there 
is a likelihood of adverse impact. There needs to be a full EIR to review 
these issues. 
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Response: The Localized Significance threshold was correctly applied, based on the 
requirements of the South Coast Air Quality Management District, which 
has jurisdiction in the methodology used for air quality analysis. The 
methodology used calculates the impacts based on the distance of the 
project from the sensitive receptor, the number and type of equipment to 
be used, and the number of days of construction activity expected using 
this equipment. The impacts associated with the project also relate to 
construction emissions, which will be temporary and periodic, and will be 
greatly reduced when site grading is complete, and eliminated when 
construction is complete. The Initial Study correctly concluded that the 
proposed project would not exceed SCAQMD thresholds, and that impacts 
will be less than significant. 

Comment 7: The staff report admits that during the construction phase (optimistically 
anticipated to be one year) there will be objectionable odors from diesel 
vehicles, asphalt laying and paint and solvents, staff nonetheless Staff 
(sic) concludes that they will be temporary and infrequent and therefore 
concludes the impact will be "less than significant". This analysis is 
inadequate, especially in light of the potentially devastating impact on 
businesses trying to operate in the area during the construction phase. 
No hotel guest will be happy or will return when they find themselves 
subjected to objectionable odors (not to mention dust, air quality issues 
and noise) when on vacation. It can be expected that it will have a very 
significant negative impact on the economic viability of those hotel 
operators during construction. 

The I SIN MD also states that during operation of the project there will likely 
be food odors, but concludes without evidence or analysis that the will 
have "no significant impact". Currently at this site there are no food 
preparation facilities like restaurants but with the proposed project there 
will be two restaurants and 39 independent kitchens (one in each of the 
hotel rooms). There is no analysis of any attempt to mitigate those odors, 
only a baseless opinion that those odors "are not expected to be 
objectionable". This is not adequate and a full EIR needs to be conducted 
to determine the potential adverse impact and possible mitigation 
measures. 

Response: The odors associated with construction were correctly characterized as 
temporary in the Initial Study. The proposed project will be subject to the 
standard requirements imposed by the City on all construction projects, 
including the adherence to a dust management plan, the limitation of 
construction activities to daytime hours only, and the installation of fencing 
to separate construction areas from adjacent uses. These standard 
requirements will further reduce the impacts associated with the 
construction of the proposed project. 
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The odors associated with kitchen operations, whether in the restaurant or 
in individual rooms, are not considered objectionable, just as cooking 
odors are not considered objectionable in residential neighborhoods. 

Comment 8: The effects of granting this application, which requires so many 
concessions on building height, mass, FAR in this historic neighborhood, 
granting relief from all the Building Guidelines for the Historic Business 
District of Old Las Palmas, from changing the character of the area, and 
effectively spot zoning this one lot in the heart of the Uptown District into 
the sort of zoning permitted in the very different Downtown District, could 
logically only have resulted in the conclusion that the project would have a 
significant negative impact on a Cultural Resource. If Historic Districts are 
not an Historical Resource then what is the point of the designation, and in 
addition, there are many buildings within the district which are of specific 
historical significance, especially those which are some of the oldest 
buildings in Palm Springs. 

Staff disingenuously states that the proposed site is currently fully 
developed as if the proposed project was somehow consistent with that is 
now there. However, elsewhere Staff concedes that the proposed 
building is "considerably higher" than surrounding buildings - being 3-4 
stories vs 1-2 and 35-50' high vs 20-25. Among the many concessions 
required to approve this project, the applicant is requesting a zoning 
change to allow a FAR of 1.0 compared to .35 of the existing zoning. The 
project would result in a far greater density of building than the rest of the 
neighborhood. The effect of building in the midst of historic resources, a 
new building with far greater mass, height and density than if the existing 
applicable building codes were applied to the project, cannot be other than 
a significant potential impact. 

The current building is a bank which does not create noise and 
disturbance for neighbors and has no weekend or evening use. It did not 
have hotel rooms, restaurants or bars or pools or lounges or other such 
activities. The potential significant impacts of creating those facilities in 
this area in a density and in a form never experienced in this location or 
near this location has not been adequately analyzed. A full EIR is 
required to undertake such a review of the potential negative impacts on 
surrounding historic buildings. 

Response: Please see response to Naficy Comment #9 as relates to the CBD 
designation. The site is located immediately adjacent to CBD designations 
on Palm Canyon Drive. Further, the HSPB, as the City Council's advisory 
body regarding historic resources matters, considered the building on the 
site, and the proposed project, and recommended approval of the project 
with the implementation of mitigation measures, including reductions in 
building height. The Initial Study correctly characterizes the historic 
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designation of the District, and the impact of the proposed project on the 
District. 

Comment 9: The impact on the historic building immediately to the north on Indian 
Canyon (the Casa Palm eras Apartment hotel) will be significant. This is a 
single story Spanish style group of building from the 1920s built by Paul R. 
Williams. It is an historic resource of the city and will be completely 
overshadowed and overlooked by the hotel rooms. Similarly to the East 
the Los Arboles hotel is single story building in the Spanish style also 
dating from the 1920s. Its rooms will be overlooked and their mountain 
views which they currently enjoy will be lost. As a result, there is an 
inevitable degradation of those structures and their economic viability. 
These buildings and others like them in the neighborhood have been 
preserved by careful and sensitive restoration within the rules for building 
applicable in this Historic district. Operating and future renovation of such 
structures becomes economically unviable when such a competitive 
advantage has been given to an immediate neighbor through significant 
concessions and waivers of the applicable codes as are proposed for this 
project. 

It is impossible to understand how the Staff Report can conclude that 
there is "less than significant impact" to the Historic District, when it has 
acknowledged that (1) the impacts to the adjacent historic buildings could 
be significant and (2) has acknowledged that the mitigation upon which 
HSPB's approval was conditioned have not been met by the applicant in 
the current design. Indeed, the current design did not reduce the overall 
height of the building, did not reduce Indian Canyon frontage to 20" and 
cannot have "no additional roof structures" as required by the HSBP, since 
there must be some sort of barrier around the pool. Further the roof 
structures have expanded since the last HSPB review to now include an 
event space and 80 seat restaurant was not planned for the roof top. 
There is also likely to be shade structures which were not supposed to be 
permitted originally. 

Response: The Casa Palmeras site is separated from the project by its parking lot, 
which provides a distance of 50 feet from the project structure. Both this 
project and the Los Arboles hotel are located to the north of the project, 
and are courtyard-oriented facilities. Both projects' views of the mountains 
to the west will remain as they currently occur. Views to the southwest will 
be affected by the proposed project, insofar as the base of the mountains 
will be obstructed, but the peaks will remain visible. Further, the location 
east of Indian Canyon, at least 250 feet from the proposed project, will 
reduce the impact on these views further. Please also see responses to 
Naficy comment #3 and 5. 
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The restaurant continues to occur on the ground floor of the proposed 
project. A bar is proposed on the rooftop deck, as was previously 
proposed. The HSPB's recommendation of mitigation measures are 
included in the Initial Study, and prohibit the addition of other structures, 
including shade structures. 

Comment 10: In addition, the project has not been resubmitted to HSBP for re-review in 
its current form and when it was submitted to the HSBP for review last 
time around, hearings were not properly notified to the public and those 
immediately affected, and so they were not given a chance to voice their 
concerns to the HSPB. 

Further the HSBP, contrary to the assertions made by Staff, did not 
determine that if their conditions were met, the impact on the Historic 
District would be reduced to "a less than significant level". The HSBP 
review of an earlier iteration of the project cannot provide the basis for 
staff's conclusions that this project in its present form will have a less than 
significant impact on the Historic District. 

Given that the HSPB has not reviewed the plan as currently submitted, 
and the project redesign did not comply with the conditions to approval 
given by the HSPB, there must be a finding of potential for significant 
adverse impact and a full EIR must be mandated. It is not appropriate for 
staff to conclude on the evidence provided that potential impacts on this 
historic district have been reduced to "less than significant levels with 
mitigation". 

Response: .Please see response to Naficy comment #8. 

Comment 11: A full EIR must be required to assess the potential impacts of permitting 
so many exceptions to the applicable building codes to allow such a non
conforming building to be built in the midst of an historic district which 
does not conform in style, character, size, height, density or mass with the 
other buildings surrounding it, does not follow the roof heights of shop 
fronts and neighboring buildings, and which is more than twice the height 
of any surrounding historic buildings and in several cases, more than 3 
times the height, and is built to a density more than 3 times any adjacent 
buildings. 

Further, the HSBP failed to address the serious negative impact on 
attempts to preserve historic districts within the City generally by 
permitting so many concessions to be granted to this project on a spot 
zoning basis, by amendment of the General Plan and use of CUP and 
POD. The HSBP has said that it did not want to see this formula (General 
Plan Amendment, CUP, POD, etc) used in other cases. But since it came 
before them, it has already been used in another case in another Historic 
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District. In that case, a full EIR has been required. What that case clearly 
shows and which the HSBP clearly stated was not their intent, was that it 
is not possible to grant one extraordinary slew of concessions without 
creating a precedent which will be used by other developers to seek 
concessions from the City. The city cannot be capricious or arbitrary in 
how it applies its rules, and therefore it will be used by future developers 
to systematically undermine the integrity of Palm Spring's historic districts 
and preservation efforts. 

Given the significant adverse impact such a precedent will have over time 
on the historic districts of Palm Springs, the project should be returned to 
HSPB for further review and a full EIR should be required. It has to be 
recognized that creating this sort of exception in the heart of an historic 
district has the effect of eviscerating the protections in place in the form of 
building codes, guidelines and zoning restrictions which were expressly 
designed to preserve those historic districts. 

Response: The project has not substantially changed. The HSPB's review of the 
project, and its recommendation of conditional approval of the proposal, 
mitigate impacts to less than significant levels. No additional review is 
required. Please also see response to Naficy comment #8. 

As relates the permitting requirements for the project, please see 
response to Hawley Comment #3. 

Comment 12: The project design now anticipated adding a story below grade which was 
not part of the original plan when the geological survey was done in 2007 
or when it was updated in 2014. It was therefore inappropriate and 
inadequate under CEQA for staff to have relied on such survey in forming 
its conclusions that there will be a "less than significant impact? No 
analysis has been made of the potential impacts from this excavation. A 
full EIR needs to be undertaken to assess such impacts on the site and on 
the surrounding historic buildings. 

Response: The building requirements, and standards for compaction, soils testing 
and certification which will apply to the proposed project will not be 
impacted by a foundation system that allows a partially underground 
facility. The project will be required to submit, prior to the issuance of 
grading and building permits, a structure-specific geotechnical analysis 
that provides foundation requirements for the below-grade structure, 
including the type of foundation to be constructed, the compaction of the 
soil surrounding this structure, and the proper drainage of storm flows 
away from the foundation. These standard requirements are designed to 
reduce the impacts associated with soil stability to less than significant 
levels, and will be implemented in this case. 
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Comment 13: There does not appear to have been sufficient investigation done into the 
building regarding the presence of mold and asbestos (which are admitted 
to be likely to be present) on which to determine that proper mitigation is in 
place and there would be "less than significant impact" from these 
hazards. Given the close proximity to shops, hotels and homes of this 
site, there needs to be a full EIR undertaken to determine actual risks and 
appropriate mitigation measures. 

Response: The comment is incorrect. The Phase 2 site investigation conducted for 
the existing building identified mold within the structure. As described in 
the Initial Study, there are prescribed methods for disposing of mold and 
other hazards on the site. These standard requirements must be 
implemented for the proposed project, and with the implementation of the 
mitigation measures provided, impacts will be less then significant. (See, 
Initial Study, pp. 25-26, and Mitigation Measures MM Vll-1 and MM Vll-2.) 

Comment 14: The IS has failed to properly analyze the water use of the project. It has 
relied on an outdated 2013 draft Integrated Regional Water Management 
Plan to conclude that there will be adequate water supply for the project. 

There has been no update to that plan taking into account the required 
36% reduction on water use mandated on the city, the climate change and 
drought conditions being experienced in the city, the issues the Desert 
Water Authority (sic) is having regarding its water sources, or taking into 
account the unprecedented level of building projects underway in the city 
or with applications pending. A full EIR study needs to be undertaken to 
determine the current impact of this project taken together with others in 
the city, to determine sustainability. 

The IS has relied on this report to conclude that although long term 
demand for water is expected to increase, that conservation measures 
and groundwater replenishment programs will make it possible to meet 
that demand. There has been no review undertaken regarding the 
assumptions made in that report and the effect on the conclusions therein 
of the on-going severe drought conditions in California or of the effects of 
climate change. There is no indication as to what conservation measures 
and ground water replenishment programs have been put in place and 
whether they are in fact adequate to sustain the supply of water - the 
conservation measures referred to meet Governor Brown's reduction in 
water usage in no way are relevant to the inevitable greater demand for 
water which this project will create compared to the existing building on 
the site. There has been an unprecedented level of building in Coachella 
Valley in recent years, and there are plans for even more. Given the very 
dire state of water in California and with the severe and unsustainable 
pressure on the Colorado River, it is irresponsible to authorize proceeding 
with a project that is more dense and will use more water than the existing 
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use or than the use which would have been permitted under applicable 
codes for this lot absent the slew of concessions being requested. It is 
also irresponsible to proceed without first ordering a full EIR to assess the 
impacts of this project. 

Response: Please see response to Naficy Comment #16. 

Comment 15: Once again staff has concluded that a potential negative environmental 
impact (in this case drainage} will have a "less than significant impact" 
without proper analysis. In its reasoning it conclused (sic) that the 
project's drainage requirements would remain consistent with the current 
site because it is "fully developed"'. This makes no sense. The current 
site is a parking lot over more than 2/3 of the site with an office building on 
less than 1/3 of the lot with a FAR of .35% compared to the proposed FAR 
of nearly go%, for a building more than twice the height of the existing 
building, with vastly different uses, 39 hotel rooms, 2 restaurants, a roof 
top pool and bar and spa and lounge and parking. The potential impact 
on drainage will bear no comparison to the current development. A full 
EIR needs to be mandated in order to assess these and other impacts. 

Response: The current development on the site consists of impervious surfaces 
which currently drain into local streets. The proposed project will not 
increase the amount of impervious area currently occurring on the site. The 
proposed project will not significantly change drainage patterns, and will 
be required to comply with current local, state and federal standards 
regarding the elimination of pollutants from surface waters, including the 
implementation of BMPs to achieve such elimination. These requirements 
were not in place when the existing project was constructed. The City's 
standard requirements for drainage, including the use of best 
management practices for storm water pollution, drainage that does not 
increase flows off the property, and other measures will assure that 
impacts associated with flooding are reduced to less than significant 
levels. 

Comment 16: In answer to the issue of whether the proposed project will physically 
divide an existing community, Staff have concluded that the proposed 
project will have "no impact" because the site is currently occupied by a 
bank building. This "rational" does not support the conclusion and is 
inadequate under CEQA. The bank building is built within the Building 
Guidelines for the Historic Las Palmas Business District; it is consistent in 
height, mass, FAR and setbacks with the other surrounding structures. 
The proposed project is seeking to change the general plan for this 
particular site to allow a far higher (3 time) density of building, is seeking a 
POD to allow a far higher building height than any of the surrounding 
buildings (or the applicable existing codes) (2-3 times the height of other 
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structures), to change the use of the site to an occupancy which would 
allow loft living and restaurants. 

The height alone divides the community - this building would stand 2 
stories above anything else in the area -to the North, South East or West. 
That creates a physical divide. The NMD conclusions are wrong and fail 
to satisfy the requirements of CEQA, A full EIR must be required. 

Response: Please see responses to Hawley Comment #3 and Naficy Comment #18. 

Comment 17: In answer to this issue Staff has again reached the unsupportable 
conclusion that it would have "no significant impact". The only conclusion 
that was possible under CEQA in this section was that the project would 
have a "potentially significant impact" 

The proposed project is not in compliance with the general plan or with the 
CBD zoning or with the Old Las Palm as Historic Business District Building 
Guidelines, or even with the High Rise Ordinance which it is seeking to 
invoke. These apply to all the surrounding sites and have been adhered 
to by their occupants. The Historic Building Guidelines were developed 
specifically to provide protection to Historic areas of Palm Springs to avoid 
inconsistent and excessive building which it was recognized has a 
fundamentally adverse impact on preservation of those areas. 

In contrast, to build the project as proposed a general plan amendment is 
required to change the land use from NCC to CBD, a POD is required to 
exceed the height restrictions and gain other exceptions and exemptions 
from other applicable municipal codes, and a CUP is required to permit 
the spa, lounge and hotel rooms which all have independent kitchen 
facilities. 

Staff contends that a change from Neighborhood Community Commercial 
to Central Business District is not a significant impact. However, this 
change allows a far greater density of building on a site, from .35 floor 
area ration ("F.A.R.") to 1.0 F.A.R. It also changes land use from 
commercial uses that serve neighboring communities to a mix of 
commercial, residential and office uses. This would allow the site to 
change use from a business which serves its neighbors to one which is 
directly competitive with those neigf-Jbors, wiU-J the added unfair advantage 
that it would be able to build to a far greater density than any of those 
neighbors giving it an unfair competitive and commercial advantage. This 
clearly creates a significant potential impact on the area surrounding this 
site and is quite unprecedented in this area. 
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The project also does not meet the minimum C-1 zoning requirements for 
setbacks along Palm Canyon, or the North and South sides of the 
property. 

The property exceeds the 30' height restrictions applicable under the 
Historic Building Guidelines and the C-1 zoning guidelines. 

The project also does not comply with City ordinances regarding trash 
disposal and pickup; nor with applicable parking codes. 

Through a combination of measures which result in spot zoning of this site 
in the midst of an historic district, and through a request of the city to 
develop building guidelines which grant further concessions from 
applicable ordinances (which are only supposed to be considered if there 
is a compensating public benefit to balance potential impacts, which is not 
the case here), the project would be receiving special treatment and 
concessions not available to any of its neighbors. It will change the 
character of the area, have a significant impact on historic resources and 
create a very bad precedent that will undermine any future attempts to 
preserve historic designated areas throughout the city. 

The requirements of CEQA have not been met and cannot be met by a 
NMD and there cannot be a finding of "less than significant impact" under 
such circumstances. The city must mandate a full El R to fully and 
impartially assess the environmental impact from such an exceptional and 
precedent setting set of concessions and changes being requested by this 
application. 

Response: Please see responses to Hawley Comment #3 and Naficy Comment #9 
and18. 

Comment 18: Again, Staff have whitewashed the issue and concluded without adequate 
independent analysis, that there would be a less than significant impact 
with mitigation". It should have concluded that the impact will be 
"potentially significant" and mandated an EIR to properly analyze the 
impact. 

It is admitted that the project will result in up to 705 daily trips. Illogically at 
"peak" times the trips seem only to be 23 in the morning and 59 in the 
evening. That makes no sense. Setting that issue aside, common sense 
requires one to conclude that 705 additional trips in this block is a 
significant increase if you live in the vicinity or have rented a room in one 
of the hotels facing Indian Canyon. There is no mitigation proposed to 
reduce that impact and indeed none is possible. Efforts to change traffic 
flow at nearby intersections will not reduce in any way the impact of the 
noise, and fumes from this significant increase in the number of vehicles 
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heading to this site. Currently there are almost no vehicles heading to the 
site. The change will be dramatic and negative. It must be determined 
that the impact has "potentially significant impacts" and a full EIR must be 
required. 

The mitigation measure which is supposed to reduce the impact to less 
than significant appears to be off site intersection work which the city will 
undertake and the applicant will pay some portion of. There does not 
appear to be any mitigation for the new mid block traffic flow this project 
will create. 

Response: Please see response to Naficy Comment #13. 

Comment 19: Staff has concluded that the proposed parking plan will have an impact 
"less than significant with mitigation". Staff should properly have 
determined that there is a "potentially significant impact". A full EIR needs 
to be mandated to address these issues. 

There are inconsistencies between the IS I MND, the Staff report on the 
Project dated June 24, 2015, and the parking study provided by the 
applicant regarding the number of parking spaces required. None of the 
reports show fully and clearly how spaces are being calculated and all 
seem to have different square footage used to calculate parking 
requirements for the different facilities, and in the number of seats 
provided in the restaurant, bar, lounge areas. It seems that the Spa is 
now to be open to the public. It is not clear how many the event space is 
planned to accommodate. No provision seems to have been made for 
employees for all these different facilities. 

The MND (and the parking study) fails to provide its analysis of how it has 
calculated the parking so that it cannot be determined whether it is in 
accordance with City Codes. 

It is my understanding that using a valet stacking parking system is not 
supposed to be used to calculate the number of spaces required. Even 
allowing for valet parking to provide an additional 20 spaces, the facilities 
are still underparked. Further, at the last Planning Commission meeting 
the applicant stated that it would be providing 24 hour valet servicing. 
Now it is only proposed to be provided at certain times. 

There is no street parking on Indian Canyon. Overflow is therefore 
inevitably pushed into the residential areas. Already from the other hotels 
and from the lack of parking available on Palm Canyon, there has in the 
last year been a significant increase in parking issues in the Movie Colony 
area. Outside my home on Altamira I am now finding cars parked illegally 
on the verges of my property and around the circle, creating obstruction to 
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access by firetrucks and issues for guest parking near or outside our 
houses. Also creating dangers from traffic which habitually ignores the 
one-way sign off the circle to take a shortcut to the rest of the Movie 
Colony to find parking. 

This project is going inevitably to exacerbate those problems. 

Staff has relied without question or analysis on the assumption of shared 
parking made in the applicant's parking study, without independent review 
or looking at the impact of alternative assumptions which might have been 
applied. An assumption of shared use by hotel guests of the parking 
requirements for the restaurant, bar, lounge, event space of 50% seems 
unreasonably under the circumstances. There are only 39 "rooms", all of 
which have kitchens so they are not intended to attract people who eat out 
every meal. A lesser percentage should be applied to come up with a 
more realistic level of parking for this project. 

While it is not clear exactly how many people can really be accommodated 
in the public areas, there would be 39 spaces for the "hotel" rooms, plus 
there appear to be more than 220 seats in the restaurants, lounge and bar 
(taking into account the 16 outside seats referred to in the Staff Report for 
this project which are not mentioned in the IS I NMD). On the 3 seats/one 
parking space ratio applied by Staff, that would seem to require 73 parking 
spaces, then there would be spaces required for the event space and the 
spa which do not appear to have been included, and 20% for employees 
(at least an additional 23 parking spots- more if event and spa employees 
are added to the calculation): making a total of 140 spaces, not including 
event parking, or spa parking. It is not clear how the city or the 
applicant's parking report arrived at lesser figures (albeit that they each 
arrived at different numbers). 

In a sensitive area with already acknowledged parking issues, it is 
inappropriate for the City to grant excessive building concessions to a 
developer and at the same time allow it to underpark those facilities. 

The application of a 50% reduction factor, the failure to take account of 
the event spaces and spa and employees, and the failure to show proper 
calculations with respect to how parking has been calculated (either in the 
IS I NMD or in the self serving parking study provided by the applicant on 
whose assumptions city has relied in forming its conclusions, on top of the 
concession of valet parking to get closer to the required number of spaces 
(even though that does not meet the city codes) and the fact that valet 
parking is not being provided or required 24/7 as originally undertaken by 
the applicant, together with the inconsistencies between the various 
reports, shows that the impacts of this project in this area have not been 
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properly or adequately analyzed under CEQA and therefore a full EIR is 
mandated for a proper, impartial and independent review. 

Response: Please see response to Naficy Comment #15. 

Comment 20: The applicable general plan would not have permitted this building to be 
built. That is why an amendment of the general plan is required. It is not 
reasonable to conclude that there will be a "less than significant impact" 
from noise vvhen a building with unprecedented density, mass, height and 
facilities is being placed in the midst of an area that has never had those 
potential sources of noise to deal with. The inclusion of a roof top pool 
and restaurant and event space on a 4th story, with music, large numbers 
of people, large numbers of cars 

Again staff have failed to include the immediately neigboring hotel guests, 
and apartment hotel residences to the North, East and South in their 
analysis. These will all be frequently and negatively impacted during 
construction and operation of the project. 

Both c and d should have been answered in the affirmative as resulting in 
"potentially significant impact". Staff has erred in concluded that there is a 
"less than significant impact". The current building on the site is a bank 
building which has no night time operation is much smaller than the 
proposed building and built on less than 1/3rd of the lot. It is simply not 
reasonable to conclude that the Project, which is more than 3 times as 
dense, built to more than twice the height, has 2 restaurants, a lounge, 
spa, roof top pool and restaurant and event space (which is not mentioned 
by in this section of the IS), and is anticipated to result in 705 daily 
vehicles accessing the site, will not result in a permanent increase in 
ambient levels of noise and periodically and temporarily result in perhaps 
even more significant increases in noise. Indeed the IS itself concedes 
that there "is potential for high noise levels due to patron activity". 
No conclusion other than that there is "potential for significant impact" was 
reasonable in this case under c and d. 

It is absurd to posit that this can be mitigated by imposing on individuals in 
the vicinity the burden of trying to get the city to enforce noise ordinances 
every time they are breached. 

It is inappropriate and in error for the IS to form its conclusions without first 
undertaking the analysis it states will be required as part of the permitting 
process. Since that analysis has not been undertaken, given the IS's own 
conclusion that noise levels will be high as a result of the project, a NMD 
is not appropriate here, and a full EIR is required to properly assess likely 
impact and permanent and effective mitigation measures. 
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Above all of that, the City should not be subjecting those in the vicinity to 
this type of development which is not consistent with the surrounding area 
and with the existing applicable city codes. Had the project been 
consistent with the applicable codes and with the surrounding buildings, it 
would be possible for the general public to feel comfortable that the noise 
levels would be similar to those experienced from other hotels and 
restaurants in the area and this issue would not be arising. A similar 
argument can be made with respect to many of the other significant 
negative environmental impacts created by this proposed project. 

Response: The noise levels were provided, as was the City's requirement for noise 
control. Please see response to Naficy Comment #11. 

Ms. Judy Deertrack, July 20, 2015 

Comment 1: This section assesses whether the project, as designed, would have a 
substantial adverse effect on scenic vistas, and concludes that the impact 
is "less than significant," with or without mitigation. Yet in this section, the 
City admits the surrounding district was built to a height of two stories, 
consistently with the Las Palmas Historic District Guidelines, and admits 
that construction is anticipated to a height of thirty to fifty feet. Firstly, 
lowering portions of the building at one end to below 35 feet does not 
relate to visual impact assessment, because the baseline is not "before 
and after" the previous proposal for this project. This is environmental 
baseline review. What is missing, at the least, are "visual simulation 
studies," considering the applicant wants to violate the High Rise 
Standards. Visual simulation studies do not cure the illegality of building 
beyond set standards, but it would at least inform the general public of the 
degree of damage from not following its laws. What does the view look 
like when one follows the District standards, what does the view look like 
when standards are violated? Perhaps the difference would stimulate the 
City to respect its General Plan limitations. 

The discussion under aesthetics also discusses citywide building styles 
(contemporary). The standard for this district is not citywide, it is those 
standards set forth in the Las Palmas Historic District Guidelines, which 
are not referenced. Overall, the viewshed discussion is conclusionary and 
contains no data to support its conclusions. The greatest question is this 
- if this building results in a greater height, mass, floor area ratio, and 
intensity of use than allowed in this District, how can the City conclude that 
mitigation has been adequate. Is the City saying that a building cannot be 
designed to meet the standards and remain feasible? If that is the 
argument, either change the standards, or demonstrate that following 
these standards is infeasible. Neither has been considered. 
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Response: As regards the lack of reference to both the Las Palmas Historic District 
and the lack of visual simulations, the comment is incorrect. Please see 
response to Naficy Comment #3 and 4. 

Comment 2: The discussion centers around the evaluation of the Historic Site 
Preservation Board (HSPB), but (rather amazingly), the HSPB has not 
evaluated this project!! The HSPB evaluated the previous project that is 
compared in the Summary of Project Changes at page 2 of the IS/MND, 
but there are major modifications between the previous proposal and this 
proposal. What the City has done, and it appears quite improper, is to 
take the recommendations of the HSPB from a previous evaluation, and 
transplant them into a new project, only about half-heartedly, because in 
one breath, the MND suggests that the recommendations are incorporated 
into the new design, and in the other breath, it is very apparent they are 
not, because the recommendation was that the height be lowered across
the-board, and this has not been accomplished. In my previous letter, I 
recommended that the HSPB review this project and the City review for 
possible incorporation before the City can make any claim that its project 
is fully mitigated. Why is the City saying that this project height was 
reduced four feet? Only in certain limited areas, but not across the board! 
This is a misleading and inaccurate statement. 

The greatest failing of this section of the IS/MND is the failure to properly 
evaluate the standards of the Las Palmas Historic District Guidelines and 
how they apply to this project. 

Response: The project has not significantly changed in mass or form from that 
originally reviewed by the HSPB. The conditions recommended by the 
HSPB have been incorporated as recommended mitigation measures in 
the Initial Study, which is the appropriate disposition of the HSPB's role as 
an advisory body to the City Council in the area of cultural resources. 
CEQA requires that these mitigation measures be incorporated if the 
project is to go ahead. Please also see response to Naficy comment #8. 

As relates to the review of the District Guidelines, this task was 
undertaken by HSPB, the City Council's advisory body in matters of 
historic resources. The HSPB found the project to be conditionally 
acceptable, and those findings are correctly reported in the Initial Study. 

Comment 3: I hereby attach and incorporate the evaluation of Miller Starr Regalia in 
their comment letter to the Orchid Tree Inn, dated April 21, 2015, page 12-
14 and suggest that after this excellent analysis of the City's failure to 
comply with environmental hazard conditions, the City has duplicated the 
same failure to adequately assess the asbestos and mold factors in this 
case. I am more than a bit sensitive to this issue, because I spent five 
weeks ill after Mr. Wessman, on the Dakota Project, excavated thirty-five 
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feet and transported unanalyzed soils from the Downtown Project to a 
residential project. It is really time for the City of Palm Springs to come to 
terms on this issue! 

Response: Please see response to Frith Comment #13. 

Comment 4: The IS/MND concludes at page 30 that this project does not "Conflict with 
any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with 
jurisdiction over the project .... " This conclusion is patently absurd. I 
would incorporate into my comments the analysis of ABCD, in a comment 
letter received on this project dated February 25, 2015. The egregious 
violation is the "cherry-picking" that has been so well established, without 
justification, that the applicant would seek the use of the High-Rise 
Ordinance in order to entitle this project to build to a height of fifty feet, 
and then seek a waiver of the 3:1 setback and open space requirements. 
It has been well discussed that the City also considers open space to be 
the dance floor on the fourth floor bar, against the express language of its 
open space ordinance, which requires ground-level landscaping. 

Response: Please see response to Hawley Comment #3. The applicant is permitted 
to request for variations in zoning standards, including the requirements of 
the highrise provisions, through a Planned Development District. This is 
the case here. 

Comment 5: This section inappropriately defers analysis of the noise impacts to the 
future at the time the applicant will apply for a music and entertainment 
permit. The potential for noise comes from the design of the building 
itself, and the choice to build an open-air bar on the fourth floor. Any 
noise impacts should be considered at the design stage, which is the 
IS/MND, and certainly are not mitigated. The City also has a horrific 
history of noise violations, which is has allowed in this same manner; by 
allowing noise in areas it is improperly zoned for, in excess of its own 
ordinances from the beginning. I have attached the conclusions of the 
noise review from Hacienda Cantina as an example. The City has opened 
seven hotels and restaurants to the Splash Party and Raves that are 
occurring with hard rock music. It is likely with this owner, or another later 
owner, that this project design will lend the City to the same temptation. 

Response: Please see response to Naficy Comment #11. The Initial Study does not 
defer mitigation. It applies the City's standard requirements to the noise 
environment the proposed project will create. 

Comment 6: The cumulative impact to be addressed is the risk of a precedent-setting 
factor of changing an historic district from a FAR of .35 to 1.0, and 
allowing the City to violate its own high rise ordinance. Once the 
precedent is set, the change in the General Plan Amendment to start 
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changing the character of the District may affect the entire nature of 
evaluation. 

Response: Please see response to Naficy comment #17. 

Ms. Roxanne Ploss 

Comment 1: This will, indeed, "substantially degrade the existing visual character or 
........... li+ .. ,.....{:+h ..... ..... ;.,..,.. .......... .-~ a ......... rrt'"lr"'~; ... ""'~" It ic- rliffi ...... dt tn llnrloret-:::~nrl hn.\111 
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such a radical departure from the existing architecture, height and density, 
would not be considered a "degradation" of the existing visual character. 
The applicant admits that the project will "result in a greater view blockage 
at the north end of the property"; this area has always been parking lot 
and therefore offered no obstruction to the nearby small hotels. Noting 
that this will "result in blocking of the lower part of the ... mountains ... but 
the peaks will remain visible" is insensitive, at best. Indeed, the 
renderings shared with the Planning Commission on 6/24/15 
GRAPHICALLY show this loss of mountain views! 

Response: Please see response to Naficy Comment #3. 

Comment 2: Quite simply the "Environmental Setting and Surrounding Land Sites" are 
all included in the Las Palmas Historic Business District so designated by 
the Palm Springs City Council. In order to protect the very reason for 
historic districts, this proposal should be seriously re-investigated as NOT 
being compliant with the Guidelines listed for said district. The MND 
actually makes NO mention of the historic nature of the district which 
should not be interpreted as mere "oversight" since this was discussed 
with the applicant many times during presentations to the HSPB. The 
historic quality of the district MUST be a primary focus (or the purpose of 
such a district is lost). 

Response: The comment is incorrect. The Initial Study repeatedly addresses the 
site's location within the District, including within the project description, 
Aesthetics and Cultural Resource sections. The Initial Study correctly 
states that the existing building on the site is not historic in nature, and 
does not contribute to the historic character of the District, and relies on 
the HSPB's review of the project, and conditional acceptance of the 
design, insofar as HSPB is the City Council's advisory body for historic 
issues. 

Comment 3: As to "other public agencies whose approval is required". The original 
proposal and another with some changes were brought before the Historic 
Sites Preservation Board. The second was approved with very strict 
conditions written into that approval. Since that time, apparently changes 
(not necessarily the ones requested) were made but have not been shown 
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to the HSPB. The Board is quite serious about preserving the district for 
future generations so that they may appreciate the evolution that is Palm 
Springs. It is unfortunate that the applicant does not feel the need to bring 
it back to the Board. It would also be more than unfortunate if, given the 
many changes, the Planning Commission does not feel the need to send 
this back to HSPB. 

Response: Please see response to Deertrack Comment 2 as relates to changes in 
the project prior to approvaL The mitigation measures recommended by 
HSPB and as may be ultimately approved by the City Council must be 
undertaken by the applicant once the Initial Study is approved and if the 
Project is approved. 

Comment 4: "must take into account the whole action involved" was given 
comparatively little weight in this study. There is no instance, as an 
example, of photos taken from the position of the casual passerby using 
the sidewalk on the eastern side of Indian Canyon. Or even passengers 
in cars driving out of town! Or of anyone sitting in the courtyard of Los 
Arboles to judge the impact on views and/or the existing noise patterns vs. 
that during construction. Both are mentioned later in, literally, a few 
words. 

Response: . The visual simulations prepared by the applicant show views from the 
east side of Indian Canyon Drive. The noise analysis in the Initial Study 
addresses existing and future noise levels. Please also see response to 
Frith Comment #9. 
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August 11, 2015 

Via Email and U.S. Mail 

Ken Lyon, Associate Planner 
Director Planning Services 
3200 E. Tahquitz Canyon Way 
Palm Springs, CA 92262 
Ken.Lyon@palmsprings-ca.gov 

RE: August 12, 2015 Planning Commission's consideration ofltem 2.B, Revised 
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration for the 750 Lofts Project, 
including application for a General Plan Amendment, PDD, etc. 

Enclosed please find the comments of Advocates for Better Community Development 
("ABCD") relative to the above-referenced project. ABCD incorporates its previous 
comments by this reference. 

No Response to Comments 

According to the Staff Report, the Planning Commission voted to continue the July 22, 
2015 hearing "at the request of staff, pending a response to comments received during the 
recirculation of the Initial Study/MND." Yet, the current Staff Report does not include a 
response to any of the comments submitted by the public, including ABCD. Staffs 
failure to respond to public comments, including those of ABCD, prevents both the public 
and the Planning Commission from understanding whether and on what basis Staff 
(apparently) disagrees with the arguments and points raised by public comments. Staffs 
practice of essentially ignoring public comments precludes informed decision-making on 
the part of the Planning Commission and is antithetical to the principle of informed 
decision making. 

Staff's analysis has been inexplicably revised 

As ABCD explained in its July 20, 2015 letter, the June 24, 2015 Staff Report catalogued 
some of the Project's inconsistencies and incompatibilities with the Las Palmas Business 
Historic District and the surrounding architecture. For example, in discussing the 
relationship between the Project and adjoining developments and the immediate 
neighborhood, in June 2015 Staff observed that "the project as revised does not relate as 
successfully to the existing structures due to the changes in materials, massing and 

detailing .... The "floating" appearance of the building, due to the setback of first floor 
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spaces from the edge of the sidewalk and use of columns to support the upper levels of the 
building, contrasts greatly with the single-story buildings on either side of the structure." June 24, 

2015 Staff Report at 10. In contrast, the August 12, 2015 Staff Report now claims the proposed 
structure is "generally consistent with the materials and details utilized by other modern structures 
in the district, .... " but no longer states that the floating appearance of the building "contrasts 
greatly" with the immediately adjacent buildings. August 12, 2015 Staff Report, at 11. 

Likewise, the June 24, 2015 Staff Report explained that the "extensive use of architectural concrete 
is considerably different than the materials used on nearby structures, and contrasts greatly with 
other buildings within the district." June 24, 2015 Staff Report at II. It also stated that the size 
and design of the Project "may overwhelm existing adjacent buildings, ... " Ibid. The August 
Staff Report no longer notes the contrast between the architectural materials proposed for the 
Project and those used on the nearby structures and no longer concludes that the Project would 
greatly contrast with or may overwhelm adjacent buildings. The August 2015 Staff Report now 
reaches the opposite conclusion, claiming that "overall, the design of the project is generally 
harmonious consistent in its composition." August 2015 Stall' Report at 12. 

The Staff Report fails to explain this radically different analysis and conclusions relative to the 
compatibility of the Project with the immediately surrounding neighborhood. The analysis and 
conclusions of the August Staff Report must therefore be rejected because the Staffs unexplained 
departure from its own previous analysis and conclusions is arbitrary and capricious. 

The IS/MND and Staff Report fail to analyze the Project's potential incompatibility with the 
Las Pal mas Business Historic District 

According to the MND, the Project can cause a potentially significant impact on a historical 
resources as defined in CEQA Guideline § 15064.5. The MND concludes that with the imposition 
of Mitigation Measures (MM) V-1, V-2 and V-3, said impact would be reduced to a less than 
significant level. Despite this analysis and conclusion, the Staff Report describes these mitigation 
measures as "recommendations" of the Historic Site Preservation Board ("HSPB") which the City 
Council may decide to reject. None of these mitigation measures have been proposed as a 
condition of approval and Staff claims it would be up to the City Council's discretion whether they 
are appropriate. August 12, 2015 Staff Report at 9. Accordingly, the MND does not reflect the 
City's proposed findings or the Staffs description of the Project, which still depicts the Project as 
between 29 to 34 feet high. 

As it appears that the applicant has not agreed to reduce the Project height as required by MM V -1 

& V-2, (1) the Initial Study must be revised to conclude that the Project's impact on cultural 
resources will be potentially significant and (2) the Project's impact on cultural resources (i.e. the 
Las Palmas Business Historic District) must be analyzed by preparing an Environmental Impact 
Report. 
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Project does not conform to Planning Department Condition PLN 14 
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According to Condition of Approval PLN 14, "vehicles associated with the operation of the 

proposed development ... shall not be permitted to park off the proposed building site unless 
parking management plan has been approved." Yet, the Staff Report indicates that "no loading 
space will be provided on site; the applicant has indicated that delivery vehicles will either park in 
the on-site driveway or the nearby on-street parking space." Staff Report page 7. This patent 
contradiction must be addressed. 

Likewise, the MND and the parking reports in the record do not account for staff parking. There is 
no analysis of how many of the onsite parking spaces will be taken by staff or delivery. As such, 

the MND's analysis of Project parking is inherently inaccurate and not based on substantial 
evidence. 

Planning Department PLN 18 shows MND defers analvsis of the Project's noise impact and 
mitigation 

The MND concluded that the Project would not result in a substantial increase in periodic noise 
levels in the project's vicinity above existing levels and would not expose anyone to noise levels 
above City standards. These conclusions were largely based on the premise that the Project would 
be required to comply with the City's noise ordinance, which the MND claims the City enforces 
through citation. ABCD's July 20, 2015letter explained that this analysis and the corresponding 
assumptions violate CEQA. 

PLN 18 supports ABCD's argument that the MND's noise analysis is fundamentally flawed and 
does not meet the requirements of CEQ A. "PLN 18 Sound Attenuation Plan for Rooftop Bar" 
requires the Developer to prepare a future acoustical "study or report and associated drawings, 
details or other documentation to substantiate the adequacy of the perimeter walls, solid railings or 
other physical devices, barriers or surface.characteristics necessary to control or mitigate the 
potential for the transmission of nuisance noise generated from the rooftop bar." 

PLN 18 essentially admits that the Project as proposed is capable of generate nuisance noise from 
the rooftop bar. The MND fails to acknowledge this potential. PLN 18, moreover, demonstrates 
that the City expects structural measures (i.e. walls, railings, barriers or other physical devices) 
would mitigate the potential noise impacts. The MND fails even to mention such physical 

mitigation measures; it only cites code enforcement as noise mitigation. The MND therefore is 
misleading and inadequate. 

Even if the MND had described PLN 18, it would still not pass legal muster because PLN 18 
impermissibly defers the formulation of mitigation measures without any explanation or adequate 
performance standards. Where practical considerations prevent formulation of mitigation measures 
early in the planning process (e.g., at zoning stage), the agency can commit itself to eventually 

devising measures that will satisfy specific performance criteria articulated at the time of project 
approval. CEQA Guideline §15126.4(a)(1)(B); Sacramento Old City Assn. v. City Council, 
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(1991) 229 Cal. App. 3d 1011, 1028-1029. Here, the City's approach violates CEQA because the 
City (1) has failed to articulate any reasons for deferring the formulation of noise mitigation 
measures, and (2) has failed to adopt specific performance criteria for said noise mitigation. 

Conclusion 

For these and other reasons stated in ABCD's July 20,2015 comment letter, I urge you to 
recommend denial of the Project at this time. 

/s/ Babak Naficy 
Babak Naficy, Attorney at Law 

cc. Flinn Fagg, Director of Planning 
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Claire Best Hawley 

clairepbest@gmail.com 

1162 San Jacinto Way, Palm Springs, CA 92262 

323 377 4724 

August 12, 2015 

Planning Commission 
City of Palm Springs 
3200 East Tahquitz Canyon Way 
Palm Springs, CA 92262 

Attention: James Thompson, City Clerk 

Re: 750 Lofts, LLC proposed mixed use hotel development at 750 North Palm Canyon Drive I Case nos. 

5.1350 POD 374 I GPA I CUP and 3.3795 MAJ 

To Whom it May Concern: 

I am unable to attend the hearing regarding the 750 Lofts, LLC building application at 750 North Palm 

Canyon. However, as a follow up to my earlier emails to the City on the matter, it appears that the 

changes that have been made to the application have not satisfactorily answered the concerns raised in 

the initial application. For this reason, I appeal to the Planning Commission to thoroughly and carefully 

review compliance and where the project does not meet current standards to really question what the 

value is of granting permission. Granting permission to this particular project in this particular location 

sets a dangerous precedent which would likely be the catalyst for the entire landscape of the Uptown 

Design district to change and become more of a high-rise and dense commercial district such as the 

unfortunate knock-on effect of the Hyatt's construction on the corner of Tahquitz and Palm Canyon. 

One might argue that the Hyatt's construction has been beneficial to surrounding properties but apart 

from the chains such as Coffee Bean and Starbucks, the local and more charming and individual retailers 

have suffered because there is no overriding feeling of quintessential Palm Springs now on that block. 

The old Spanish buildings have been dwarfed by the Hyatt and the smaller retailers and restaurants 

seem to struggle to stay open. By contrast, when we bought our house in the Movie Colony East/Ruth 

Hardy Park area of Palm Springs, the Uptown Design District was far more harmonious to the eye and 

therefore to the would be shopper, diner or hotel guest. The low-impact architecture of places such as 

Birba and the Trina Turk shop are harmonious with the desert landscape and mountains and have 

proved that harmony in city planning and in the kinds of businesses in a particular area are a successful 

way of building a district's profile. If the City allows the 750 Lofts project to pass, that harmony is 

disrupted, the skyline changes and the neighboring businesses will be dwarfed, struggling for a new 

identity in the shadow of a building which, by comparison, is giant and out of place. 

The architecture of the proposed 750 Lofts project may well be pleasing to the eye when it is seen out of 

context but the effect of any building on a neighborhood which defies the existing codes and creates a 
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new skyline needs a full, thorough and non-biased Environmental impact report. Whichever way you 

look at it, the neighboring businesses and residences will be affected by the appearance of such a 

structure. Those businesses such as Los Arboles Hotel which currently boasts unobstructed mountain 

views as an attraction to its guests, will no longer be able to advertise these because the 750 Lofts 

Project will clearly block that view. Residences in the Movie Colony neighborhood will be impacted due 

to the lack of adequate on-site parking at the 750 Lofts project, their views to the mountains will be 

partially blocked by the height of the structure and they will likely be subjected to the noise emanating 

from the open air rooftop bar and pool. 

The dangerous precedent that this project sets in one of the areas of Palm Springs which has been 

extremely well preserved to date, needs the utmost consideration. While it may be just one exception to 

the rules today, other developers will have every right to be able to use it as an example for further 

variations and waivers down the line. Before long, the atmosphere will change completely with a new 

skyline, obstructed mountain views, traffic congestion and parking problems. The businesses that have 

carefully tallied their models to be cohesive with and compliment the surrounding businesses will have 

to rethink their strategy and may well be forced out of the neighborhood. 

This cannot be a desirable outcome when the area has worked hard to garner the positive coverage it 

currently receives in the local and international press, Trip Advisor and other go-to tourist sites. 

Obstructing the skyline cannot be so readily accepted as a consequence when the City and residents of 

the Movie Colony and Las Pal mas districts have worked hard to remove overhead cables in order to 

provide a clear view of the San Jacinto Mountains. 

The noise from a rooftop bar and pool cannot be so easily ignored when there are residential 

neighborhoods within 500 feet of the project. 

Palm Springs has suffered in the past as a result of decisions to allow the construction of anomalies 

which go against the zoning codes. The long -term impact of the decision to allow the current plan for 

750 Lofts cannot be overlooked just to appease a developer and associated parties who are eager to 

profit at the City's residents', businesses' and taxpayers' expense. 

Sincerely, 

Claire Best Hawley 

ZIPage 2Pf ..... 
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Vacation Palm Springs Real Estate Inc. 11276 N. Palm Canyon Drive 2111 Palm Springs, California 92262 I 760.778.7832 

Dear Palm Springs Planning Commission: 

As the General Manager of a business in Uptown Palm Springs, new businesses and development 
in Uptown are of great interest. The proposed 750 Lofts is a project I'm in favor of. I believe the 
39 room boutique hotel fits well into the neighborhood, especially since it will replace a building 
in disrepair. This project will help the current forward momentum of Uptown Palm Springs in 
attracting more high end tourist clientele that enjoys and appreciates the relaxed feel and culture 
of Uptown with all its wonderful retailers and art galleries. 

Thank you for your consideration in this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Davis Meyer 
Executive General Manager 
Vacation Palm Springs 
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August 12, 2015 

Dear Palm Springs Planning Commission: 

My name is J. Chris Mobley and I am the owner of Just Modern Inc. in the Uptown 
Design District of Palm Springs. I am in favor of the proposed 750 Lofts project and 
believe that its size as a 39-room boutique hotel will be a great addition to the 
neighborhood. Additionally, this project will be a tremendous benefit to the numerous 
retail stores, restaurants and galleries in the Uptown Design District, by attracting a 
high end tourist clientele. 

Best regards, 

J. Chris Mobley 
President - Just Modern Inc. 

203 



RECEIVED 
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-------------------------P,Lb~~~;rr,· ,rer·__, SERVICES 
DEPARTMENT 

August 9, 2015 

To: Palm Springs Planning Commission 

RE: 750 LOFTS PROJECT 

We are the owners of Pelago in the Uptown Design District Palm Springs. We are 
in favor of the 750 Lofts project and believe that its size as a 39 room boutique 
hotel fits well into the neighborhood, especially since it will be removing a 
blighted old bank building in disrepair. And we think this project will help the 
momentum of Uptown Palm Springs in attracting a high end tourist clientele that 
enjoys and appreciates the relaxed feel and culture of Uptown with all its 
\"Jonderfu! retailers and art galleries. 

Sincerely, 

(fo,M_~ 
Mark Wallaert 

if.:tt~ ~~~ 
William Fidrych f' 

901 North Palm Canyon Drive #105 Palm Springs, CA 92262 760·322·3999 
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1504 Marsh Street 

San Luis Obispo 

California 93401 

ph: 805-593-0926 

tax: 805-593-0946 

::>aboknulicy<<i·>bcglobul. ne < 

.-----------------------Low Office of B a ba k N afi c y 

July 20, 2015 

Via Email and U.S. Mail 

Ken Lyon, Associate Planner 

Director Planning Services 
3200 E. Tahquitz Canyon Way 

Palm Springs, CA 92262 
Ken.Lyon@palmsprings-ca.gov 

RE: Comments regarding the Revised Initial Study/Mitigated Negative 

Declaration for the 750 Lofts Project 

Enclosed please find the comments of Advocates for Better Community Development 

relative to the above-referenced project. 

Aesthetics 

The JvfND' s discussion of aesthetics claims the project is located '"immediately north of 

the Central Business District" This is not accurate as the project is not located 

immediately north. It is immediately surrounding by the Las Palmas Business District. 

The MND does not include the drawings provided by the applicant for consideration by 

the Planning Commission on June 24,2015. These renderings do a much better job of 

depicting the project design, and more importantly, allow adequate analysis of the 

potential aesthetic/view shed impacts. 

The MND's analysis of consistency with neighborhood is far less detailed and 

comprehensive than the staff report that was provided to the Planning Commission in 

June. The MND must be revised and recirculated to reflect the staffs comments 

regarding the project's inconsistency with the neighboring buildings and potential glare 

The MND states: 

The construction of the proposed project will result in a greater view 

blockage at the north end of the property, because of the added height of 
the building. Views on the north-south trending portion of the building will 

result in blocking of the lower part of the San Jacinto mountains from 

Indian Canyon Drive, but the peaks will remain visible 
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This explanation is inconsistent with the renderings provided by the applicant, which show the 
views of the mountains will be completely blocked along Indian Canyon Drive. Moreover, these 
renderings show that the Project will have a significant cumulative impact on views because the 
project site is the last location along Indian Canyon Drive where views of the San Jacinto 
Mountains are currently clearly visible. 

The MND fails to adequately describe the project setting. The discussion of the project setting in 
the aesthetics section of the MND is wholly misleading as it fails to mention that the proposed 
project site is located within the Las Palmas Historic District. To claim that the project 
surroundings is "as an urban environment" is very misleading because it leads the reader to believe 
the project surroundings has no particular cultural/historic significance. 

Moreover, the MND's claim that the "contemporary style" of the proposed building is widely 
present in the City is again very misleading because the project's "contemporary style" is not 
widespread in the Las Palmas district where the project is proposed. The fact that contemporary 

style may be prevalent in other parts of the City is irrelevant and should be stricken. 

The MND's discussion of the project's potential impact on the visual character of the area must 
therefore be revised, as the MND's discussion of this topic does not even hint that the proposed 
building is wholly incongruent with the historic setting of the project: 

The visual character of the site and its surroundings is characterized as an urban 
environment. The Uptown district is fully developed with a mix of uses, primarily 
oriented to resort and retail. The proposed building will be in a contemporary style 
which is widely present in the City. 

The MND Aesthetics section's description of the project setting is inconsistent with the project 
setting discussion in the cultural resources section of the MND, which states: "The proposed 
project site is currently developed. It occurs in the Las Palmas Business Historic District, a locally 
designated historic district." The MND's discussion of the project setting must be consistent and 

not a moving target. 

The proposed project's height and mass is another reason the project will likely result in a 
significant visual impact. Here, the MND admits that the proposed project will be taller than the 
existing structures, but fails to include any diagrams to show the height disparity. More 
significantly, the MND mentions that the building's mass has been reduced in some places: 

The building will be taller than existing structures, and will result in greater mass 
across the property. The mass of the northern portion of the site, however, has been 
reduced from the previous design, as has the mass on the north-south trending 
portion of the building. Impacts associated with the visual character of the site are 
expected to be less than significant. 
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This fact alone is legally irrelevant to the discussion of whether the proposed project will have a 
significant visual impact because of its incongruous mass (and height). The fact that the mass has 
been reduced in the revised project does not amount to substantial evidence supporting a 
conclusion that the proposed project's visual impact will be less than significant. 

As mentioned above, the June 24, 2015 staff report included a number of comments about the 
project's inconsistency with the visual character of the district and the adjacent buildings in its 
discussion of the findings necessary for project approval. It is not clear why the MND does not 
include these comments. The staff comments amount to substantial evidence supporting a c 
conclusion that the project's visual impact will be significant and therefore need to be analyzed in 
an EIR. ABCD hereby incorporates the June 24,2015 staff report into these comments. 

Air Quality 

The MND claims: 

The Palm Springs General Plan Land Use Plan serves as the basis for the 
assumptions used in the SCAQMD AQMP. The project is consistent with the 
development already occurring in the area, and generally consistent with the land 
use designations for the Uptown district. Therefore, it will not exceed AQMP 
assumptions or criteria, or result in inconsistencies with the AQMP. 

This claim is false. As the MND itself admits, the project requires a significant General Plan 
Amendment to change the project's land use designation from Neighborhood/Community 
Commercial (NCC) to Mixed Use/Multi-Use- CBD. This amendment would allow triple the 
amount of density allowed under the NCC designation. The proposed project will be twice as tall 
as the type of buildings allowed under the existing land use designation. Accordingly, the MND's 
vague claim that "the project is consistent with the development already occurring in the area, and 
generally consistent with the land use designation for the Uptown district" is misleading, 
inaccurate and false. 

Because the proposed project is inconsistent with the General Plan that was the basis for the 
assumptions used in the SCAQMD's 2012 Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP), the MND's 
conclusion that the Project is consistent with all applicable air quality management plans must be 
rejected. It can thus be fairly argued that the project may have a significant impact on air quality 
because it may thwart the attainment of the 2012 AQMP. 

Cultural Resources 

The design of the proposed project has undergone some changes, therefore the project must be 
reviewed again by the Historic Site Preservation Board ("HSPB"). The current more modem 
design is wholly inconsistent with the historic significance of the Las Palmas Business Historic 
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District. This is especially important because the June 24, 2015 staff report to the Planning 
Commission identified several areas of inconsistency with the neighboring buildings. Owing to 
the project design changes, the MND's presumed conclusion that the projects' impacts to a 

historical resource will be less than significant with mitigation is no longer valid nor warranted 

based on the evidence in the record. 

While the MND assumes that the with the implementation of the mitigation measures imposed by 
the HSPB, the project will have a less than significant impact on a historical resource, there is no 

evidence in the record to suggest the project will be mitigated as required by HSPB. In fact, the 
project description does not indicate that the project's height will be reduced as required by MM 

V-I and V -2. This inconsistency in project description must be addressed and lvfND must be 

recirculated. 

The evidence supports a conclusion that the project as proposed will have a significant impact on a 

historic resource. 

Land Use 

The project will require a General Plan Amendment from NCC to CBD to allow greater density. 

As ABCD has explained in its previous letters to the City in connection with this project, the 

proposed project creates a significant land use conflict with the surrounding development, all 

which are currently designated NCC and are only one or two stories high. 

As ABCD has already explained, the General Plan Amendment amounts to spot zoning because it 

would establish an island of CBD land surrounded by NCC, i.e., one or two story buildings with 

one third of the density allowed under the CBD designation. Spot zoning is illegal. Foothill 
Communities Coal. v. Cnty. of Orange (2014) 222 Cal. 1\pp. 4th 1302, 1314("the creation of an 

island of property with less restrictive zoning in the middle of properties with more 

restrictive zoning is spotzoning.'') Spot zoning may be permissible if and only if it serves a 

compelling public need. ld. In this instance, the change to CBD land use designation does not 

serve any compelling public interest; it merely serves the financial interests of the applicant. 

Accordingly. it is not permissible under California law. The MND is legally inadequate to the 
extent that it docs not address the issue of spot zoning. 

The proposed project is inconsistent with Palm Springs Municipal Code §97.03.02 which 

provides: 

A trash enclosure shall be provided for all uses in each zone district, except single

family zones. The requirements ofthis section shall not apply in the C-M, M-1, M-
1-P and M-2 zones when a property is completely enclosed by walls and buildings. 

The trash enclosure shall be constructed so that the contents, including trash 

containers, shall not be visible from a height of five (5) feet above ground level on 
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any street frontage. 

The MND fails to note that the proposed project is inconsistent with the Palm Springs Municipal 
Code requirement that requires adequate trash enclosures. 

The MND's analysis of project noise impacts is legally inadequate. The MND assumes without 
any evidence that the noise levels along North Palm Canyon and North Indian Canyon Drives are 
approximately 70 dB a. This speculative attempt at establishing ambient and/or baseline noise 
levels is wholly inadequate. Moreover, PSMC §ll.74.031 Noise level limit specifically states that 
"the noise level or sound level referred to in this section shall mean the higher of the following: (I) 
Actual measured ambient noise level." (Emphasis added.) Accordingly, the MND's attempt to 

speculate about the ambient noise levels is prohibited by the Municipal Code. 

The MND fails to actually measure noise levels at different times of the day in order to establish 
noise levels in the project's vicinity. The MND acknowledges that ambient noise levels vary 
greatly depending on the time of day, but makes no effort to measure different noise levels 
depending on the time of day. Baseline noise levels must be measured to retlect that actual 
physical conditions of the site. CEQA Guideline §15125(a). 

Where, as here, the City has not actually measured ambient noise levels, the Code provides the 
following maximum noise levels in commercial districts: 50 dB a from I 0 pm to 6 a.m., 55 dB a 
from 6 pm to 10 pm, and 60 dB a from 7 a.m. to 6 p.m .. Accordingly, unless the MND establishes 
actual ambient noise levels during these relevant time periods, for the purpose of environmental 
analysis the City must assume these noise limits for the purpose of environmental review of the 
project. 

The MND's noise analysis fails to describe the potential combined potential noise generated by the 
rooftop and first tloor bars based on the type of "entertainment" allowed at these establishments. 
Clearly, live or amplified music is very much on the menu at these establishments, as the project 
description mentions "entertainment" as possible use, and the MND contemplates weddings at the 
rooftop bar and enclosed event center. The MND fails to establish expected noise levels with live 
or amplified music. Moreover, the MND fails to acknowledge that noise from the cocktail 
lounge/bars tend to increase as bar patrons get more inebriated. 

The MND speculates that the project can comply with the City's noise ordinance, which limits 
noise levels to no more than 3dBa over background levels. The MND speculates that at night, that 
level would be 63 dBa, but otherwise fails to explain how it arrived at this number. Without any 
substantial evidence, this is nothing more than speculation. There is no substantial evidence 
supporting the MND' s noise predictions. 
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The MND concludes that the proposed project's noise impact would be less than significant in part 
because the MND assumes that the project would be required to comply with the City's noise 
ordinance requirements, "which the City enforces through citation." MND at 33. There is no 
evidence in the record, however, to show city enforcement has been or will ever be an effective 
mechanism to ensure compliance with the noise ordinance. Where, as here, the lead agency 
purports to rely on enforcement as a means of ensuring a potentially significant impact would be 
reduced to a less than significant level, such reliance must be based on evidence that enforcement 
'.vould be effective. See, California..11s for i~dternatives to Taxies v. Dept. of Food and A .. gric (2005) 
136 Cai.App.4'" 1, 17 ("Compliance with the law is not enough to support a finding of no 
significant impact under the CEQA.") 

Traffic Impacts. 

The MND's analysis of traffic and circulation impacts is deficient for a number of reasons as set 

forth below. 

The traffic study is not attached, therefore it is impossible to discern what assumptions informed 
that parking analysis. 

Contrary to the MND's conclusion, the analysis provided in the MND shows the project will likely 
result in a cumulatively significant traffic impact. The MND states: "the project will contribute to 
the need for future improvements, but is not responsible for them. Therefore, in order to mitigate 
impacts associated with the proposed project, the TIS recommends the payment of fair share fees 
toward the required improvements. This mitigation measure will assure that impacts associated 
with the proposed project are less than significant." MND at p. 39. 

This analysis violates CEQA because it fails to identifY any evidence justifYing the conclusion that 
the necessary traffic improvements will be timely implemented. In fact, the MND fails to state 
whether the City currently has any plans to implement the necessary traffic improvements, what 
these improvements consist ot; what other agency(ies) will be involved or whether the City has set 
up a fund to pay for the proposed improvements, etc. CEQA Guideline §15130(a)(3). Without 
this information, the conclusion that the traffic impacts will be less than significant is not 
supported by substantial evidence, and a fair argument can be made that the project traffic impacts 
will be significant even with the proposed "mitigation." Anderson First Coalition v. Citv of 
Anderson (2005) 130 Cal.App.4'" 1173, 1187 ("Fair share" mitigation programs are adequate only 
if they are "part of a reasonable plan of actual mitigation that the relevant agency commits itself to 
implementing."). 

The MND fails to analyze the traffic impacts of the applicant's proposal to have 
hotel/bar/restaurant delivery trucks utilize the hotel driveways and/or on-street parking. It is 
likely that by parking delivery trucks on the street, the project would result in traffic delays that are 
not adequately analyzed. Likewise, the impacts of delivery trucks parking on driveways during 
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delivery is not explained. The evidence suggests the project will have a significant impact on 
traffic and circulation. 

Parking 

The Parking Study on which the MND relies is flawed and does not amount to substantial evidence 
supporting the MND's conclusion that the Project will provide adequate parking. 

The Parking Study/MND fails to adequately account for the parking demand generated by the 
project. The Parking Study/MND fail to account for the roof-top event center, which can 
accommodate special events such as weddings. The Parking Study does not account for parking 
needed for such events. 

The Parking Study fails to account for the need for employee parking, which the Palm Springs 
Code provides may utilize the facility's off-site parking. 

The Parking Study claims the project would provide 74 parking spots, but the MND makes it clear 
that the project will include only 72 spots. This discrepancy is not explained. 

The Parking Study assumes 33 lounge area seats and 34 seats in the roof-top area, for a total of 67 
seats total for the bar and lounge areas. These assumptions contradict the MND's claim that the 

first floor lounge will include 40 seats, and the rooftop will accommodate another 80 seats, for a 
total of 120 seats. 

The City code requires one parking space for each 35 square feet of restaurant space. At 4,722 
square feet, the proposed restaurant is required to provide 134.9 spaces. The parking study rounds 
this number down to 134 instead of 135. 

The MND assumes a total of92 parking spaces, assuming an additional20 spaces as a result of 
valet parking. The Parking Study assumes 34 additional parking spaces, without a hint of 
explanation or evidence. This discrepancy is not explained or even noted. 

The Parking Study apparently assumes a very high (50%) mode adjustment in large part because 
of the alleged proximity of the restaurant and bar/lounges to a "resort hotel." See, page 2-l. This 
is a false assumption because far from being a "resort hotel", the proposed hotel is a small 
boutique type hotel with only 39 rooms equipped with full kitchens. Even if every one of the hotel 
residents patronized the bar/restaurant at the same time, they would still not account for a 50% 
reduction in these facilities parking demand. Because of the onsite kitchens, it is likely that only a 
fraction of the hotel guests will use the lounge/bar or restaurant during a stay; if the hotel guests 
intended to eat out, why would they spend the extra money on a kitchen? Accordingly, the 50% 
parking adjustment is wholly unreasonable and justified by the record. The evidence in the record 
thus supports a fair argument that the project will not have enough parking capacity because the 
50% capture rate is unreasonable. 
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Utilities 

Despite California's ongoing historic drought, the MND fails to adequately assess the project's 
water demand or analyze the proposed project's potential impact on water supplies. 

The MND claims the project will generate a demand of 6.8 acre feet per year ("afy"), but does not 
explain how this figure was arrived at. The reference to the Coachella Valley Water District 
Annual Factor by Development type does not help the reader figure out how the MND arrived at 
the 6.8 afy figure. 

The MND fails to analyze project impacts on water supplies. It concludes, without citing any 
evidence or analysis, that "conservation measures and groundwater replenishment programs will 
make it possible to meet increasing demand." MND at 42. This cursory statement is a far cry 
tram an adequate analysis of project impacts on a water supply required by CEQA. 

The MND ignores the Governor's Executive Order B-29-15, which requires all cities and towns to 
reduce their water use by a minimum of25% compared to 2013 levels, which in the case of Desert 
Water Agency, translates to a staggering 36% reduction. Given the current drought conditions and 
the mandated cutbacks, substantial evidence supports a fair argument that the proposed hotel, 
restaurant, pool, spa, etc. will have a significant impact on water supplies. Voices for Rural Living 
v. ElDorado Irrigation Dist. (2012) 209 Cal.App.4th 1096, 1111-1113 (water analysis must take 
into account effects of drought and climate change on water supply). 

Growth Inducing Impacts 

The record supports a fair argument that the project will likely have a significant growth-inducing 
impact by making it more likely that more intense, massive and dense development would occur in 
the Las Palmas Business Historic District. See, CEQA Guideline §15126.2 (d) ("Discuss the ways 
in which the proposed project could foster economic or population growth, or the construction of 
additional housing, either directly or indirectly, in the surrounding environment.") 

Heretofore, development in the Las Palmas District had been limited to one or two story 
neighborhood-serving businesses. The proposed project will require the conversion of the project 
site to CBD land use designation which allows three times (3) the density as compared to the 

underlying NCC. The project would introduce four-story buildings in place of one or two story 
buildings that exist in the neighborhood at this time. The project undeniably sets a precedent for 
no setback, massive and dense development in this District. 

Accordingly, by approving this project, the City will stimulate future development in the Las 
Palmas District that will be more dense, taller and more massive. Stanislaus Audubon Soc'y. Inc. 
v. Cnty. of Stanislaus ( 1995) 33 Cal. App. 4th 144, 154 (substantial evidence supported the 
conclusion that a new golf course would induce growth in part because it "may set a precedent for 
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growth not anticipated by the general plan.") 

Evidence that the Project would foster growth include the applicant"s attorney's statement that the 
project would "revitalize Indian Canyon" Drive. 

Conclusion 

As set forth above, the MND is inadequate and fails to comply with the mandates of CEQ A. The 
evidence in the record supports a fair argument that the proposed project may have a significant 
impact on the environment in the areas of aesthetics, air quality, land use, cultural resources, noise, 
traffic/parking and water supply (utilities). Accordingly, the City must prepare an EIR before the 
project can be approved as proposed. 

Babak Naficy, Attorney at Law 

cc. Flinn Fagg, Director of Planning 
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RESPONSE TO MND 

Judy Deertrack 
1333 South Belardo Road, Apt 510 

Palm Springs, CA 92264 

To the Honorable Members of the 
City Council 
City of Palm Springs, California 

Monday, July 20, 2015 

Re: Response to Mitigated Negative Declaration I 750 Lofts 

To Whom It May Concern: 

Please be advised that it is premature for release of a Mitigated Negative Declaration on the 750 
Lofts Project, because this matter, after major revisions and modifications to the Planned 
Development District for the newest project re-design, which is also a new and major rezone action, 
has not yet been reviewed in its revised form by the City's Historic Site Preservation Board, even 
though the City determined that a necessary stage on the original review, and a later revised review. 

There is every indication that the City of Palm Springs has determined that on the second review of 
the HSPB, on a re-design, the HSPB placed a CONDITIONAL APPROVAL of the project. The City 
states that it has mitigated those concerns, even though one of the conditions is a reduction of height 
by four feet to all portions of the project. This, just taken alone, was not accomplished, and 
accordingly, a conclusion that the mitigation of HSPB was implemented, was not achieved. 

The real inconsistency is the failure to again refer the new project for HSPB review, assuming that 
their prior review would be appropriate to the new project, and how could it be? As you can see, the 
project has eliminated retail, has substantially increased the restaurant and bar spaces, and has 
made other significant fac;:ade and massing I design changes. 

Therefore, until this matter is sent to the HSPB for their advisory opinion and suggested mitigation, it 
is premature for a Mitigated Negative Declaration to be released. 

With regard, 

Judy Deertrack 



RESPONSE TO MND 

To the Honorable 
Members of the City Council 
City of Palm Springs, California 

Judy Deertrack 
1333 South Belardo Road, Apt 510 

Palm Springs, CA 92264 

Monday, July 20, 2015 

Attn: Planning Staff, Mr. Ken Lyons 

Re: Response to Mitigated Negative Declaration /750 Lofts I Second of Two Letters 

To Whom It May Concern: 

Where there is a fair argument a project "may have a significant effect upon the environment", an 
agency is required to prepare a full Environmental Impact Statement (EIR). If, after careful factual 
evaluation and either re-design, or with the imposition of conditions, the project cannot be mitigated to 
less than the significant impact standard, the EIR is unavoidable. Without a doubt, as currently 
designed and conditioned, this project requires an EIR. It is my request to the City that this be 
evaluated, and the appropriate acts taken to comply with the California Environmental Quality Act. 
The primary benefit of the full EIR is the analysis of alternative scenarios where the project could be 
built within the proper guidelines anticipated by the City's General Plan and local ordinances. 
Regardless, under the California Consistency Doctrine, the project must comply with the General 
Plan and all local ordinances in order for the City to issue a valid land use permit. 

I wish to clarify that even with the changes to the current project, the environmental baseline is NOT 
measured against the previously proposed project that has recently been revised. According to the 
Summary Table of Project Changes on page 2 of the Draft IS/MND, the building square footage has 
increased by almost 2,000sf. The retail feature has been eliminated, with use and square footage 
transferred primarily to a restaurant and bar on the first and fourth floors, with the potential for greater 
noise. The off-street parking has increased to 92 spaces from 87 spaces, but is still at least twenty 
spaces short of the required 112. 

I. AESTHETICS (a) & (c) 
This section assesses whether the project, as designed, would have a substantial adverse effect on 
scenic vistas, and concludes that the impact is "less than significant," with or without mitigation. Yet 
in this section, the City admits the surrounding district was built to a height of two stories, consistently 
with the Las Palmas Historic District Guidelines, and admits that construction is anticipated to a 
height of thirty to fifty feet. Firstly, lowering portions of the building at one end to below 35 feet does 
not relate to visual impact assessment, because the baseline is not "before and after" the previous 
proposal for this project. This is environmental baseline review. What is missing, at the least, are 
"visual simulation studies," considering the applicant wants to violate the High Rise Standards. Visual 
simulation studies do not cure the illegality of building beyond set standards, but it would at least 
inform the general public of the degree of damage from not following its laws. What does the view 
look like when one follows the District standards, what does the view look like when standards are 
violated? Perhaps the difference would stimulate the City to respect its General Plan limitations. 
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The discussion under aesthetics also discusses citywide building styles (contemporary). The 
standard for this district is not citywide, it is those standards set forth in the Las Palmas Historic 
District Guidelines, which are not referenced. Overall, the viewshed discussion is conclusionary and 
contains no data to support its conclusions. The greatest question is this- if this building results in a 
greater height, mass, floor area ratio, and intensity of use than allowed in this District, how can the 
City conclude that mitigation has been adequate. Is the City saying that a building cannot be 
designed to meet the standards and remain feasible? If that is the argument, either change the 
standards, or demonstrate that following these standards is infeasible. Neither has been considered. 

V. CULTURAL RESOURCES (a) 
The discussion centers around the evaluation of the Historic Site Preservation Board (HSPB), but 
(rather amazingly), the HSPB has not evaluated this project!! The HSPB evaluated the previous 
project that is compared in the Summary of Project Changes at page 2 of the IS/MND, but there are 
major modifications between the previous proposal and this proposal. What the City has done, and it 
appears quite improper, is to take the recommendations of the HSPB from a previous evaluation, and 
transplant them into a new project, only about half-heartedly, because in one breath, the MND 
suggests that the recommendations are incorporated into the new design, and in the other breath, it is 
very apparent they are not, because the recommendation was that the height be lowered across-the
board, and this has not been accomplished. In my previous letter, I recommended that the HSPB 
review this project and the City review for possible incorporation before the City can make any claim 
that its project is fully mitigated. Why is the City saying that this project height was reduced four feet? 
Only in certain limited areas, but not across the board! This is a misleading and inaccurate 
statement. 

The greatest failing of this section of the IS/MND is the failure to properly evaluate the standards of 
the Las Palmas Historic District Guidelines and how they apply to this project. 

VII. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS (a-c) 
I hereby attach and incorporate the evaluation of Miller Starr Regalia in their comment letter to the 
Orchid Tree Inn, dated April 21, 2015, page 12-14 and suggest that after this excellent analysis of the 
City's failure to comply with environmental hazard conditions, the City has duplicated the same failure 
to adequately assess the asbestos and mold factors in this case. I am more than a bit sensitive to 
this issue, because I spent five weeks ill after Mr. Wessman, on the Dakota Project, excavated thirty
five feet and transported unanalyzed soils from the Downtown Project to a residential project. It is 
really time for the City of Palm Springs to come to terms on this issue! 

IX. LAND USE AND PLANNING (b) 
The IS/MND concludes at page 30 that this project does not "Conflict with any applicable land use 
plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project. ... " This conclusion is 
patently absurd. i wouid incorporate into my comments the analysis of ABCO, in a comment ieiier 
received on this project dated February 25, 2015. The egregious violation is the "cherry-picking" that 
has been so well established, without justification, that the applicant would seek the use of the High
Rise Ordinance in order to entitle this project to build to a height of fifty feet, and then seek a waiver 
of the 3:1 setback and open space requirements. It has been well discussed that the City also 
considers open space to be the dance floor on the fourth floor bar, against the express language of its 
open space ordinance, which requires ground-level landscaping. 

XI. NOISE (a), (c), (d) 
This section inappropriately defers analysis of the noise impacts to the future at the time the applicant 
will apply for a music and entertainment permit. The potential for noise comes from the design of the 
building itself, and the choice to build an open-air bar on the fourth floor. Any noise impacts s~o~~ 



3 
be considered at the design stage, which is the IS/MND, and certainly are not mitigated. The City 
also has a horrific history of noise violations, which is has allowed in this same manner; by allowing 
noise in areas it is improperly zoned for, in excess of its own ordinances from the beginning. I have 
attached the conclusions of the noise review from Hacienda Cantina as an example. The City has 
opened seven hotels and restaurants to the Splash Party and Raves that are occurring with hard rock 
music. It is likely with this owner, or another later owner, that this project design will lend the City to 
the same temptation. 

XVII MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE (b) 
The cumulative impact to be addressed is the risk of a precedent-setting factor of changing an historic 
district from a FAR of .35 to 1 .0, and allowing the City to violate its own high rise ordinance. Once the 
precedent is set, the change in the General Plan Amendment to start changing the character of the 
District may affect the entire nature of evaluation. 

With regard, 

Judy Deertrack 



Re: Comments On Intent To Adopt A Mitigated Negative Declaration For The 750 Lofts 

By 

Frank Tysen 

"Advocacy for Better Community Development" 

RECEIVED 

JUL 2 0 2015 

PLANNING SERVICES 
DEPARTMENT 

My concern is the project's potential harm to the historic character of Palm Springs so crucial to our 

current success as well as our future. Specifically, I am questioning the rationale for a Mitigated 

Declaration when only a full EIR would do. 

My first critique is the staff's rating regarding two aesthetics issues (see page 11). I believe (a) and (b) 

should be rated as potentially signiftcant since the project would significantly block mountain views of 

hotels and homes immediately to the west of Indian Avenue. The question under (a) is would it have a 

substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista and (b) Substantially degrade the existing visual character 

or quality of the site and its surroundings. Staff ranked them less than significant. I believe that they 

should be rated as potentially significant since the project would significantly block mountain vistas of 

the hotels and homes immediately to the west across from Indian Avenue. This alone would qualify it 

for a full EIR. 

Secondly under Cultural Resources (page 19) the question under (a) would it cause a substantial 

adverse change in the significance of a historic resource. Staff is wrong by rating it with less than 

significant with mitigation incorporated rather than a potentially significant impact. The property is 

located in the Las Palmas Business Historic District. The historic guidelines governing this district 

suggest one and two very heights which this project would violate. 
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Thirdly, under land use and planning (page 30) the questions are (a) would it physically divide an 

established community and (b) conflict with any applicable land use, etc. Staff ranked it no impact 

and as less than significant. Both should be ranked as potentially significant impact. Using spot zoning 

with CBD zoning will certainly divide and set a dangerous precedent which could ultimately destroy 

the entire district. The Las Palm as historic business district guidelines are distinctly violated. 

Fourthly, under noise (page. 32), staff minimizes at least two categories, giving it less than significant 

impact ratings; (a) Exposure of persons to the generation of noise levels in excess of standards etc and 

(d) a substantial temporary or periodic increase of amount noise levels. Particularly, the rooftop bar is 

a real potential problem. 

Fifth, under Transportation I Traffic (page 38) (a) cause an increase of traffic etc. and (f) an increase in 

adequate parking capacity would result, staff gives it a less than significant with mitigation ranking. 

Again, both need to be looked at more closely. 

Finally, I am deeply concerned that the project can only fly if a general plan amendment is passed. 

That alone shows the level of violation of present zoning regulation. The conflict with the highrise 

ordinances is also of great concern. These are just too many issues not to require a full EIR. 
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As a two-term member of the HSPB, the designated researcher of the buildings within the Las 
Palmas Historic Business District and on the subcommittee reviewing the wording of the 
ordinance(s), I feel a very real obligation to comment on this MND and the many problems with it. 
There are several things missing altogether but, most importantly, as this proposed building is in 
the middle of an historic district, it is potentially life-changing (for the City) that the history in 
question seems to have been totally erased from the equation. 

I would ask you again to carefully study the "Las Pal mas Business Historic District Conceptual 
Design Guidelines (for new commercial construction & remodels) dated 11-05-85. Diagrams are 
included and a "bullet" list is provided as a summary. These guidelines have been the accepted 
guide for quite some time; no changes (to my knowledge) have ever been proposed. 

Thank you, Roxann Ploss 

Blue=minor amendments 

This will, indeed, "substantially degrade the existing visual character or· quality of the site and its 
surroundings". It is difficult to understand how such a radical departure from the existing 
architecture, height and density, would not be considered a "degradation" of the existing visual 
character. The applicant admits that the project will "result in a greater view blockage at the 
north end of the property"; this area has always been parking lot and therefore offered no 
obstruction to the nearby small hotels. Noting that this will"result in blocking of the lower part of 
the ... mountains ... but the peaks will remain visible" is insensitive, at best. Indeed, the renderings 
shared with the Planning Commission on6/24/15 GRAPHICALLY show this loss of mountain 
views! 

Page 3: 

Quite simply the "Environmental Setting and Surrounding Land Sites" are all included in the Las 
Pal mas Historic Business District so designated by the Palm Springs City Council. In order to 
protect the very reason for historic districts, this proposal should be seriously re-investigated as 
NOT being compliant with the Guidelines listed for said district. The MND actually makes NO 
mention of the historic nature of the district which should not be interpreted as mere "oversight" 
since this was discussed with the applicant many times during presentations to the HSPB. The 
historic quality of the district MUST be a primary focus (or· the pm·pose of such a district is lost]. 

As to "other public agencies whose approval is required". The original proposal and another with 
some changes were brought before the Historic Sites Preservation Board. The second was 
approved with very strict conditions written into that approval. Since that time, apparently 
changes (not necessarily the ones requested) were made but have not been shown to the HSPB. 
The Board is quite serious about preserving the district for future generations so that they may 
appreciate the evolution that is Palm Springs. It is unfortunate that the applicant does not feel the 
need to bring it back to the Board. It would also be more than unfortunate if, given the many 

changes, the Planning Commission does not feel the need to send this back to HSPB. ') ') 0 t:.r.. 



Page 9: Evaluation of Environmental Impacts (Z and 4) 

"must take into account the whole action involved" was given comparatively little weight in this 
study. There is no instance, as an example, of photos taken from the position of the casual 
passerby using the sidewalk on the eastern side of Indian Canyon. 01· even passengers in cars 
driving out of town! Or of anyone sitting in the courtyard of Los Arboles to judge the impact on 
views and/or the existing noise patterns vs. that during construction. Both are mentioned later 
in, literally, a few words. 

RECEiVED 

JUL 2 0 2015 

PLANNING SERVICES 
DEPARTMENT 
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Flinn Fagg 

From: 
Sent: 

Rick Moran <marin-moran@mindspring.com> 
Friday, July 10, 2015 8:47AM 

To: Flinn Fagg 
Cc: James Cioffi 
Subject: Fw: 750 Lofts Project, 750 North Palm Canyon 

-----Forwarded Message-----

>From: Rick Moran <marin-moran@mindspring.com> 
>Sent: Jul 9, 2015 4:42 PM 
>To: FlinnFagg@palmsprings-ca.gov 
>Cc: Doug Donenfeld <jdonenfeld@sidley.com>, James Cioffi <james@cioffiarchitect.com> 
>Subject: 750 Lofts Project, 750 North Palm Canyon 

> 
>Dear Director, 

> 
>I am writing you not only as a local resident who lives two and one half blocks from the project and but also as 
Chairman of The Old Las Palmas Neighborhood Organization. I feel strongly that the 750 Lofts project would be a huge 
benefit not only to the residents of Old Las Palmas but also the citizens of Palm Springs as well as visitors to our rapidly 
improving uptown area. 
> 
>By building an architecturally exciting mixed use development on the long overlooked Indian Canyon Corridor, a 
foundation for more resident and visitor serving high quality development in the area would be created which hopefully 
would continue to extend northward on Indian Canyon. 

> 
>I have been to Jim Cioffi's office with neighbors to view detailed drawings of the project as well as have been able to 
attended public meetings where the project was discussed and received near unanimous support. I don't think the 
argument that it creates some view blockage from the owner of the Mexican restaurant and hotel has any merit as all 
his windows on Indian are always closed and covered with blinds or curtains, presumably because of the traffic noise on 
Indian. 

> 
>I hope you will support this exceptional project. 
> 
>Best regards, Rick Moran 
>325 W. Mountain View Place 
>Palm Springs, CA 92262 

> 
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292 East Via Alta mira 

Palm Springs, CA 92262 

June 23, 2015 

Planning Commission 
City of Palm Springs 
3200 East Tahquitz Canyon Way 
Palm Springs, CA 92262 

SARA FRITH AND PATRICK HARBINSON 

sa rafrith@gmail.com 

310-305-8011 

Attention: James Thompson, City Clerk 

440 linnie Canal 

Venice, CA 90291 

Re: 750 Lofts, LLC proposed mixed use hotel development at 750 North Palm Canyon Drive I Case nos. 

5.1350 PDD 374 I GPA I CUP and 3.3795 MAJ 

Dear Sirs, 

I live in the historic movie colony district within the 500 feet impact zone of this site. 

Once again I am writing to object to the 750 Lofts, LLC. building application for a mixed use hotel 

development at 750 North Palm Canyon and I incorporate herein by reference my letter to the Planning 

Commission in connection with the hearing in February 2015, my letter to the City Council dated March 

18, 2015 and the letter of the law office of Babak Naficy dated March 17, 2015, all of which are on the 

public record. Since the changes made to the plans since the last hearing have not significantly altered 

the plans, all the objections raised in those letters still apply. 

When I attended the last Planning Commission hearing in February on this project, I was struck by the 

fact that the Planning Commission had obviously already made up its mind to approve this project 

before the hearing, notwithstanding the evident problems with the Staff Report and the objections of 

members of the public and the unprecedented nature of this application. At best, I saw a token 

acknowledgement of a few of the problems the project raises but no will to address them and most of 

the issues were simply ignored. 

When it originally came up 2-1/2 years ago in October 2012 it received a much greater level of critical 

review from the Historic Site Preservation Board and it was not approved. This time around, however, 

for whatever reason, the critical analysis has ceased and the project was waived through to the City 

Council. One has to wonder why since the problems with the project are substantially the same as they 

were then: it is too high, too dense, it invokes the High Rise Ordinance in order to exceed the permitted 

height restrictions in this area and then totally ignores the setback and open space requirements of that 

ordinance; it blocks the mountain views to the east across the whole lot (a consequence of ignoring the 

open space requirements); it has inadequate parking; it is not consistent with the surrounding buildings 

in height, scale, density, style or character; and it creates potential noise from a roof top pool and event 
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space which none of the surrounding hotels have and which has not been adequately studied; it does 

not provide any public benefit remotely commensurate to the exceptions to the rules being requested, 

and thus fails to satisfy that requirement for a grant of PDD status. In addition, it should most certainly 

have been required to have a full Environmental Impact Review since the environmental issues raised by 

this project cannot and have not been properly addressed by the Negative Mitigation Declaration_ 

It has only been sent back to you now because of the threat of litigation. But once again I note that City 

Staff are recommending approval of the Negative Mitigation Declaration, despite the fact that they have 

now been informed in a legal comment letter from the law firm of Miller Star in connection with the 

New Church project that such a course of action would not be appropriate in that case and they can 

clearly see that most of the issues raised in that case also pertain to this case. In that case a full EIR has 

now been required and the same should be done here. So why are City Staff recommending adoption of 

the Negative Mitigation Declaration? 

As we are all aware, since the hearing in March before the City Council, the City has been racked by 

scandal about the close ties between some developers and certain city representatives. 

In that regard, and in connection with this project in particular, I have heard that this lot was purchased 

by a foreign billionaire from Poland to qualify his son for a US visa by investing $500,000 in property in 

the US. I have also heard that certain representatives of the City, in order presumably to induce the 

owner to purchase this property, sat down with the owner's representatives to determine the design, 

height and mass of the building and gave assurances to the property owner that the City would get it 

approved by April or May this year. That plan was only upset by threat of litigation. It has also been 

indicated to some of us who are opposed to this project as currently designed that the billionaire owner 

will bury us in litigation costs if we continue to object. Needless to say, such a situation raises serious 

doubts about the integrity of this process. 

Of course I cannot verify what I have heard but it certainly is concerning to see an application like this 

being supported, even facilitated, by City Staff and meeting with so little scrutiny by the various agencies 

whose job it is supposed to be to keep new building substantially compliant with the rules of the City 

and consistent with the General Plan and the surrounding neighborhoods, especially in such a prime 

area of town as this, in the heart of a designated historic preservation district and neighboring on the 

historic Movie Colony. 

The structure of this planning application would provide a terrible precedent for the City if approved, 

with a General Plan amendment, a PDD, a CUP and certain other complicated aspects with far reaching 

implications, designed to get around all the planning restrictions which were supposed to protect the 

City from inappropriate overbuild. At the last Planning Commission hearing on this project, certain 

commissioners voiced concern over carving up the codes in this manner and stated that they hoped 

they would not see other applications formulated in this manner. And yet it was voted through. And 

already, and predictably, we have seen other developers seize upon this unholy formula in constructing 

their own applications- also in other historic areas of Palm Springs- and we have seen the Planning 

Commission approving those plans too. The Planning Commission must take full responsibility for the 

precedents their approvals set. They should not pass something "hoping" it won't become a formula in 

the future. They know full well that it will, and so they should not be passing applications of this sort in 

the first place- and especially not for sites in the midst of historic preservation areas. 
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So I say to you, once again, please apply the laws of this City openly, fairly and consistently, in a manner 

which does not result in spot zoning for this site, does not require a General Plan amendment, does not 

eviscerate all the setback and open space requirements and public benefit requirements that were 

supposed to be the quid pro quo of granting an exception to the building guidelines if the High Rise 

Ordinance is invoked, and does not increase nearly threefold the prevailing FAR. Also, please 

recommend that a full EIR be undertaken. 

Please stop forcing the concerned citizenry to show up here time and again to object to the things you 

should be objecting to, and to ensure the process runs as it should; stop forcing us to waste time and 

money hiring lawyers to bring the permitting process back within the parameters of the law. None of 

that would be necessary if the system were working as it should without undue influence from vested 

interests. 

Although I have outlined above my concerns with respect to this application in a general manner, for the 

sake of the public record and to preserve my right to raise these matters in judicial hearing, I feel I have 

to spend more time and space here setting out in greater detail some of my objections. The issues listed 

below are not exhaustive and I have not sought to cite chapter and verse of the legal support for my 

objections, but they are based on my understanding of the law applicable to this project, and I reserve 

my right to raise further issues in the future. 

With that said, here are some of the issues raised by this project: 

If invoking the High Rise Ordinance in order to build above 30', then the setback and open space 

requirements of that ordinance must be applied. This is not a matter of discretion. A straightforward 

reading of the law does not permit application of only one part of the High Rise Ordinance (i.e. the 

additional height allowance) while ignoring the other provisions of that ordinance (i.e. the increased 

setback, open space and public benefit requirements). As is clear from the Staff Report, the project as 

designed does not come close to meeting the setback, open space and public benefit requirements and 

therefore should not be approved as designed. 

The building project should not be allowed to block the mountain views to the East across the whole lot. 

Those views were expressly intended to be preserved under the building guidelines applicable to this 

area. Because it is not compliant with the High Rise Ordinance, if build as designed it would block those 

views to the East across the whole lot, not merely on 40% of the lot to which the building and its parking 

should have been restricted if the Open Space requirement of the High Rise Ordinance were complied 

with. 

There is no public benefit from the building remotely commensurate with the detriments flowing from 

the grant of concessions requested by the applicant. The Staff Report's attempt to construct a public 

benefit argument is so obviously weak on its face, it actually serves to illustrate the lack of public benefit 

from this project. For example, it is impossible to conclude that the provision of a walkway through the 

building is a public benefit when there are existing roads a few hundred yards to the north and the south 

which provide the same function. It is also absurd to suggest that a few "possible" public art "nooks" on 

Indian Canyon (designed to help shield pedestrians from the ugly parking at ground level along most of 
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Indian Canyon) in any way compensates the public for the loss of the mountain views across the whole 

lot. In that regard, I would point out that in the Aberdeen project, another aggressive and problematic 

developer plan currently under consideration, the Planning Commission found that insufficient public 

benefit was offered to justify granting a POD and yet in this project even less is being offered by way of 

public benefit. It therefore follows that the POD should not be approved. 

There is also no commensurate compensating public benefit for the loss of privacy for surrounding 

neighbors from being overlooking by hotel guests in the glass-fronted loft rooms; from being dwarfed by 

a building far higher than any other in the area; from the failure to provide garden space at ground level 

to continue the general garden feel of the hotels in this part of town; for the increased traffic and 

parking issues created by the change in use of this lot; or for the noise from a rooftop pool and event 

space (which as far as I could tell has not yet addressed the height of the barrier on the roof which 

presumably would make the building even higher than that proposed); or for the undermining of the 

character of the area, which on Indian Canyon is predominantly one- and two- story boutique garden 

hotels in the Spanish style; or from the creation of a precedent which fundamentally undermines the 

preservation of the historic areas of Palm Springs. 

Spot zoning through a cocktail of a General Plan Amendment, CUP, POD etc are not appropriate in the 

midst of an historic preservation district and are also frowned upon by California State law. The 

applicant in constructing this tortuous application, has sought to cherry-pick its way through the 

ordinances and rules of the City taking only those parts of statutes which are compatible with what it 

wants to build and ignoring all those which are not. The issue created by allowing greater density and 

FAR changes the character of the neighhourhood and negatively impacts the historic integrity of this 

part of town. City Staffs attempt to justify some of this by calling this area a "transitional" zone 

between Uptown and Downtown is plainly unsustainable. This is the very heart of the Uptown Design 

District. It is a vibrant area full of historic buildings; it is not a blighted area of the City in a part of town 

where redevelopment needs to be stimulated and might therefore justify some greater leniency with 

respect to the rules. 

Under CEQA, a full EIR should be required. The concerns raised in public comments more than support a 

fair argument that negative environmental impacts will flow from this project and those concerns 

cannot and have not been adequately addressed in the Negative Mitigation Declaration. The Negative 

Mitigation Declaration should therefore not be adopted. 

The current building occupies only a small percentage of the lot (less than 50%) and is within the height 

restrictions applicable to this area and consistent with neighboring buildings. The proposed building 

effectively builds on 100% of the lot and is considerably higher than anything else in the neighborhood. 

If the setback and open space requirements of the High Rise Ordinance were properly applied, then the 

new building and its parking would be limited to 40% of the lot which would not result in such a drastic 

change to the neighborhood. The impact of such a significant change in FAR building density (nearly 

threefold its current FAR) and of the change in use of the building from a bank to a mixed use hotel, spa, 

restaurant and event space with a pool raises many environmental issues, for example with respect to 

water consumption, air quality, traffic, noise, etc etc, which have not been and cannot be adequately 

addressed in the Negative Mitigation Declaration and need to be reviewed by in a full EIR. 

The noise impact of building on this scale and of creating a rooftop bar and event space have not been 

assessed at all and also require a full EIR. The Staff Report suggests imposing a condition that certain 
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decibel noise levels be imposed on the development. However I would say to you that such an 

approach is totally inadequate to protect the public's interests. It imposes an impossible burden on 

those harmed by the noise to keep taking decibel readings and bring complaints every time they are 

bothered by noise. It is not a realistic or reasonable solution to the potential problem. I would remind 

you that at the last hearing when this issue came up City Staff offered their inexpert (and technically 

wrong) opinion that noise travels upwards so it would not be a problem for surrounding areas; and the 

owner's representative gave the ludicrous response that his clientele would be older and listening to 

"starbucks playlists" not loud rock music, so there would be no problem. Such ignorant and arrogant 

responses to the creation of a potential problem for surrounding businesses and residents is 

troublesome and cannot be allowed to prevail. I would point out that noise travels out (not up) on 

sound waves and is amplified by water. It can only be effectively "stopped" by placing barriers in its 

path. As far as I can tell, the barriers around the pool which would stop the noise travelling out have not 

been addressed in the plan and obviously would add to the height issue. The newly proposed use of 

the pool area as an event area will only exacerbate the problem. All the other hotels in this area have 

their pools set within garden courtyards surrounded by their own buildings which act as a noise barrier 

and protect the neighbors from undue disturbance. Since there are no other roof top pools and event 

spaces in the area, it is impossible to know what impact this project will have and a proper and full 

independent study needs to be undertaken through the EIR process. 

The noise and air quality during construction should also be properly studied since surrounding hotel 

businesses will undoubtedly be negatively impacted by the fact that their hotel guests will be unable to 

enjoy the peace and quiet which they expect to find in a boutique garden hotel. 

The long term impact to surrounding hotel businesses from the permanent loss of privacy for their 

guests by the imposition of an overbearing neighbor whose occupants will be able to look down from 

their glass lofts into the gardens and rooms of neighboring hotel's guests also needs to be reviewed. 

The negative impact on those garden rooms on Indian Canyon from an increase in the flow of traffic 

outside those hotels also needs to be reviewed. 

Similarly, the negative impact to residents, businesses and the general public from the permanent loss 

of the mountain views and the views of the palm trees in the foreground of the mountains from the 

hotels and residences to the East of Indian Canyon and to the general public walking on Indian Canyon 

and in the neighborhood should also properly be subject to an EIR. 

This project is also likely to have a serious long term negative impact to the viability of restoring and 

maintaining the boutique historic hotels in this area once the mountain views are lost and the sense of 

privacy, and greenery and general low rise ambience of the neighborhood has been degraded by 

allowing a competing hotel of such density and height to be placed in their midst with all the unfair 

economic advantage that the applicant will gain from building higher and more densely than any other 

building around. 

There are already significant parking issues in the area from the existing hotels. When the city approved 

the renovation in 2009 of the Colony Palms Hotel they were required to enter into a parking agreement 

with the former owner of this lot to address their overflow parking issues. We are told that that 

agreement has lapsed and yet the City has not addressed what is to happen to the parking which once 

occurred on this lot. In your last review, certain members of the Planning Commission took the position 

that this admitted parking problem was not a problem for this applicant but rather a problem that the 
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City must address independently. This is wrong. The City must address the additional parking that will 

flow into the area if it permits the change in use of this lot from its current zoning and use. The situation 

is made even more egregious in this case in that the City Staff propose not to even require the minimum 

number of parking spaces its own rules would require, and instead to allow a valet parking stacking 

scheme to park the cars more densely than the rules permit. Such a concession is wholly inappropriate 

in an area where there are already serious issues as to parking. From my own experience I can attest to 

the fact that this year with the opening of the former Spanish Inn hotel and possibly with the loss of use 

of the parking lot by the Colony Palms Hotel, there has been a dramatic increase in the cars parked on 

the verges ln surrounding residential streets, \vhere no public parking is supposed to occur. Outside my 

own house I frequently am confronted with cars parked offstreet on the verges which I pay to landscape 

and maintain. And all of my neighbors are experiencing the same issues. Frustrated drivers, in their 

attempt to find parking, frequently ignore the fact that Alta mira is a one way street from the circle 

outside my house (which was supposed to stop through traffic from Indian Canyon and the hotels in the 

vicinity) and rather than go round the block, they just ignore the sign and drive the wrong way up it in 

search of elusive parking. The situation is intrusive and dangerous, and this development will make it 

worse. Again, a full independent EIR is the only appropriate mechanism to look at this problem- not a 

self-serving study commissioned and paid for by the applicant which inevitably concluded that the non

conforming parking is nonetheless adequate. Again an EIR is called for. 

These are just some of the serious issues with this application and some of the reasons why it should not 

be allowed to proceed as currently designed, why the Negative Mitigation Declaration should not be 

adopted and why a full EIR should be required. 

Sincerely, 

SARA FRITH PATRICK HARBINSON 

Attorney Writer/Producer 
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1504 Marsh Street 

Son Luis Obispo 

California 93401 

,----------------------- Law Office of B a b a k N ali c y 

June 23, 2015 

Via Email and U.S. Mail 

Planning Commission, City of City Palm Springs 
Doug Hudson, Chair 
Phillip Klatchko, Vice-Chair 
Lyn Calerdine 
Randy Lowe 
Lisa Middleton 
J.R. Roberts 
Kathy Weremiuk 
c/o Ken Lyon,Associate Planner (ken.lyon@lpalmspringsca.gov) 
3200 EastTahqui1zCanyon Way 
Palm Springs, CA 92262 

ph 805 593-0926 RE: 750 LOFTS, LLC FOR A MIXED-USE HOTEL DEVELOPMENT ON A 
tax: 805-593-0946 1.13-ACRE PARCEL LOCATED AT 750 NORTH PALM CANYON DRIVE, 

ZONE C-1/R-3/PDD 104/ RESORT COMBINING ZONE I LAS PALMAS 
bobataaro,·&•cograbar"' BUSINESS HISTROIC DISTRICT HD-1 (CASE 5.1350 PDD 374 GPA/CUP 

AND 3.3795 MAJ.) 

Dear Mr. Newell and Honorable Commissioners, 

I submit this letter on behalf of Advocates for Better Community Development, or ABCD, 
in opposition to the 750 Lofts project ("Project"). I urge you not to recommend approval of 
this Project at this time. Despite the changes to the Project, the core problems remain: the 
Project is too tall and massive for the site and incompatible with the surrounding Las 
Palmas Historic District. The Project, moreover, amounts to impermissible spot zoning and 
will likely foster similarly tall and massive projects within a recognized historical district. 

The Project should not be recommended for approval also because it has not been 
adequately reviewed under CEQA and will likely result in a number of significant impacts, 
including a significant impact on a historic resource. The Project also violates a number of 
development standards, including but not limited to the height constraints imposed by the 
City's Historic Preservation Board (HSPB) pursuant to the Las Palms Business Historic 
District design guidelines ("design guidelines") and the setback and open space 
requirements required by the High-rise regulations (PSMC 93.04.00). The proposed 
General Plan Amendment, moreover, is inconsistent with City Council Resolution No. 

15858 (designating the Las Palmas neighborhood a historic resource). 
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Palm Springs City Council 
June 23, 2015 
Page 2 of 10 

Now that the City's approval of the applicant's appeal of the HSPB's conditions of approval has 
been rescinded, I am at a loss as to why the staff would bring the Project back to the Planning 
Commission without the modifications required by the by the HSPB's conditions of approval and 
the design guidelines. Clearly the Commission cannot recommend approval in contravention of 
the conditions imposed by the HSPB. 

Project revisions do not adequately address the issues raised by ABCD in March 2015, and 
if anything, make it more likely the Project will cause significant impacts 

According to the staff report, as redesigned, the Project will only be marginally shorter than 
before. While the number of rooms have been reduced by 5, the hotel rooms are now two stories 
and feature kitchens. The number of parking spaces has been increased from 62 to 72, but the 
retail space has now been replaced with a restaurant and bar. No parking spaces have been 
allocated for the indoor event center whose dimensions and purpose is not explained by the staff 
report. 

The parking issue has been complicated because the Project does not include any dedicated 
loading space. According to the staff report, the applicant has indicated that "delivery vehicles 
will either park in the on-site driveway or the nearby on-street parking spaces." Page 7. The 
operation ofthe hotel and restaurants therefore will likely be taking away a number of existing 
on-street parking spaces on a regular basis, further exacerbating the parking shortage that will 
likely be caused by the Project. In the alternative, loading and unloading of commercial vehicles 
will likely cause traffic delays, which has not been analyzed. 

The staff essentially admits that the Project's parking impact has not been adequately studied and 
therefore is poorly understood when it recommends that "the submitted parking study be updated" 
to retlect Project changes. Any such parking study must be completed and made available for 
public review before Planning Commission reviews the Project for a final recommendation. 

The General Plan Amendment would result in fundamental and long term changes in 
development patterns and density which would be inconsistent with the Las Palms Historic 
District 

As ABCD pointed out in March, the Project will require a General Plan amendment to change the 
site's land use designation from the existing Neighborhood/Community Commercial ("NCC") to 
Mixed Use/Multi Use Central Business District ("CBD"). The CBD designation is reserved for 
the downtown core because it results in denser and much more intensive development that is 
typically inappropriate for areas other than the downtown core. The re-designation of the site to 
CBD will increase the Floor Area Ratio ("FAR") from .35 lot coverage to I .0, an almost three 
fold increase. The Las Palmas Business Historic District cannot support this level of density 
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without losing its historic character and significance. 

As the staff report explains, the Project is somewhat near the far edge of the downtown core CBD 
zone, but not a part of it. However, by approving the proposed General Plan Amendment (along 
with the added height of this project), the City would be setting a historic precedent that will 
likely act as a catalyst for future, similarly dense development in this historic district. 

The Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) fails to analyze the Project's 
potential growth inducing impacts generally, and the potential impacts on the Las Palmas 
Business Historic District, specifically. ""[T]he fact that future development may take several 
forms," or that it may never occur, "does not excuse environmental review" of the Project which 
is the catalyst for the projected future growth." Stanislaus Audubon Soc'y, Inc. v. Cnty. of 
Stanislaus, (1995) 33 Cal. App. 4th 144, 158. 

To adequately analyze the Project's potentially significant impacts on aesthetics, land use, 
noise, significant historical resource, the City mnst prepare an EIR 

The City must prepare an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for this Project because the record 
contains substantial evidence supporting a fair argument that the Project as proposed would have 
significant growth inducing impacts, as well as adverse impacts on aesthetics, a significant 
historic resource, land use and noise. The Project, moreover, is incompatible with an existing 
neighborhood, which in this case happens to be a recognized and registered historic resource. 

The Project will likely result in significant aesthetic impacts by blocking views of the San Jacinto 
Mountain which, according to the staff report, is considered a "significant scenic vista." While 

the existing structures have a small impact on the views, the northern most l/3 of the Project will 
be more than 48 feet tall, and will likely completely obscure views of San Jacinto Mountain. The 
IS/MND speculates that "the overall impacts associated with scenic resources are expected to be 
less than significant." This assessment is entirely speculative, as it is not based on any substantial 
evidence, such as visual stimulations to actually evaluate the extent to which the Project would 
obscure views of the San Jacinto Mountains. 

The applicant's own visual stimulations of the Project (attached to the Staff Report) depicting 
eastern views of the Project along North Indian Canyon Drive demonstrate that the Project would 
completely obscure the last remaining views of the San Jacinto Mountains on this stretch of North 
Indian Canyon Drive. Blocking views of the San Jacinto Mountain is substantial evidence 
supporting a fair argument that the Project will have a significant aesthetic impact. 
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The Project could result in a significant aesthetic impact also because the proposed glass curtain 
wall system is more than capable of significant glare, thereby affecting nearby residents, as well 
as pedestrians and motorists. 

Moreover, a fair argument can be made that owing to its height, mass, absence of setbacks and 
open space, the Project is incompatible with the surrounding Las Palm as Historic Commercial 
District and will therefore result in a significant environmental impact. It is particularly ironic 
that the recent revisions to the Project make it even more aesthetically incompatible with the 
historic nature of the neighborhood. In this regard, the staff report states: "the extensive use of 
architectural concrete is considerably different than the materials used on nearby structures, and 
contrasts greatly with other buildings within the district." Page II. Likewise, the staff 
report notes that the size and design of the concrete columns on the ground floor of the building 
may overwhelm existing adjacent buildings, and the openness of the ground floor contrasts 
greatly with the box-like structure of the hotel units and existing adjacent development." Page II. 

As I pointed out in my March letter, the IS!MND does not accurately reflect the HSPB' s 
conclusion that the Project, as proposed, is too tall and massive to be compatible with this historic 
neighborhood. The IS/MND still claims "the Board's concerns centered on the adequacy of the 
amount of off-street parking ... " This statement is contradicted by the staff report, which admits 
the HSPB was concerned about the Project's height and bulk and approved the Project only on the 
condition that the height and bulk be reduced. The HSPB's determination that, as proposed, the 
Project is too tall to be consistent with the historic district is itself substantial evidence that the 
Project is incompatible with the surrounding neighborhood and will therefore cause a significant 
impact. Pocket Protectors v. City of Sacramento (2004) 124 CaL App. 4th 903, 937 (height, view 
and inconsistency of project with surrounding neighborhood may evidence a significant aesthetic 
impact). 

The IS/MND's analysis of land use compatibility is likewise flawed. The staff report claims the 
change from NCC to the CBD "is not a significant change in the land use concept for the site, nor 
will it substantially change the character of the site or neighborhood." IS!MND page 27. This 
analysis and conclusion is contradicted by the expert analysis of the HSPB, which concluded that 
the height and mass of the project is incompatible with the historic district. By tripling the 
allowable density, the proposed General Plan Amendment is inherently incompatible with the 
surrounding lower density neighborhood. Please also see below discussion of spot zoning. 

The IS!MND's analysis of noise impact is inadequate in that it fails to take into account 
substantial evidence demonstrating that the Project could cause a significant adverse noise impact. 
The IS!MND failed to actually establish a base-line noise level; instead, it speculated that the 
frontage of both streets bounding the Project experience noise levels of about 70 dB A. The MND 
failed to analyze the noise that could be generated by the roof-top bar and pool deck, which may 
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also accommodate live music. As revised, the Project will have an additional bar with side-walk 

seating, which could also potentially feature loud music. Finally, the Project could generate 
significant noise from balconies and terraces. 

According to the General Plan, the noise level generated by live rock bands can be as much as II 0 
dba, much higher than the 70 dba assumed by the MND. The General Plan directs the City to 

"utilize maximum anticipated, or "worst case," noise conditions as the basis for land use 
decisions and design controls as a means of preventing future incompatibilities". The ISIMND 

fails to use worst case noise scenarios. 

The ISIMND concludes the Project will not result in a significant noise impact because the Project 
"will be required to comply with those requirements as they relate to elevated noise levels, 
particularly at night." IS/MND p. 30. There is no assurance that code enforcement alone would 

ensure the Project would meet these requirements. In fact, the IS/MND (at p.29) states "the City 

will require the preparation of project specific noise analysis as part of its building permit process, 
to be assured that the project will meet its standards." (Emphasis added). The mere fact the 

IS/MND recognizes that such a study is needed supports ABCD's claim that there is currently no 
substantial evidence in the record to show enforcement of the City's noise ordinance in itself will 
mitigate the Project's noise levels to a less than significant level. 

Based on the foregoing, the City must prepare an Environmental Impact Report because 

substantial evidence supports a finding that the Project may have one or more significant imapcts 
on the environment. 

The Proposed General Plan Amendment is inconsistent with the surrounding neighborhood 

and Resolution No. 15858. 

This Project requires a General Plan Amendment because it is simply too dense, too massive and 
too big for Las Palmas Business Historic District. Currently, the Project's land use designation is 

Neighborhood Community Commercial, or NCC, which has a maximum allowed FAR of .35 per 

acre. The applicant has requested to revise the Project's land use designation to Mixed 
Use/Multi-use CBD, which increases the FAR to 1.0, a three-fold increase in density. While the 

NCC designation is compatible with the Las Palmas District, the CBD designation is not. 

As the staff report notes, the crucial difference between the CBD and NCC designations is 
"density or intensity of development-defined by FAR." The staff opines that the Project site is 

in a "transition area" between Downtown and Uptown" and the Project incorporates many of the 

CBD design guidelines into the Project. Based on these features, Staff contends the Project is 
"consistent with the proposed Mixed-use/Multi-use- CBD land use designation that is required." 
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Staffs conclusion that the Project is consistent with CBD design guidelines is irrelevant on the 
question of whether the proposed CBD designation is compatible with the Las Palmas Business 
Historic District. Even if the Project can be considered in a transition zone between CBD and 
Uptown, it does not follow that the CBD designation is compatible with the historic nature of this 
neighborhood. 

By approving this proposed General Plan Amendment, the City would essentially remove any line 
of demarcation between the dense and bustling downtown core and this less intense, less dense 
historical neighborhood. This Project would essentially act as a first domino that would act as a 
catalyst for the eventual demise of the entire Las Palmas Business Historic District as envisioned 
by Resolution 15858 and its eventual transformation into an extension of downtown core. 
Accordingly, the General Plan itself is inconsistent with the both the General Plan (which 
designates this district NCC) and the City's own Resolution 15858. 

The proposed General Plan Amendment amounts to impermissible "spot zoning" because it 
creates an island of incompatible use 

ABCD's March 13, 2015 letter to the City Council argued the proposed change in zoning and land 
use designation amounts to impermissible "spot zoning". For reasons that are only clear to staff, 
the current staff report fails to discuss or even mention this issue. 

'Spot zoning occurs where a small parcel is restricted and given lesser rights than 
the surrounding property, as where a lot in the center of a business or commercial 
district is limited to uses for residential purposes thereby creating an "island" in the 

middle of a larger area devoted to other uses. [Citation.] Usually spot zoning 
involves a small parcel of land, the larger the property the more difficult it is to 
sustain an allegation of spot zoning. [Citations.] Likewise, where the "spot" is not 
an island but is connected on some sides to a like zone the allegation of spot 
zoning is more difficult to establish since lines must be drawn at some point. 
[Citation.] Even where a small island is created in the midst of less restrictive 
zoning, the zoning may be upheld where rational reason in the public benefit exists 
for such a classification.' 

Foothill Communities Coalition v. County of Orange (2014) 222 Cai.App.4'h 1302, 
1311. ("Foothill Communities") 

an amendment to a zoning ordinance that singles out a small parcel of land for a use 
different from that of the surrounding properties and for the benefit of the owner of 
the small parcel and to the detriment of other owners is spot zoning. 
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We hold the creation of an island of property with less restrictive zoning in the 
middle of properties with more restrictive zoning is spot zoning. This conclusion 
does not end our analysis, however, as spot zoning may or may not be 
impermissible, depending on the circumstances. 'The rezoning ordinance may be 
justified, however, if a substantial public need exists, and this is so even if the 
private owner of the tract will also benefit." !d., at 1314. 

Pursuant to Foothill Communities, the proposed GPA and POD in lieu of zone change amounts to 
impermissible spot zoning. This is a single high-density project surrounded on all sides by an 
expanse of lower density NCC. The Project site, moreover, is not physically connected to any 
other CBD designated land. 

The question, then, is whether the proposed rezoning is justified by a substantial public need for 
this Project. Unfortunately, this is not a question that the City has asked or answered. For this 
reason alone the City must postpone any discussion of the Project until the issue of spot zoning has 
been adequately addressed. 

ABCD contends the spot zoning is not justified because the Project will not address any substantial 
public need. Given the number of hotels, restaurants and commercial/retail space currently 
available in Palm Springs, it can hardly be argued that there is any public need for more of the 
same. 

The City may not waive the requirements of the High-rise buildings ordinance by adopting a 
PDD 

The City continues to view the PDD as a magic wand with which it can waive any and all 
development standards in the name of"flexibility". Here, the Project's maximum height of 48-50 
feet greatly exceeds the allowable 30 feet. The Project must therefore comply with the City's 
High-rise buildings regulations (PSMC 93 .04.00), which require the approval of a conditional use 
permit or planned development district pursuant to PSMC 94.02.00 and 94.03.00, respectively. 

In addition, the High-rise buildings code section specifically provides that high rise building (i.e. 
exceeding 35 feet) must satisfy the following standards: (I) Sixty (60) percent of a site area must 
be developed s usable landscaped open space and outdoor living and recreation area and (2) the 
high-rise building must have a minimum setback of three (3) feet of horizontal setback for each 
one (I) foot of vertical rise of the building. 

The Staff Report admits that at over 48 feet, the Project must comply with 93.04.00. In particular, 
the Project as revised will only provide 26% open space, where 60% is required by the City code. 
It is important to note that before the current revisions, the Project provided 43% open space. The 
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current revision therefore reduces the open space provided by 17%. 

Likewise, while the Project as currently designed provides 0 to 15 foot setbacks in the front and 
back, compliance with 93.04.00 requires 145-foot setbacks. The Project also fails to meet the less 
stringent set back and open space requirements of the proposed C-1/R-3 zone. 

Without any explanation or analysis, the staff report claims the POD application "addresses the 
requested relief from the high-rise regulations." Page 7. The March City Council staff report 
stated that the applicants sought a POD to get "approval for development of a high-rise building 
pursuant to Zoning Code 93.04 (high rise buildings" and "seek relief from the development 
standards from both the high-rise ordinance and the underlying zones in terms oflot coverage, 
open space, height, setbacks, off-street loading and parking." March 18,2015 Staff Report at 
page 8 of23. 

Even with a POD, the applicant's failure to comply with the High-rise regulation cannot be waived 
or excused. According to 94.03.00(C), "the planning commission and the city council shall 

establish a full range of development standards appropriate to the orderly development of the 
site which shall include the following: (I )"Structures which exceed permitted heights shall be 
subject to the requirements of Sections 93.03.00 and 93.04.00." 94.03.00(C)(l) (Emphasis 
added). As already explained, 93.04.00 (A) mandates that 60% of site area for high-rise building 
must be devoted to open space, while subsection (C) (I) requires a minimum setback of 3 feet for 
every one foot of vertical rise of the building. Accordingly, pursuant to 94.03.00(C)(l), in issuing 
a POD, the City must adhere to standards contained in the High-rise buildings regulation codified 
at 93.04.00. In other words, the City may not use a POD to waive the minimum open space and 
setback requirements required by 93.04.00 (A) and (C)( I). 

In any event, it is impossible to comment on the applicant's POD application because the staff 
report does not include any analysis of a POD or proposed findings to allow departures from the 
setback and open space requirements of the High-rise regulation. If the City intends to go forward 
with a POD to excuse the Project's failure to comply with the High-rise building standards, the 
City's analysis and proposed findings must first be disclosed to the public. 

PDD public benefits are ephemeral and not proportionate to the requested benefits 

According to a 2008 Resolution of the City, to be eligible for a POD, the applicant must 
demonstrate that the project will benefit the public "proportional to the nature, type and extent of 
the flexibility granted from the standards and provisions of the Palm Springs Zoning Code." 
Here, the applicant seeks relief from a host of development standards, relief from the open space 
and setback requirements of the High-rise buildings regulations, a reduction in required parking, 
and elimination of off-street loading requirement. Yet, none of the proposed benefits are 
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significant or meaningful. Generating TOT taxes or opening a new business cannot be considered 
a special benefit as every project built in the City will generate some form of tax revenue and 
would promote some business development. The remaining improvements proposed by the 
applicant as a public benefit, such as an Art Walk or pedestrian walkway cannot be considered 
public benefits of the project because these Project features are essentially designed to enhance the 
Project itself. These are the type of improvements that the applicant would have likely made even 
if the City did not require the dedication of a public benefit as a condition of a POD. Whatever 
benefit accrues to the general public as a result of this Project is tangential and wholly 
disproportionate to the proposed wholesale departure from the City's development standards. 

Facts do not support the necessary findings. 

The facts in the record do not support many of the necessary findings. For example, a finding that 
the project would not be detrimental to existing uses or future uses cannot be made because, as 
staff notes, the noise from the roof-top pool deck and bar (cocktail lounge) "could impact adjacent 
properties if outdoor entertainment is allowed." Page 12. 

Likewise, Major Architectural Application Finding No. 2 (Harmonious relationship with existing 
and proposed adjoining developments and in the context of the immediate 
neighborhood/community, ... ," Page I 0 of staff report) cannot be made because, according to the 
staff report, "the project as revised does not relate as successfully to the existing structures due to 
the changes in the materials massing and details." This conclusion is consistent with the HSPB' s 
conclusion that to ensure compatibility with the historic neighborhood, the Project's mass and 
height must be substantially reduced. 

As mentioned above, the finding that the Project is consistent with adjacent buildings (Finding 5, 
Page II) cannot be made because the Project is considerably taller and more massive than the 
surrounding buildings and the concrete columns and open ground floor "contrasts greatly with the 
box-like structure of the hotel units and existing adjacent development." 

The proposed findings in support of a CUP for a high-rise include a finding that "the site for the 
intended use is adequate in size and shape to accommodate such use, including yards, setbacks, 
walls or fences, ... " Page 13, Finding No. 3. The staff report explains that "while the application 
requests relief from the setback and open space requirements, the site is urban in nature and design 
of the structure is generally consistent with urban development standards." The question, 
however, is not whether the Project is "generally" consistent with urban development standards. 
The question the Planning Commission must answer is whether this site is adequate in size for this 
Project. The answer is clearly "no", because the Project cannot meet the set back and open space 
requirements of the High-rise building regulations. 
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Conclusion 

This Project is simply incompatible with this neighborhood, violates too many development 
standards, and has not been adequately analyzed. For all these reasons, I respectfully urge you not 
to recommend approval of this Project. 

cc. City Attorney, Douglas Holland 

Sincerely 

IS/ 

Babak Naficy 
Counsel for ABCD 
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RECEIVED,. •" .. 
SARA FRITH AND PATRICK HARBINSON' Dt p H M S i'' '' 

292 East Via Altamira 
Palm Springs, CA 92262 

March 18, 2015 

Palm Springs City Council 
3200 East Tahquitz Canyon Way 
Palm Springs, CA 92262 

Attention: James Thompson, City Clerk 

sarafrith@gmail.com 

310-305-8011 
2015 MAR 18 Ml 9: lt6 
Ji.r\~5 ·; hOhr·,.t.' 

CITY CU:~lll'. 

440 Llnnle canal 
Venice, CA 90291 

Re: 750 Lofts, llC planned development at 750 North Palm canyon Drive I Case nos. 5.1350 POD 374 I 
GPA /CUP and 3.3795 MAJ 

Dear Sirs, 

I am writing, on behalf of myself and my husband, to object strenuously to the granting of the 750 Loft 

lLC application for 750 North Palm Canyon, an application which, if granted, would permit a building of 
unprecedented height, size and density in the midst of an historic preservation district, which does not 
conform to any of the building ordinances in place tor this area. This is not a question of whether you 
like the design of the building or not, or whether you like these developers. This is a question of 

whether such a building is suitable for this site and whether the City Council really has the powers to 
grant the sort of sweeping exemptions from the existing applicable building ordinances which have been 
put in place by prior administrations to protect historic sites in this City from being undermined and 

destroyed by excessive and inappropriate new developments being built in their midst. 

There seems to be many things not working as they should in this process. 

I live in the historic movie colony district within the 500 feet impact zone of this site. I was not notified 

of this application last October when it first came before the board, or in January when it went before 

the Historic Site Preservation Board or In February when there was an appeal from that HSPB's 
restrictions. In 2012 when this development previously came up for review, I was notified; so why not 
now? 

When I did finally receive notice of the last hearing in February before the Planning Commission, I 
reviewed the staff reports on the appeal from the Historic Site Preservation Board restrictions on their 
conditional approval and was struck by the evident bias in favor of the development displayed therein; 
the tenuous arguments made to try to justify the recommendations to approve the project and the 

obvious lack of logic between the admitted facts and the conclusions being drawn were striking and 
perturbing. 
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When I attended the Planning Commission Hearing, I was also struck by the fact that the Planning 
Commission had obviously already made up its mind to approve this project before the hearing, 
notwithstanding the evident problems with the staff report and the objections of the public and the 
unprecedented nature ofthis application. 

I understand the staff report has now been substantially rewritten. I have not yet had time to review it, 
but it matters not. All the efforts of the City and its staff have been bent on flouting the rules in favor of 
this development without regard to the long term consequences from such short-sighted planning 
decisions and without regard to the interests of the public. 

We, the public, should be entitled to expect that the building regulations will be complied with and that 
the City will ensure that they are being complied with by everyone- whether private citizen, business or 
developer. There should not be one rule for some of us and another for those select few of your 

choosing. When we purchase property here in the historic districts of Palm Springs, we know what the 
rules are and we have a right to expect they will apply to future developments so that our interests and 
our investments will be protected and we won't suddenly find ourselves living among high rise buildings 
where none existed before, overshadowed by buildings out of keeping in scale and density and 
character with anyofthe others in the area. We are entitled to expect that we will receive proper 
notice of such building applications and that the proceedings will be conducted in a fair and open and 
transparent manner. we are entitled to expect that the City will not grant special exemptions that harm 
existing property owners. We are ent1tled to expect that a full environmental impact review will be 
required by the City to assess the potential damage to the neighborhood when someone comes forward 

with a project which breaks every applicable building regulation, that is so much larger in height and 1-----._ 

density than the rules allow, that lacks the open space it is supposed to have to balance its buildings ~.) 
within Its own lot, that negatively impacts neighboring historic buildings and is out of character with the 
neighborhood, that blocks views of the mountains which are supposed to be protected, that inserts a 
roof top pool and bar with all the consequent noise that will flood out over the neighborhood, and that 
does not meet the parking requirements of the building regulations. We are entitled to expect that the 
recommendations of the Historic Site Preservation Board will be complied with. We are entitled to 
expect that the rules- Jill the rules- for granting exceptions to the building ordinances will he complied 

with. We are entitled to expect that you -who are guardians of this City, and are here to serve the 
interests of the general public and uphold the laws-will not be instructing your staff to help developers 

find ways around those laws. But that is what is happening here. That is why this application is so 
incredibly complicated that you need to be a land use lawyer to figure out what is going on here. That Is 

why there Is such a striking disconnect in the staff report between the facts and the condusions and 
recommendations. And that is why the hearings conducted have been so evidently pro-developer from 
the outset. That is why the developers were relieved of rulings to erect height poles at each point of 
setback to clearly demonstrate to everyone the height of the proposed building. That is why I and 

others did not receive proper notification of hearings. 

The process that has gone on here gives rise to many questions about the scope of your powers; the 
proper exercise of your discretion; the proper interpretation of laws and ordinances. Questions which 

need to be answered. 
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At no point has the City required that the developers attempt to design a building that fits within the 
existing building ordinances -either the guidelines that impose a 30' height on buildings or the High 
Rise building ordinance which allow for higher building but only with more strenuous setbacks and open 
space requirements. Where the Historic Site Preservation Board did set some restrictions to try to get 
the building into closer conformity with the rules and the historic neighborhood, the City Council 
removed those restrictions. 

This is a small site; whether it is suitable at all for application of the High Rise ordinance is extremely 
questionable given its location in the heart of an historic district and the lack of any similar structures 

around. But if you are going to allow the High Rise ordinance to be invoked, you have at least to apply 
all of its requirements to this project. You cannot allow a developer to pick only those parts of the 

ordinance which are favorable to it (i.e. the increased height} while ignoring the set back and open space 
requirements that would balance the height within the lot. 

When you chose to grant a POD to allow greater flexibility to a developer, and allow them to invoke the 
High Rise ordinance, you are also supposed to ensure that the public receive a benefit proportional to 

the greater flexibility being granted to the developers. There is nothing here which remotely 
compensates the public for the detriments resulting from the exemptions granted. 

You may like the style of this building, and you may like these developers, but that Is Irrelevant to the 
issue of whether there is a public benefit: 

-there is no public benefit in building a high rise building in the midst of an historic district where no 
other building exceeds 2 stories, and which will overwhelm all of Its neighbors; 

-there is no public benefit to compensate for the failure to apply the setback requirements ofthe High 
Rise ordinance; 

-there is no public benefit which can compensate for the loss of ground level open space which was 
supposed to limit the building and its parking to 40% of the lot size and thereby achieve a balance 

between the building and the rest of the site. Had this been done, at least the mountain views would 
have been preserved over 60% of the lot; 

-there is no public benefit to compensate for the loss of mountain views from Indian Canyon and east of 
there. It damages the property values of hotels and homes which formerly had mountain views and 

now will not have them, and deprives pedestrians on the street of the view of the mountains and 
treetops and destroys the feeling of airiness and openness which now exists and which it has been 

acknowledged is one of the charms of Palm Springs; 

-there is no public benefit to compensate for the damage inflicted on the owners of the surrounding 
historic buildings who cannot build on this scale and whose land values and investor return cannot 
compete with such a new specially exempted competitor placed in their midst. That sort of unfair 
competitive advantage given to a new building in the midst of an historic neighborhood has a chilling 

effect on the economic viability of purchasing, restoring and operating historic hotels. Your forebears 
understood that and that Is why they passed ordinances which were designed to protect historic 
buildings against unfair competition from new buildings by making new buildings conform in height, 

density and open space to the existing buildings neighboring them; 
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-there is no public benefit to compensate for allowing the developer to provide less parking spaces than 
the rules require. This area already has a parking problem from all the businesses, restaurants and 
hotels that have opened in recent years. Specifically since 2009 this site has provided overflow valet 
parking to the Colony Palms Hotel, an arrangement which formed part of the City's conditions for 
granting a CUP to that hotel. The loss of those spaces and the consequent parking issues resulting 
therefrom are already being experienced by residents in the Movie Colony area. I now routinely find 
cars p<rked all over the verges outside my house, and my neighbors houses, verges which we pay to 
landscape and maintain, because there is insufficient parking at the hotels operating nearby. Granting 
permission to this development to provide less parking spaces than is required under the rules only adds 
to that problem; 

-there is no public benefit from allowing a rooftop pool and bar in an area where no others exist and 
where no study has been made as to the impacts from noise on the surrounding area of such a 
development. Noise travels outward- it can be mitigated by building high walls which block the sound 
from travelling but here that would cause more harm by increasing the height of the building and 
further blocking mountain views; 

) 

-perhaps worst of all, there is no public benefit to compensate for eviscerating the protections these 
rules were supposed to provide to preserve historic areas of Palm Springs from excessive and 
Inconsistent developments which fundamentally alter the character of the surrounding neighborhood 
and for rendering toothless the Historic Sites Preservation Board by ignoring and removing the 
restrictions it placed on its approval of this project. To Ignore those regulations and the HSPB is not a ( .. ) 

benefit to the public; it is a very grave detriment with serious long-term consequences. 

In short, there is no public benefit here- only private gain- for the investors and for the architect. The 
proposal to provide a walkway within the site from Indian Canyon to Palm canyon Drive is hardly a 
compensating public benefit- one only has to walk a dozen or so paces in either direction to Tamarisk 

or Gran Via Valmonte to be able to walk from one street to the other. Similarly, a few pieces of art 
placed along the sidewalk on Indian Canyon to help mask the parking hardly compensates for the loss of 

open space or mountain views from the excessive height and mass of the proposed building. There is 
simply nothing in this development to outweigh the significant and irrevocable long term detriments to 
the public of permitting this building in this particular location. 

This is an area of town that does not need revitalizing. It has been undergoing a rejuvenation for the 

past several years. It already has several small boutique hotels which exist discreetly and for the most 
part quietly alongside residents. This Is the one part of Indian canyon Drive that has charm and hlstory 

and is pleasant to walk. This area has been revitalized successfully because of its historical integrity. 
Unlike downtown, where excessive and insensitive building development in the past has overwhelmed 
the historic buildings and lead to a severe detrimental impairment of the historic character of the town 
on Palm Canyon Drive, this area has remained intact. This building will destroy that. This building also 

sets a precedent for all future developers who want to maximize their profits in historic areas of the city. 
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I and my husband do not believe you can or should approve this application. We want to see a 
comprehensive review of the environmental impacts on this neighborhood of allowing such a radical 
non-conforming development and we want to see the City use its powers fairly and without bias by 
requiring that this development conform to the building ordinances. It should be sent back to the 
drawing board not waived through. 

~ 
SARA FRITH PATRICK HARBINSON 

Attorney Writer/Producer 

Sf Page 
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1504 Marsh Street 

Son Luis Obispo 

CoHiornlo 93401 

March 17, 2015 

Vip Email and U.S. Mail 

Palm Springs City Council 
City of Palm Springs, c/o City Clerk 
3200 E. Tahquitz Canyon Way 
Palm Springs, California 92262 
cityclerk@palmsprings-ca.gov 
Steve.Pougnet@palmsprings-ca.gov 
Chris.Mills@palmsprings-ca.gov 
Ginny.Foat@palmsprings-ca.gov 
Rick.Hutcheson@palmsprings-ca.gov 

Paui.Lewin@palmspringsca.gov 

RE: 750LOFfS 

MAR 'J fi 7n•o; 

PLJ\NNIN~t::HUICES 
I)B'Am'MENT 

ph: 805-593-0926 
Dear Councilmembers, 

fax: 805·593-0946 

bobotr.cllcy9sbcglcbc net 
Advocates for Better Community Development, ("ABCD"), submits this letter in 
opposition to the 750 Lofts project ("Project"), which is before you today. As more fully 
explained below, we believe you may not lawfully approve this Project at this time because 

the project is inadequately reviewed under CEQA, is not appropriately sited, will result in 
significant unmitigated impacts on a significant historical resource, and is inconsistent with 
the City's own Municipal Code. The proposed General Plan Amendment is likewise fatally 
flawed as it would be inconsistent with the General Plan and Resolution No. 15858 and 

amounts to impermissible spot zoning. 

Consistent with the City's pattern and practice in recent years, this Project was hastily 
rushed through the review process, with little, and at times, no adequate notice to interested 

parties. In particular, ABCD is extremely concerned that the conditions of approval 
imposed by the Historic Site Preservation Board ("HSPB") were summarily removed by 
the City Council at a hastily set appeal hearing, without any adequate notice to the public, 

including even those who had previously received notice of an earlier proposed project at 
the same site. As a result of the inadequacy of notice to the public, ABCD was not aware 

of the City's appeal hearing and was therefore unable to oppose the applicant's appeal of 

the HSPB's approval. 

In recognition of the procedural and substantive flaws in the City's processing and 

environmental review of this project, we urge the City to postpone a final vote on this 

project until the project has been adequately reviewed and the concerns raised in this and 

ABCD's previous letter to the Planning Commission have been adequately addressed. 
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In addition, we note that the Planning Commission's purported attempt to adopt a Mitigated 
Negative Declaration ("MND") and a Conditional Use Permit ("CUP"} were both 
premature, inappropriate and void ab initio. 

The Planning Commission's. purported adoption of a Conditional Use Permit and 

l\1ND are void 

The Staff Report contends that because the City's Planning Commission has already 
adopted a MND and CUP for the project, those issues are not before the City Council at 
the March 18, 2015 hearing. The Notice for the Planning Commission explained that the 
Planning Commission would con;ider making recommendations regarding the adoption of 

General Plan Amendment, etc., and did not include any proposed resolutions. The Notice 
did not even hint that the Planning Commission would make any final approval or adopt a 
Negative Declaration. 

Moreover, the Planning Commission simply had no authority to approve the CUP, and 
hence the MND, because the Project requires a General Plan Amendment and Zone 
Change, both which are necessaey pre-requisites to approving the Project's CUP or 
adopting a MND. Without the General Plan Amendment, the zone change (via Planning 

Development District ("POD") in lieu of zone change} and a PDD for relief from the 
development standards, the Project is completely inconsistent with the underlying land use 
regulation. Even the Staff Report admits that because the Project does not conform to the 
development standards contained in the High-rise Ordinance, it may not be approved by 
the Planning Commission pursuant to a CUP. At most, the Planning Commission could 
recommend approval of the CUP and the MND, the Commission could not lawfully make 
any final actions. 

Even if the Planning Commission had the authority and had intended to make any final 
action regarding the MND and/or the CUP, the Commission was precluded from taking 

any such action as these actions were not properly included in the statutorily required 

notice provided to the public of the Planning Commission's meeting. The Notice merely 
provided that the Planning Commission would be formulating recommendations. 

Finally, we note that the Staff Report prepared for the issue before you today is grossly 

misleading to the extent that it claims the issue of the adoption of the CUP and MND are 
not before the City at this hearing. This contention is misleading because by adopting the 

proposed resolutions (attached to the Staff Report}, the City Council would in fact be 

adopting both the MND and the CUP, as well as the other necessary approvals. Likewise, 
according to the notice on the City's website, the City would be, among other things, 

approving an MND. Accordingly, the Staff Report and the public notice are inconsistent 

and do not adequately reflect the actions the Planning Commission and the City Council 

have taken or would be taking. This all is veey unhelpful and confusing to the public, who 

justifiably relies on notices and staff reports for its information. 2 ~ 5 



Palm Springs City Council 
March 17, 2015 
Page3 of8 

Project approval would result in fundamental and long term changes in development 
patterns and density which would be inconsistent with the Las Palms Historic District 
without adequate environmental review 

The project will require a major change in the site's land use designation from the existing 

Neighborhood/Community Commercial (''NCC") to Mixed Use/Multi Use Central 
Business District ("CBD"). The CBD designation is reserved for the downtown core in 
part because it results in denser and more intensive development that is typically 
inappropriate for areas other than the downtown core. The re-designat:on of the site to 
CBD will result in a change in the Floor Area Ratio ("FAR") from .35 lot coverage to 1.0, 

an almost three fold increase. 

Through its indiscriminant resort to the POD process, the City also intends to permit the 

project to be built to a height or up to 50 feet, substantially higher than the permitted 35 
feet maximum, and considerably higher than the 20-25 feet height of the surrounding 
buildings. The POD is also intended to enable the applicant to ignore the required setback 
requirements (3: I). 

Regardless of whether the City Council believes the Project has merit, the City must 
recognize that its approval would set a precedent and therefore likely usher 
a slew of similarly dense, tall, and more intensive development to the Las Palmas Historic 
District, an area that the Staff Report admits consists of two story buildings with 

considerably less density and smaller FAR. 

The proposed MND therefore violates CEQA because it does not include any discussion of 
the Project's potential for fostering this type of more intensive growth and the expected 
environmental impact of this type of growth inducement. ""[T]he fact that future 

development may take several forms," or that it may never occur, "does not excuse 

environmental review" of the project which is the catalyst for the projected future growth." 
Stanislaus Audubon Soc'v. Inc. v. Cnty. of Stanislaus, (1995) 33 Cal. App. 4th 144, 158. 

The City fails to adequately analyze the Project's potentially significant impacts on 

aesthetics, noise and a significant historical resource. 

The record contains substantial evidence supporting a fair argument that the Project as 

proposed will have both a significant adverse impact on aesthetics and a significant 

historic resource. The source of this impact is the Project's incompatibility with the 

mass, size and scale of surrounding buildings which collectively comprise a historically 

significant neighborhood. The Project will also curtail views of San Jacinlo Mountains, 

which further supports a fair argument that the Project's aesthetic impacts would be 

significant. 2 ~ 6 
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Moreover, a fair argument can be made that owing to its height, the Project would 
undennine the historical significance of the Las Palmas Historical District, which according 
to the City's own General Plan and Resolution No. 15858, is a significant and valuable 
historical resource. This was the conclusion of the HSPB, which as the Staff Report 
admits, detennined that without adequate mitigation, including a reduction in the 
structure's height and bulk, the Project would adversely affect the overall historic value of 
the Las Palmas Historic Commercial District. As the City Council eliminated the 
conditions imposed by the HSPB, even the City's own HSBP would agree that the Project, 
as currently conditioned, may cause a significant change in the significance of a historical 
resource. 

In this regard, we note that the MND/IS does not accurately represent the HSPB's views 
and analysis. The MND claims "the Board's concerns centered on the adequacy of the 
amount of off-street parking ... " The Staff Report, on the other hand, admits that because 
the HSPB was also concerned the Project's height and bulk, it approved the Project only on 
the condition that the height and bulk be reduced. 

Finally, ABCD contends that as many of the Project's neighbors have already noted, it 
could cause a significant adverse noise impact. The MND analyzed the potential noise 
impact in relation to the General Plan's standards for hotels, which is 70 dba. The MND 
failed to note, let alone analyze, the fact that the Project includes a roof-top bar, which may 
also accommodate live music. According to the General Plan, the noise level generated by 
live rock bands can be as much as II 0 dba, much higher than the 70 dba assumed by the 
MND. The General Plan directs the City to "Utilize maximum anticipated, or "worst case," 
noise conditions as the basis for land use decisions and design controls as a means of 
preventing future incompatibilities··. Here. the City has failed to usc the potentially loud 
fourth floor roof-top bar for its analysis. Accordingly, the MND must be revised to analyze 
the noise levels in light of the potential noise from the bar, as well as compatibility with 
surrounding uses, particularly at night when the bar will be at its loudest and street noise at 
their lowest levels. 

The City seems to assume that imposing a condition requiring the project operation to 
comply with the City's noise ordinance is enough to ensure the Project's noise impact 
would be mitigated to a less than significant level. There is no evidence or analysis to 
support the conclusion that this type of mitigation would be effective in reducing the noise 
impact to a less than significant level. 

Ill 
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The Proposed General Plan Amendment is inconsistent with the surrounding 
neighborhood. 

This project requires a General Plan Amendment because it is simply too dense, too 
massive and too big for this site and this neighborhood. As a result, the City's attempt to 
shoe-hom this Project into this site includes an amendment to the land use designation, the 
zoning ordinance, and other developmental standards that are intended to ensure some 

.degree of predictability and compatibility with the surrounding neighborhood. 

Currently, the Project is designated Neighborhood Community Commercial, or NCC, 
which has a maximum allowed FAR of .35 per acre. The applicant has requested and the 
City is proposing to revise the Project's land use designation to Mixed Use/Multi-use CBD, 
which increases the FAR to l.O, a three-fold increase in density. 

The Staff Report notes that the main difference between the CBD and NCC designations is 
"density or intensity of development--defined by FAR." The Staff Report goes on: "this 
GPA requests the expansion of the higher density Mixed-Use CBD into this "transition 
area" between Downtown and Uptown." According to the Staff Report, the Project 
incorporates many of the CBD design guidelines into the project. Based on these features, 
Staff contends the Project is "consistent with the proposed Mixed-use/Multi-use- CBD 
land use designation that is required." 

Staffs conclusion that the Project is consistent with design guidelines that apply to the 
CBD land use designation is essentially irrelevant to the question of whether the proposed 
CBD type parcel is consistent with the Uptown, historical neighborhood commercial 
district that surrounds the Project. If anything, the Staffs conclusion supports ABCD's 
argument that the Project is more compatible with the CBD zone, and not the lower density 
Las Palmas neighborhood. 

The fact that the Project is in a transition zone between CBD and Uptown does not help the 
City and Staffs argument. If the integrity of the boundary between the-two districts ls 
violated, there is no barrier to the whole-sale conversion of Uptown to CBD overtime. 

The proposed General Plan Amendment represents "spot zoning" in that it creates an 
island of incompatible use 

The proposed change in zoning and land use designation amounts to impermissible "spot 
zoning". 
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'Spot zoning occurs where a small parcel is restricted and given lesser rights than 

the surrounding property, as where a Jot in the center of a business or commercial 
district is limited to uses for residential purposes thereby creating an "island" in the 

middle of a larger area devoted to other uses. [Citation.] Usually spot zoning 
involves a small parcel of land, the larger the property the more difficult it is to 
sustain an allegation of spot zoning. [Citations.] Likewise, where the "spot" is not 
an island but is connected on some sides to a like zone the allegation of spot 

zoning is more difficult to establish since lines must be drawn at some point. 
[Citation.] Even where a small island is created in the midst of less restrictive 
zoning, the zoning may be upheld where rational reason in the public benefit exists 

for such a classification.' 

Foothill Communities Coalition v. County of Orange (20 14) 222 Cal.App.41h 1302, 
1311. ("Foothill Communities") 

an amendment to a zoning ordinance that singles out a small parcel of land for a use 
different from that of the surrounding properties and for the benefit of the owner of 
the small parcel and to the detriment of other owners is spot zoning. 

We hold the creation of an island of property with less restrictive zoning in the 
middle of properties with more restrictive zoning is spot zoning. This conclusion 
does not end our analysis, however, as spot zoning may or may not be 
impermissible, depending on the circumstances. "The rezoning ordinance may be 

justified, however, if a substantial public need exists, and this is so even if the 
private owner of the tract will also benefit." !d., at 1314. 

Applying Foothill Communities here, it is indisputable that the proposed GPA and zone 
change amounts to impermissible spot zoning. As explained above, the Staff Report admits 

that the proposed project site would become an island of high density CBD/C-1/R-3 
surrounded by a sea of low density NCC parcels/buildings. The Project site will 

accommodate only a single project, and is very small compared to the overall span of NCC 

in the Uptown area. The Project site, moreover, is not physically connected to any other 
CBD designated land. 

The question, then, is whether the rezoning is justified by a substantial public need for this 

project. Unfortunately, this is not a question that the City has bothered to ask, let alone 

answer. For this reason alone the City must postpone any discussion of the Project until the 

issue of spot zoning has been adequately addressed. 
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ABCD contends the spot zoning is not justified because the Project will not address any 

substantial public need. Given the number of hotels, restaurants and commercial/retail 
space currently available in Palm Springs, it can hardly be argued that there is any public 
need for more of the same. Accordingly, the proposed General Plan Amendment/Zone 
change is illegal. 

The City may not waive the applicable development standards through the adoption of 
aPDD. 

The City continues to view the PDD not as a scalpel to carve out" desirable departures from 
strict provisions of specific zone classifications," but as a machete with which to strip away 
any and all development standards that may apply, simply upon request by the project 
proponents. The Project in this case is no exception. 

The Staff Report admits that at almost 50 feet in height, the Project must comply with 
several requirements of the High Rise Ordinance (93.04 ). In particular, the Project only 
provides 43% open space, where 60% is required by the High-rise Ordinance. Likewise, the 
Project provides 0 and 15 foot setbacks in the front and back, where 141 foot setbacks are 

required by the Ordinance. The Project also fails to meet the less stringent set back and 
open space requirements of the proposed C-1 /R-3 zone. 

Despite these inconsistencies, the applicant is seeking a PDD in part to get "approval for 
development of a high-rise building pursuant to Zoning Code 93.04 (high rise buildings" 
and "seek relief from the development standards from both the high-rise ordinance and the 

underlying zones in tenns of lot coverage, open space, height, setbacks, off-street loading 
and parking." Staff Report at page 8 of 23. 

The problem with the staff's analysis and the proposed findings is that they both ignore the 
fact that the City's own municipal code does not penn it the City to waive the requirements 
of the High-Rise Ordinance by adopting a PDD. 94.03.00(C)(l) provides that "Structures 
which exceed pennitted heights shall be subject to the requirements of Sections 93.03.00 

and 93 .04.00." 93.04.00 (A) mandates that 60~o of site area for high-rise building must be 
devoted to open space, while subsection (C)(l) requires a minimum setback of3 feet for 

every one foot of vertical rise of the building. Accordingly, the City must adhere to these 
standards regardless of whether the project otherwise qualifies for a PDD. 

Likewise, ABCD objects to the City's modification of the parking requirements based on 

the applicant's parking plan. The Staff's analysis of the Project as it relates to parking is 

flawed because the Staff fails to adequately account for the fact that the Project will ~a~ 
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the need for additional parking in two ways, first by adding commercial development 
requiring 93 parking spaces, but also by eliminating off-street parking that was previously 

set aside for Colony Palms Hotel and Purple Palm Restaurant. According to the Staff 

Report, approximately 16 parking spaces on the proposed project site had been allocated to 

'meet the unmet parking need associated with the Colony Hotel and Purple Palm Restaurant. 

The total number unmet parking needs resulting from the Project, therefore, is at least47. 

According to the Staff Report, the Planning Commission concluded that the reduced off

street parking proposed is "consistent with the general plan and reflected good zoning 
practice given the urban characteristics of the Uptown commercial district." This 

contention, however, is difficult to reconcile with the City's municipal code, which requires 

parking accommodation even in urban areas. 

Conclusion 

For all the foregoing procedural and substantive reasons, I urge you to deny the project as 
proposed. 

Sincerely, 

Is/ Babak Naficy 

Babak Naficy 

Counsel for ABCD 
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Cindy Berardi 

From: 
Sent 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Dear Sirs, 

Claire Best <claire@clairebest.net> 
Thur,;day, March 12, 2015 10:52 AM 
Cindy Berardi 

i(ECEJY£u 
.;F" P HH ;; r 

2015 HAR 12 AH 11: 00 
Sara Frith, Gordon Zlot Ji .. ''- o , , .. .,.,., 
Palm Springs 750 lotfs LLC Public Hearing comp1Qh1 'i C l E :: :'~ · 

Prior to the upcoming hearing on March 18th regarding the application for the development at 750 N. Palm Canyon, I am 
writing in response to the hearing on 25th February, 2015 regarding 750 Lofts UC Building Application. I would ask the City 
and the Mayor to review the City's procedures regarding planning applications and what Is legally allowed in the planning 
application process and what Is illegaL 

Planning rules are put in place by the City Planning Commission for a reason: to prevent abuse of the city planning codes and 
to protect the public's Interests. 

I pose the following question to the City Planning Commission and the Mayor of Palm Springs: what are the reasons that the 
planning codes were clearly and blatantly overlooked In the case of the application to build a 4 story building with a rooftop 
garden, pool and bar (approximately so-60ft total) which would be well over the 34 ft height restrictions for the area and 
wnlch wene Imposed under the original application?; Why Is the City allowing a structure to be built which In addition to the 
height Violation, would not provide adequate self-parking, set back or open space. The •cut and paste" attitude of the Cijy 
Planning Commission to pull from different parts of different codes to allow a structure to pass which Is a violation of the 
codes the City Itself created puts Into question the effectiveness and validity of the City Planning Commission and raises 
questions about what the motives really are. 

Why can the City Planning claim that this is a one off exception? Why are developers allowed to violate the City Planning 
Codes In a Historic area withoul setting a precedent for future developers? II sends the wrong message to anyone who has or 
Is thinking of Investing In Palm Sprlngs -If you buy a house or a business In an anea which has height restrictions, you trust 
that your investment will be protected by the City's planning code. Why is the City allowed to suddenly and, at will, 
undermine It's own codes to benefit one developer at the expense of the investments of others who have gone before and 
who have abided by the rules? The City Planning codes are provided far the public's benefit, not the public's detriment. 

The proposed structure effects many surrounding businesses and residents both In terms of obstructing views of the San 
Jacinto Mountains (remember that the Movie Colony and las Palm as neighborhoods have had overhead electrical cables 
removed so that the palm trees are the only (and natural) foreground to their view of the mountains) and In cneating parking 
and traffic congestion. The Colony Palms Hotel has yet to satisfy It's obligation to the City to provide enough parking for Its 
hotel so more cars for another hotel within a block or so are not going to ease their problem. There are several other hotels in 
the area as well who have a A had to conform to the requirements of the City Planning Commission for their properties. Why 
doesn't this developer have to do the same? 

Somehow, conveniently, all codes have been thrown out with the proposal of this architect's •tegacy• 4+ story building. Build 
a legacy bot don't ruin your City and ~·s main reasons for attracting tourists in doing so. It will be the legacy that ruined Palm 
Springs If you are not vigilant about the new precedents It sets for future developers. 

If people want a high rise building then put II where it belongs but not in the middle of the historic district. 

Let's not forget that Palm Springs suffered a downturn In the 70s-90s after It become too much of a party town and bad 
developing In the 70s and 80s ruined it's original and unique city plan. The recent revival the town has experienced is due to 
efforts to restore the town's original 50's atmosphere, restoring and preserving the architectural integrity that exists and 
which makes Palm Springs a unique destination worldwide. II has been featured in many magazines and news articles- every 
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one of them extolling the virtues of its open space, low key and small town vlbe. If you allow one structure to defy the 
plannlns codes then you open a floodgate lor others to follow. And If you do this, the low key and low impact nature of Palrn 
Springs, one of the main draws for tourists, will be gone and you will lose the clientele that has started to come here since the 
revival. If people want density of hotels, business and shops, they go to a city such as las Vegas, Los Angeles, San Diego. They 
come to Palm Springs because It has a relaxed and boutique vibe with stunning views to the mountains. Tum the uptown 
design district Into the strip In Vegas or los Angeles and you will lose everything that Is special about the town and It will be 
"just another American town with no architectural integrity". 

There are currently a couple of hotels downtown (but not In the historic district) which Interfere with the presiding 
atmosphere of the rest of the town. Those hotels stand out as ugly giants and the beautiful Spanish architecture of the 
buildings aaoss from them Is lost in their shadow. The result In the downtown area Is a non-chohesive mish-mash. The 
frequency with which businesses change ownership or close down In that part of downtown Is indicative that the mish-mash 
resulting from the lack of a cohesive building plan does not serve the public's benefit. 

By contrast, In the last 2 years, the uptown design district has seen a mafked upturn In its appearance. It has thriving 
boutiques, restaurants and hotels. It has preserved Its low-Impact skyline and has an airy open air feel which contributes to 
th~ success. It markets Itself as a "design district" and every business there thus far has thrived by playing lnta this 
conf()(mity. The proposed development for a 60 It high structure with no set backs and no surroondlng open space will 
overshadow all the businesses and residents aroond. 

The city needs to carry out an adequate and thorough environmental impact report on this structure: noise from the rooftop 
bar and pool, (what about the llpm noise curfew?), the traffic Impact (taking Into consideration 4 or 5 hotels within a couple 
of blocks who do not have enough parking as It Is), the density Impact and the Impact on the views to San Jacinta 
Mountains. Additionally, one marker post for one day in one corner of the proposed building area Is not sufficient to notify 
the people who wll be affected of the height impact. In fact it smacks of knowing that what you are doing Is wrong and trying 
to sneak It through while nobody Is looking. This should not be the modus operandi of the City Planning Commission nor any 
body who works for them. If the city doesn't uphold it's own rules then the future of the city Is in the developers hands 
potentially at the expense of losing tourists and customers. These are dangerous precedents being set. 

Sincerely, 

Claire Best Hawley and Jordan Hawley 
1162 San Jacinto Way, PS 92262 
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Cindy Berardi 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Gordon Zlot <gz@kzst.com> 
Thursday, Ma"h 12, 2015 12:20 PM 
Cindy Berardi 
Sara Frith; Claire Best 
RE: Palm Springs 750 Lotfs LLC Public Hearing complaint 

As a long time resident of the Movie Colony I feel the same way. Why are you making separate rules 
for this application. 

-·-Original Message---
From: "Claire Best" <claire@clairebest.net> 
Sent: Thursday, March 12, 201510:51am 
To: cindy.berardi@palmsprings-ca.gov 
Cc: "Sara Frith" <sarafrith@gmail.com>, "Gordon Zlot" <gz@kzst.com> 
Subject Palm Springs 750 Lotfs LLC Public Hearing complaint 

Dear Sirs, 
Prior to the upcoming hearing on March 18th regarding the application for the development at 750 N. Palm Canyon, I am 
writing in response to the hearing on 25th February, 2015 regarding 750 Lofts LLC Building Application. I woold ask the City 
and the Mayor to review the City's procedures regarding planning applications and what is legally allowed in the planning 
application process and what is Illegal. 
Planning rules are put In place by the City Planning Commission for a reason: to prevent abuse of the city planning codes and 
to protect the public's interests. 
I pose the following question to the City Planning Commission and the Mayor of Palm Springs: what are the reasons that the 
planning codes were clearly and blatantly overlooked In the case of the application to build a 4 story building with a rooftop 
garden, pool and bar (approximately 50-60ft total) which would be well over the 34ft height restrictions for the area and 
which were Imposed under the original application?; Why Is the City allowing a structure to be built which In addition to the 
height violation, would not provide adequate self-parking. set back or open space. The "cut and paste" altitude of the City 
Planning Commission to pull from different parts of different codes to allow a structure to pass which is a violation of the 
codes the City Itself created puts into question the effectiveness and validity of the Oty Planning Commission and raises 
questions about what the motives really are. 
Why can the City Planning claim that this Is a one off exception? Why are developers allowed to violate the City Planning 
Codes in a Historic area without setting a precedent for future developers? It sends the wrong message to anyone who has or 
is thinking of Investing In Palm Spt'ings- if you buy a house or a business in an area whkh has height restrictions, you trust 
that your Investment will be protected by the City's planning code. Why Is the City allowed to suddenly and, at will, 
undermine it's own codes to benefit one developer at the expense of the investments of others who have gone before and 
who have abided by the rules? The City Planning codes are provided for the public's benefit, not the public's detriment. 
The proposed structure effects many surrounding businesses and residents both In terms of obstructing views of the San 
Jacinto Mountains (remember that the Movie Colony and Las Palmas neighborhoods have had overhead electrical cables 
removed so that the palm trees are the only (and natural) foreground to their view of the mountains) and In creating parking 
and traffic congestion. The Colony Palms Hotel has yet to satisfy it's obligation to the City to pt"ovlde enough parking for Its 
hotel so more cars for another hotel within a block or so are not going to ease their problem. There are several other hotels In 
the area as well who have all had to conform to the requirements of the City Planning Commission for their properties. Why 
doesn't this developer have to do the same? 
Somehow, conveniently, all codes have been thrown out with the proposal of this architect's "Legacy" 4+ story building. Build 
a legacy but don't ruin your City and It's main reasons for attracting tourists In doing so. It will be the legacy that ruined Palm 
Springs If you are not vigilant about the new precedents It sets for future developers. 
If people want a high rise building then put it where It belongs but not in the middle of the historic district. 
Let's not forget that Palm Springs suffered a downturn In the 70s·90s after It become too much of a party town and bad 
developing in the 70s and 80s ruined it's original and unique dy plan. The recent revival tne town has experienced is due to _ 

l 
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WORKSHOP 
KITCHEN+BAR 

800 N. Palm Canyon Dr. Suite G 
Palm Springs, CA, 92262 

Dear Sir or Madam: 

I would like to formally lend my support to the 750 Lofts project that has been 
proposed in my immediate neighborhood. This neighborhood is not only historic, 
but has In full-force become a cultural and nightlife center of Palm Springs. In 
roughly ten years, Uptown has gone from empty storefronts and unimproved 
properties, to an attractive neighborhood which servers a clientele that is largely 
educated, travelled and passionate about design. 

The proposed 750 Lofts project would only enhance the neighborhood, and 
further brand Palm Springs as a hip, attractive destination. The loft element of 
the project promotes a unique urban-desert lifestyle, helping to further Palm 
Springs's image as both a naturally beautiful city and an attractive place for 
younger generations to live. 

Please feel free to contact me if I can be of any more assistance. 

Kind regards, 

Michael Beckman I Chef Owner 
Workshop Kitchen + Bar LLC 
BOO N. Palm Canyon Dr. Suite G 
Palm Springs, CA, 92262 
e: michael®workshoppalmsprings.com 
c: 310-977-7018 
o: 760-459-3451 SubmJued 10 

Planning Commlnion 

FEB 2 5 2013 
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Ken l on 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Ken, 

K C Jones < kc@accuratetelecom.com> 
Wednesday, February 25, 2015 8:30 AM 
Ken Lyon 
Project 750 Palm Cyn & Indian Cyn Hotel mixed use 

Thanks for meeting with me yesterday evening. I am opposed to the height of the project. 

Kind regards, 

K.C. Jones 
860 N. Indian Cyn. Ill 

1 
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Mr. FrankTysen 
Casa Cody Hotel 
Palm Springs, CA 

February 25, 2015 

To the Honorable City Council 
And Palm Springs Planning Department 

City of Palm Springs, CA 

Re: Item 2B 
Public Hearing dated February 25, 2015 
750 Lofts 

To Whom It May Concern: 

Submitted to 
Planning Commission 

FEB 2 5 2015 

caaoll _____ _ 

The project as assessed does not conform to the California Environmental Quality Act, in that a Mitigated 
Negative Declaration is not sufficient to meet the needs of the project. A full Environmental Impact 
Report should be required. Under the MND, the project has not been fully assessed, nor has it been fully 
mitigated, based upon the following: 

1. The applicant has proposed a General Plan Amendment that inserts the density, height, and mass 
of the Downtown Central Business District into the heart of the Uptown Historic District. This was 
done for one very specific reason: to change a Floor Area Ratio (FAR) of .35 lot coverage to 1.0 
FAR lot coverage - almost tripling the mass of the proposed building from all buildings that 
preceded it. Since the District is essentially built-out at .35 FAR, it is impossible for the City to 
conclude that this building conforms in either style, design, architecture, or open space, to its 
surroundings. At the very least. this creates a fair argument of significant impact, and an 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR} should be prepared to consider an alternative to the project -
or particularly Adaptive Re-use of the Bank of America historic building and lot. 

2. The City Council considered and approved an appeal by the developer to be relieved of the 
mitigation measures Imposed by the Historic Site Preservation Board. Since mitigation has been 
eliminated, It Is a fair argument that this leaves the project with a possibility of significant impact, 
and an EIRshould be prepared. 

3. The City has used a Planned Development District (POD) pennit to drcumvent and overrule the 
High-Rise Ordinance of the City that required setbacks of 3:1 for buildings in excess of 35 feet 
This proposed building reaches a height of 48 feet or more. California State Law, in its consistency 
requirements for the General Plan, creates ordinances as Implementing tools for the General Plan. 
The ordinances must be internally consistent. One ordinance cannot overrule another unless it is 
explidtly designed by Its language to do so. The POD makes no mention that it can override the 
requirements of the High-Rise Ordinance. Therefore, the height of the building is out of 
compliance with the General Plan. This Is another reason the EIR should allow considered 
adaptive reuse alternatives to the Plan. 

4. The Las Palmas Business Historic District Conceptual Design Guidelines are another implementing 
tool of the City's General Plan, and they were created and used in this District to maintain the strict 
historic character under protection through its historic designation. This in itself sets an 
environmental threshold which has not been adequately assessed. By failing to follow these 
guidelines, the City Is violating an environmental baseline, and has not properly mitigated or 
considered project alternatives. 
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5. The same environmental baseline is set through ordinances that set height limitations, setbacks 

and view restrictions. By not following these guidelines, the applicant has failed to consider or 
mitigate possible environmental effects. 

6. The City, at page eight of its staff report, admits that Central Business District density, use, and 
mass are inherently incompatible in building type and scale with the Neighborhood Commercial 
District This should be assessed in an EIR, with a proposed alternative to the General Plan 
Amendment to change land use classification. 

The following are general considerations: 

1. The Las Palmas Historic Business District is one of the most sensitive historic areas of Palm 
Springs, consisting of a considerable range of hotels, boutiques, restaurants, and retail stores that 
represent the unique architectural history of Palm Springs. The district was created with firm 
boundaries, as an intact and integrated neighborhood and historic unit, and is known for its 
quietness, gentle gardens, lovely open spaces, and low-level commercial activity, compatible with 
the adjoining high-end residential areas, including the Movie Colony, and Las Palmas District The 
district clearly qualifies as neighborhood serving, and Is primarily historical in context 

2. The developer and the staff recommendations for this project would choose to set aside protective 
ordinances designed specifically for this historic area, and, without justification, breach the 
designed limitations of those ordinances, more than doubling or tripling the building mass of what 
is allowed, and up-scaling the public use to noise levels incompatible with the neighborhood 
within its open space cantilevered areas, and especially the pool and bar on the open fourth floor, 
which have become the poor substitutes for real open space planning, which is required by 
general plan and ordinance to be landscaped and ground-level. 

3. The City has justified this by filing a General Plan Amendment for Mixed-Use, Central Business 
District uses that are regional and tourism-driven, with major changes increasing density, massing 
and noise. and decreasing open space -while imposing design features completely out of context 
to the area The city's idea (expressed in Its staff report) is to "link" this site into the neighboring 
high-end, high·density commercial downtown district, with the idea that there is some need to 
extend a finger of high-end commercial into the historic district, and that it is a transition zone 
rather than a district This is a poor concept that requires further environmental assessment 

4. Parking is truncated into a shared parking concept that is dubious, and looks as though it is 
formulated to cover up the deficiency that this Is the wrong use and wrong building on the wrong 
lot within the wrong district. 

5. The PDD appears to be used in place and instead of a variance, which the applicant could not 
qualify for. 

6. The City also has ignored the implications of a very serious water shortage in the Valley, as it 
presses forward with a series of developments that maximize commercial use of the lots, far 
beyond what was originally intended by the General Plan. The series of departures from General 
Plan standards have created a pattern and practice of breaking boundaries, always in favor of 
maximizing use of the land. 

7. Ultimately, because the standards proposed are so completely deviant from what was anticipated 
under the requirements of the General Plan, and under the nature of the historical area, a full 
Environmental Impact Report should be prepared, and the City should give serious consideration 
to a full redesign, with the emphasis on historical fit 

With regard, 

FrankTysen 2S8 



Terri Hintz 

Subject: FW: 750 NORTH PALM CANYON DRIVE 

-----Original Message---
From: davfdf2@earthlink.net lmai)to:dayidf2@earthl1nk.net! 
Sent: Tuesday, February 24, 2015 6:16PM 
To: Ken Lyon 
Cc: K C Jones; Tim Wenzel; Tommy Shortess; Ronald M Zehel; Bill Shaw; bearfoot Inn 
Subject: 750 NORTH PALM CANYON DRIVE 

Mr. Lyon: 

I am writing to you to protest the planned 46 unit development at 750 N. 
Palm Canyon Dr. 

My husband and I own unit #6 at 860 N. Indian Canyon. Our patio faces directly southeast. The 
reason we bought this unit was because of the wonderful view of the mountains from the patio. 

This plan development will destroy our wonderful View. Instead of looking at the mountains, we 
will now be looking at the bac:kend of a large hotel complex. It decreases the value of our property. 

WE STRONGLY PROTEST THE TAKING OF OUR VIEW AND DECREASE lN THE VALUE OF OUR 
PROPERTY FOR THE COMMERCIAL GAIN OF ANOTHER PARTY. 

Additionally, the chazm of downtown Palm Springs Is predicated on It lacking such high structures 
that deface the View for all residents, as you are aware I am sure. Clearly, if this structure Is 
allowed, you will not be able to stop similar developments up and down Palm Canyon. 

David Farah 
owner of 860 N. Indian Canyon, Unit #6 
760-808-3272 

PS. I received the notice sent by the dty only yesterday February 23. 
Why was this notice sent so late so that we had so little time to comment and protest? It would 
seem that the project Is being rammed through with the least notice of those directly affected. 
Surely you could have given adequate notice a LONG time ago. 

Planning Commission Meeting 
Date: .2-.2 -:;;--/s-
Addition~?rial 
Item_~~---"'-----
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Ken Lon 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Ronald M Zehel <rareaccidentll@gmail.com> 
Tuesday, February 24, 2015 7:15 PM 
Ken Lyon 

Subject: Fwd: protest to the construction at 750 North Indian Canyon Drive in Palm Springs 

> 
> Dear Mr. Lyon, 
> 
> I am writing to protest the proposed development across the street from me at 750 N Indian Canyon Drive of a 46 unit, 
four story hotel complex. Having just taken up residence at 860 N. Indian Canyon Drive #5, right across the street, 1 

would be directly affected by this construction. It would remove or greatly diminish the priceless view I have of the 
mountains, one of the main reasons I just purchased my property. Not to mention the diminished property value 1 
would experience for having the view taken away or defiled. Downtown Palm Springs has a beautiful ambiance. A 
construction of this type could only serve to defile and diminish that charm with a building of such height being built. A 
building of no more than two levels would fit right in. 
> 
> Ronald M Zehel 
> 860 North Indian Canyon Drive 115 
> Palm Springs, CA 92262 
> 760-895-5215 
> RareAccidentll@gmail.com 
> 
> I would greatly appreciate it if you could submit this mail as part of the formal protest against this development. If 
possible I will attend the city council meeting tomorrow at 1:30 to lodge complaints verbally as well, but given the last 
minute notification I received about this am not sure I will be able to attend. I find it unacceptable to be notified about 
something this important with so little time to be able to react properly or make arrangements to attend the meeting. 
> 
> I am very interested to follow up on this in whatever way will provide the strongest opposition to this project. 
> 
> Sincerely, 
> 
> Ronald M Zehel 
> 
> Sent from my iPad 
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Ken l on 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Hi Ken, 

Bearfoot Inn <info@bearfootinn.com> 
Tuesday, February 24, 2015 8:32 PM 
Ken Lyon; Ken Lyon 
K C Jones; Tim Wenzel; Tommy Shortess; Bill Shaw; Ronald M Zehel 
Case 5.1350 PDD374 mixed-use development at 750 N Palm Canyon 

I was just made aware of this application from our neighbours to the south at 860 N Indian Canyon, and I would 
like to add my voice to oppose this proposal. 

As a hotel owner, I am acutely aware of occupancy rates in Palm Springs being lower than other desert cities. 
Perhaps this is due to the fact that Palm Springs is home to almost I 00 hotels/resorts, more than twice as many 
hotels/resorts than all other desert cities combined. 

I might add that more than half of the hotels/resorts in Palm Springs are owner operated, whereas barely a 
handful of the hotels/resorts in other desert cities are owner operated. In other words, this proposal, like so 
many others under the guise of trendy "boutique" (such as the newly opened Triad a) and/or "mixed use" 
properties are corporately driven projects. Corporations are responsible to their shareholders. Projects are 
developed with the intent of realizing a short term profit. If a profit is not realized, the fiscally responsible thing 
to do with respect to shareholders is to cut your losses, close shop and pull out. A recent example is the 
devastation caused by the Target retail chain in Canada. They purchased a major Canadian retailer, rebranded 
and attempted to dominate the market, failed and pulled out all within two years, leaving more than 15,000 
people unemployed, and numerous empty shells of buildings that cannot be re-purposed easily. 

One of the most enticing aspects of Palm Springs is its respect for the architecture that has come to define the 
city. This is especially relevant on the heels of Modernism Week, which has grown to a major tourism event in 
the past few years. Recent rehabilitation projects of existing properties that retain the charm of the city are far 
more important than trash and build projects that are short-term investments ultimately leaving unoccupied 
buildings. Samuel Delany's 1999 accounting of the unsuccessful "rehabilitation" of Times Square, "Times 
Square Red, Times Square Blue" is a testament to the value of organically developing communities as opposed 
to a forced, revenue driven, short-sighted approach to growing cities. The short-term profit is in the construction 
phase of the project, whereas operating the property usually yields smaller returns on investment. 

All of the above is to say, does Palm Springs really need a newly constructed hotel? 

Especially one that defies current building codes and destroys the aesthetics of the uptown design district with a 
height inappropriate building. 

The approach to artificially inflate property values in order to maximize short term profits is happening in major 
cities and devastating neighbourhoods all over North America. One of the main reasons for choosing to move 
our business to Palm Springs was the respect for small, owner-operated businesses and a sense of community 
that has been eroded in other resort towns such as Fort Lauderdale, FL. While we were under construction we 
were approached no less than three times from off-shore "investors" who offered to take the property off our 
hands, so we are aware that the potential to capitalize on prospective property values and erode the charm of 
Palm Springs is very much in play here. 
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Thi1> approach seems to be championed by the likes of the Greater Palm Springs Convention & Visitors Bureau, 
who have co-opted the Palm Springs brand, ultimately diluting its authenticity. 

As a resident, I am profoundly disheartened by the prospect of multi-level buildings devastating the aesthetics 
of downtown Palm Springs. Every misguided approval sets precedent, representing limits that will ultimately be 
challenged by future developers, further eroding part of Palm Springs' charm. 

A resounding "No" to this proposal is a resounding "Yes" to the good work carried on by residents and business 
owners, as well as the Palm Springs Bureau of Tourism, who are truly invested in the well being and measured 
growth of Palm Springs. 

Thanks, 

Jerry Pergolesi and Glen Boomhour 
Owners, operators 

bearfoot inn 
www.bearfootinn.com 
888 N Indian Canyon Dr 
Palm Springs, CA 92262-5719 
760-699-7641 
855-438-0414 toll free 

2£2 
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Febraury 22, 2015 Planning Commission Meeting 
Date: .,.C- 2 0 Is=-

To whom It may concern regarding: "',-1,:r;,;""'~1 "A'2forb1 

2B. 750 lOFTS, LLC FOR A MIXED-USE HOTEL DEVELOPMENT ON A 1.13-ACRE PARCEL 
LOCATED AT750 NORTH PALM CANYON DRIVE ZONE C-1/ R-3/ PO 104/ RESORT 
COMBINING ZONE /LAS PALMAS BUSINESS HISTORIC DISTRICT (HD-1) (CASE NOS. 
5.1350 POD 374/GPAI CUP AND 3.3795 MAJ). (KL) 
item 2B - Oversized Exhibits 

As homeowners for 22 years In the Movie Colony, we have several concerns with the proposed 
development. t am putting my concerns in writing since I am not in town on the date of the 
hearing. This recommendation will be delivered in person to the City prior to the hearing, as 
requested for consideration. 

1. OHalte parking. This Is a growing problem in the Movie Colony neighborhood immediately 
and adjacent to the proposed development. For example, we live behind the Colony Palms 
Hotel. Saturday, Feb. 21, at 5 p.m. a hotel employee parked the wrong way on the narrow 
one-way section of Via Colusa, blocking our driveway. We asked the employee to move her 
car, and she explained that the hotel has no employee parking. This Is contrary to what was 
agreed upon when the Colony Palm Hotel was under review by the Planning Commission 
and City Council. It was stipulated that parking had to be available for employees, and that 
employees would not be parking In the adjacent neighborhood streets. I would like to know 
what has changed? What will be done about this? And how will parking for guests and 
employees be handled at the proposed 750 North Palm Canyon Drive hotel? 

With the number of hotels and restaurants that have come Into the immediate area - including 
but not limited to- The Colony Palms, Triada, Movie Colony Hotel, Alcazar, and Los Arboles -
parking In our neighborhood Is a problem. 

Adding a four-story hotel and bar will make the parking impossible. 

2. Open Atr Top Roor Pool Bar. 

More than enough liquor licenses have already been granted in this area, which is ad)11cent to 
residential properties. II a liquor license is perrnlned, it must be restricted so that !here is NO 
AMPLIFIED MUSIC. The Movie Colony homeowners currently suffer from the ongoing noise of 
various out doQI' concerts and celebrations. To add another nightly and/or weekly contributor to 
the current dln Is concerning. We would like to see the city enforce restrictions on outdoor 
amplified music. ... _ 

\._ ~ -( 

> .... ~ 
We aa homeowners are entitled to the peaceful enJoyment of our homee by Ia~ ;:~ o:;q 

"'~cr = :;~ 

3. Mountllln VIews. The General Plan states: 

"ScenicNiew Corridors. Palm Springs • location at the base of the San Jacinto 
and Santa Rose Mountains creates opportunities for unparalleled mountain 

<~ N ..... •.e 
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Febraury 22, 2015 

and desert views and multiple means of immediate access into these beautiful 
natural areas. Efforts should be taken to protect existing sceniclvlew corridors 
and to create new ones when possible, and to enhance and increase the 
character and quality of those natural resource access points." 

The view of Mount San Jacinto is the primllf)' visual aesthetic In Palm Springs. The mountain 
defines Palm Springs from any other southwestern city. To obstruct the view In anyway is the 
equivaieni oi bit~eking an ocean view at the beach. 

Palm Springs has already approved a six-story hotel downtown which will block the view for 
visitors and residents and now we are contemplating a four-story structure? 

Ladles and genUemen, once you have blocked the view of the San Jacinto mountain from the 
downtown visitor, you will have destroyed the primllfY visual asset the makes Palm Springs the 
famous worid-wide destination resort that it Is today. 

With so many hotels adjacent to this property, that followed the current height restrictions, why 
would you open Pandora's box and waive the height restrictions for this one? What will happen 
to other hotels that also want to add stories and block the homeowners and visitors views? 

Sincerely, 

f4etiu/4. k),q~ 
Elizabeth Wickham 

330 E. Via Colusa 
Palm Springs, CA 92262 

ewlckham@mac.com 
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Cindy Berardi 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Claire Best <claire@clairebest.net> 

Sunday, February 22, 2015 10:18 PM 
CityCierk ,ftJ5FEB 23 AH 9: 44 

Cc: 
Subject: 

Sara Frith JAHES THOHI";..v" 
Objection to development at 750 North Palm Canyon Drive.&ITY CLER!<: 

1
' 

Attention: 
James Thompson 
City Clerk 
3200 E. Tahquitz Canyon Way 
Palm Springs, CA 92262 

Re: Case no. is 5.1350 POD 374/ CUP I GPA I 3.3795 MAJ; 
Applicant: 750 Lofts, LLC., address 750 North Palm Canyon Drive. 

To Whom it May Concern: 

As homeowners in Movie Colony East in Palm Springs, we are writing to object to the above application. 

We understand that there have now been several hearings of which we have not been notified and that the developers are 
now attempting to circumvent the conditions imposed by the HSPB {which were to lower the height of the building on Indian 
Canyon to 20 feet at the outer edge, to lower the overall height to 34 feet and to have a further set back from the road) and 
to seek approval for their plans by re-designating the site as a "Planned Development District". 

Allowing the developer to re-designate the site as a "Planned Development District" allows the developers to have the HSPB 
restrictions removed. It actually would allow the developers to construct a building as high as 60 feet {almost twice as high as 
the restriction put on them by the HSPB under the original planning application). 

Although the current plans are now 46 feet, {already 12 feet higher than the HSPB approved). There are plans for a rooftop 
pool and bar which would bring the overall height up to at least 58 feet, if not 60 feet. 

Even under the high rise rules, the developers are exceeding certain guidelines regarding setbacks and open space. 

Where is the open space at ground level other than the parking and driveway? A rooftop open space does not mitigate the 
requirements for open space. 

The developers are not in compliance with the Historic Business District building guidelines which is supposed to keep building 
height consistent with surrounding structures, none of which are higher than two stories and all of which have significant 
open space to balance their buildings within the site, set backs, density, massing. Additionally, under the HSPB guidelines, 
views to the mountains are not supposed to be blocked but a structure of 46 feet with a roof top bar, will. 

I understand that the City Planning staff have recommended approval of everything. Who has been paying them off? It 
appears to be a very clear violation of the interests represented by the HSPB. So clearly someone in the city is making a lot of 
money by allowing this to pass and It should not be allowed. The rest of us and all the other businesses abide by the rules of 
the HSPB and the City. Developpers need to follow the same rules. If they were given restrictions under their original plans, 
they need to follow those restrictions from the original application. Re-filing under a different "planned development district" 
yet to achieve the same results which were denied in the original application is simply cheating and an affront to the rest of 
the businesses and residents of Palm Springs who respect and adhere to the planning rules. 
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If the City wants to increase the prosperity that It is currently enjoying, it would do well to preserve the attractions that brings 
tourists to Palm Springs- these are not high rise hotels which they can get in Vegas or Los Angeles or San Diego. The 
unobstructed view of the San Jacinto Mountains, the low rise and historic buildings and boutique hotels, shops and 
restaurants are what draw people to the center of Palm Springs. 

The uptown design district has become much smarter in the last few years thanks to the low impact remodeling and 
improvements to existing buildings. It will be ruined by a 46-60 ft high rise building which is completely out of character with 
the rest of the district. 

This area of Palm Springs is the last remaining part of the city which has preserved the historic Spanish revival style buildings. 
This is the oldest part of the city. Why would the City Planners want to destroy a part of the town that is a draw to visitors 
precisely because of its historic architecture and unobstructed views of the mountains. Palm Springs Is proud of its historic 
buildings. If a developer is allowed to put in a high rise among these, then we may as well resign ourselves to becoming 
Cathedral City or Palm Desert which long ago gave way to new developers yet have none of the charm or history that Palms 
Springs, until now, has been proud of. 

In the interests of the residents, businesses and public, the support from the City Planning Council into re-designating this into 
a "Planned Development District" ought to be Investigated since it is clearly against the principals and interests of the Historic 
Business District guidelines and smacks of a pay off by the developers to certain people in the city. 

We therefore strongly object to the building at 750 North Palm Canyon Drive unless it adheres to the restrictions imposed on 
it under the original plan filing. 

Sincerely, 

Claire Best Hawley & Jordan Hawley 
1162 San Jacinto Way 
Palm Springs, CA 92262 
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SARA FRITH AND PATRICK HARBINSON 

sarafrith@gmaiJ.com 

310·305-8011 

RECflVEO 
OF' I'.ALH so~ 

' -1 i 

292 East Via Alta mira 

Palm Springs, CA 92262 

February 20, 2015 
Palm Sprlngs Planning Commission 
3200 East Tahquitz Canyon Way 
Palm Springs, CA 92262 

Attention: James Thompson, City Clerk 

ZOISF£823 AM 9:i 

JAM£~ THOHP• c• 
CITY ClERK~ ·· 

440 Linnie Canal 

Venice, CA 90291 

Re: 750 Lofts, LLC planned development at 750 North Palm Canyon Drive I Case nos. 5.1350 POD 374 I 
GPA I CUP and 3.3795 MAJ 

Dear Sirs 

We want to place on record our very strong objections to the planning application for 750 Lofts, LLC for 

development of the site at 750 North Palm Canyon Drive. 

We own a home at 292 East Via Altamira, Palm Springs 92262. It is directly in the affected area of this 

proposed development. Until we received notice last Thursday of the hearing scheduled for February 

25, 2015, we have received no notice of the previous hearings for this project since the hearing before 

the Historic Site Preservation Board in October 2012. 

We strongly object to the failure by the City Planners to apply the guidelines governing building in this 

historic area to this development. This project clearly violates the letter and intent behind the building 

guidelines for historic areas of the city with respect to height, density, open space, and sensitivity to 

neighboring buildings. These guidelines were put in place to preserve the historic areas of the city and 

ensure that existing buildings were not overwhelmed by new development. It is the obligation of the 

City Planning Commission to ensure that those rules are properly, fairly and consistently applied. This 

does not appear to be happening in regard to this project. 

Since the proposed project developers were unwilling to try to fit within those guidelines, it now seems 

they have sought a change in designation of the site to "a Planned Development District", to allow it to 

apply the more liberal high rise building regulations to this project with respect to height, density, 

setback and context. And it does not even fit within those rules. Nonetheless, the City Planners seem 

predisposed to waive it through. 

We strongly object to the PPD designation. The intent and effect of such a designation in this case is to 

eviscerate the protections which we, the existing residents (both commercial and private) who also 

Item _:_/~··:.~.L_2,,;::;· !.-------
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invested in this area, have abided by and have relied upon to protect the character and history of the 

area. 

There are no high rise buildings in this area. The City Planners and their staff seem to have focused most 

of their analysis on the impact of the development from Palm Canyon. We would ask you to look more 

carefully at the impact from Indian Canyon and to the East from the Movie Colony. We also ask that 

height poles be erected at the site to clearly show how high and where (at what point of setback) the 
building will rise and that written notice be given to all property owners in the area so that they know 

well in advance when the poles will be put up. 

This is not a large site; it is set among many historic buildings, none of which is over 2 stories and its 

style is completely out of keeping with those buildings on Indian Canyon Drive which look on to it and 

surround it on either end, which are mostly in the Spanish revival style. The proposed height, density 

and setbacks and lack of open green space at ground level all violate the existing rules governing 

buildings in this area- rules which we as homeowners have abided by and which the historic hotels 

opposite this site on Indian Canyon Drive have abided by. This has made it possible for homeowners 

and commerciol premises to live happily together for decades with mutual respect for each other's 

space and views. In making those investments we have all relied on the City Planners to enforce those 

rules on anyone and everyone in the area. It is a trust that has been placed in you and which needs to 

be honored. 

All ofthe buildings to the North, South, East and West of this building are significantly lower than that 

being proposed. The highest buildings in the vicinity are 2 story buildings .. and a!!, without exception, to 
the North, South and East, have 2 stories on only a small proportion of their lots; they are set around 

courtyards and open spaces at ground level which balance the buildings with the surrounding 

environment. To the North the building next to this site is an historic one story building, to the East the 

building opposite it (Los Arboles) is a one story building, the Movie Colony Hotel is a substantially one 

story building with elements which are 2 story. The former Spanish Inn hotel is also a substantially one 

story hotel with two story elements. The same is true of the Colony Palms Hotel. Behind these hotels in 

the Historic Movie Colony area all the private residences, including ours, are one story. They will all be 

negatively impacted by this development. The building is far higher than anything in the area. 

The developers (and the City) have sought to justify the height by taking the highest point of the highest 

neighboring building (the 2 story Alcazar) and going well above that point, disregarding the fact that that 

building and all the other buildings around it do not rise vertically to such height but only achieve such 
height at the apex of a sloping roof. And, further disregarding the fact that in the case of all the 

surrounding sites, the buildings (whether one or two story) are only built on a portion of their lots, with 

significant open space at ground level to balance the building with its environment. 

The proposed development will block views of the mountains and stand way above the other buildings 

surrounding it. It is very urban in feel and not at all in keeping with the essential "Spanish" nature of the 

buildings in this area on Indian Canyon Drive and to the east in the Movie Colony area. On the Palm 

Canyon Drive side of the site, there is less of an historic Spanish feel, but still the buildings in the area 

are mostly one story and none overwhelms its neighbors as this one will. It is possible to see palm trees 
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above all of them and to see the mountains beyond. Both those views will be lost from the Movie 

Colony side of Indian Canyon Drive if this project proceeds. 

In losing the views and that feel of light and space, and the peace and calm they bring with them, and by 

inserting such an essentially "urban" building in their midst with rooftop pool, bars and lofts and yet 

more retail space to add to the very many already unoccupied such spaces in town, you will be 

fundamentally altering the character of this area- to the detriment of all living here. This has already 

happened to disastrous effect in other parts of this town. But such rooftop living does not exist here

no one is overlooked and the views have been preserved for all. Until now, the Uptown Design District 
was and currently still remains an area that has preserved the history and character that draws people 

to Palm Springs in the first place. 

When you enter Palm Springs along Highway 111, the first thing that strikes you are the palm trees and 

the mountains, and the low nature of the buildings that nestle discreetly into those. It creates a unique 

and beautiful atmosphere. Most of us who come here are deliberately seeking that escape from city 

dwelling among high rise buildings. It is what you think of when you think of Palm Springs. The 2 great 

eras for the city In terms of architecture were the 30's and the late SO's and 60s, both of which, 

fortunately for the city, essentially built to a modest height and in a way that balanced buildings with 
nature. 

This development completely goes against that balance. It is urban to its core. It greedily seeks to 

exceed all the rules governing height, setback, open space and it overwhelms every building within its 

vicinity and robs those in the Movie Colony of their views of the mountains and the palm trees. 

Stylistically it is also not in keeping with any of the historic buildings surrounding it. The profit motive 

behind the development is obvious. 

When people like us and so many others invest in this community we have a right to expect that the 

rules designed to protect the history, character, beauty and atmosphere of the place we are investing in, 

rules which existed at the time of those investments, will be applied equally to all who purchase 

property here. We all bring value to this community when we purchase homes here- we spend 

millions preserving and renovating the historic homes, paying real estate taxes, and employing the local 

workforce to maintain and renovate these properties. Those investments need to be protected by the 

City Planners and not undermined by allowing developers to come in and manoeuver around the rules 

and change the character of the area. There are sites in the city where such a building as that being 

proposed would fit in more appropriately but this is certainly not one of them. No-one is objecting to 

commercial development per se, just to manipulation of the rules and variations therefrom which allow 

developments to proceed that do not respect their neighbors or their location, or the rules supposed to 

govern them. 

Sincerely 

SARA FRITH 

Attorney 

PATRICK HARBINSON 

Writer I Producer 
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Ken L on 

To: Guerin, John 
Cc: Cooper, Ed; Santos, Barbara 
Subject: RE: 750 Lofts City Case Nos. 5.1350 POD 374 GPA CUP & 3.3795 MAJ 

Thanks John, Appreciate you bringing that to our attention. 

Ken Lyon, RA 
Associate Planner 
Department of P!8nnirlg S~N-<.es 
City of F>alm SpMg:s _ cautornla 
3200 Tahquitz Canyon Way 
Palm Spring5, Calitcm:a 9226:l 
T 760 323 8245 F 700 J2J 6360 

·M•k• "" Uttlc D!.tn•. 
Tl'••w hh'• IK! rNJic: 10 s!ir mot11'1 bl~ 

And pn1C..blv won'l be nt~d 
M.o~lnl bl' plan$ 
Aim hl1h In we1k .1nd n hooe. 

l"t I'()Ur watchwCld bt onUr, 
Ancl yCIIIT bUCim be:auw• 

O.tnlel IYmllam, Air~hitt'ct 1nd P'bMu 

From: Guerin, John [mallto:JGUERIN@rctlma.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, February 18, 2015 10:14 AM 
To: Ken Lyon 
Cc: Cooper, Ed; Santos, Barbara 
Subject: 750 Lofts City case Nos. 5.1350 POD 374 GPA CUP & 3.3795 MAl 

Thank you for providing the Riverside County Airport Land Use Commission with copies of the Draft Initial Study and 
Notice of Intent to Adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration for the above-referenced project sandwiched between North 

Palm Canyon and North Indian Canyon Drives, southerly of Tamarisk Road and northerly of Alejo Road in the City of Palm 
Springs. 

Please be advised that the Assessor's Parcel Numbers cited in the Project Location paragraph of the Notice of Intent are 

inaccurate and refer to two parcels that do not match the location cited. Those two parcels are within the Airport 

Influence Area, but the project is not proposed to be located thereon. The Draft Initial Study correctly identifies the 
Assessor's Parcel Number as 505-303-QlB. 

The Initial Study is correct that the site is located outside the Airport Influence Area. ALUC review is not required or 
requested. 
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July 16,2015 

Flinn Fagg 
Planning Director 
City of Palm Springs 
3200 E. Tahquitz Canyon Way 
Palm Springs, CA 92662 

Emily Perri Hemphill 
Attorney·at·Law 
P.O. Box 1008 

Rancho Mirage, CA 92270 
760-880-4292 

ephemphill@aol.com 

RE: 750 Lofts Project (Case 5.1350PDD/GPA/CUP/ and 3.3795MAJ) 

Dear Mr. Fagg: 

This office represents the applicant in the above referenced case. On behalf 
of my client, I would like to offer the following responses to comments that have been 
lodged with respect to this Project, and ask that this letter be made a part of the record and 
provided to the Planning Commission and City Council prior to their respective action on 
this matter. 

PARKING 

There has been much discussion about the adequacy of parking, as raised 
by the ABCD comment letter. There was also discussion of this issue at the Planning 
Commission, however, much of that discussion centered around parking issues in the 
neighborhood, and the Planning Commissioners correctly observed that a single project 
cannot be saddled with the obligation to solve the neighborhood's existing parking 
problem. Rather, each project must provide adequate parking for itself only. 

There was also a mention that the subject property was being used for 
parking by a neighboring property, suggesting that the current Project would displace that 
parking. This statement is incorrect. The Colony Palms Hotel once had an agreement with 
this property owner for overflow parking, however, that agreement expired in 2014 and no 
parking has been provided on this Property since that time to satisfy the parking 
requirement of neighboring businesses. 

With respect to the adequacy of parking for the Project, we have submitted a 
report, completed by RK Engineering Group, parking and traffic engineers, a copy of which 
was provided to staff for distribution to the Council. That report clearly shows that whether 
judged based on the City's parking requirement, or on ULI standards, the Project has 
provided more than adequate parking to serve the proposed development, with a total of 
108 parking spaces for a 39 room hotel project. 
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COMPATIBILITY WITH SURROUNDING DEVELOPMENT 

The proposed Project is located in an area marked by eclectic development 
styles and materials. Surrounding building materials range from stucco and painted brick 
to steel, marble and cement. Building styles in the area similarly vary widely from multi 
story office buildings and hotels to single story low rise shops and restaurants. 
Architectural styles in the area include spanish as well as modern, and a structure at 803 N. 
Palm Canyon with a similar design aesthetic as that being proposed. Given this eclectic 
mix of style and materials, the modern design proposed by the Project adds to the evolution 
of modern design in the area. 

Further, the Project site is currently occupied by a vacant, run down office 
building which contributes nothing to the City economically, and is an eye sore which 
degrades the area. The proposed Project would remove that eye sore, and replace it with a 
vibrant development that relates well to both Palm Canyon and Indian Canyon Drive, 
thereby adding energy to the area, as well as adding to the City's economy via job creation, 
generation of transient occupancy tax and by providing a high quality hotel experience 
close to the City's downtown core. 

HISTORIC IMPACTS 

The City's HSPB reviewed the Project and voted to approve it, contrary to 
what ABCD seems to assert. HSPB did ask that the Project be conditioned to reduce its 
height along Indian Canyon to 20 feet. Since that time, the Project applicant has reduced 
building heights in all areas, including Indian. As we were able to reduce Indian Avenue 
heights to an average height of 31 '7" (with height varying slightly at different points of the 
structure), we asked historic preservation consultants CRM Tech to review the revised 
drawing for the Project. A copy of their report has been submitted to Planning Staff for 
distribution to the Council. Their report concludes that the current plan for the Project 
"would not adversely affect the historic integrity of the district, and would not constitute a 
'substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource."' We therefore 
request that the Council approve the Project, with the proposed height along Indian Avenue. 

BUILDING HEIGHT 

ABCD claims that the City may not modify the strict standards of the high 
rise ordinance. This claim is incorrect in that the high-rise ordinance by its terms states: 
"The city council may alter the provisions of this section upon finding that the intent of this 
section is met." [PSMC 93.04.00(G).] 

To determine if the intent of the section is met, it is important to understand 
the building's design. The height of the building at Palm Canyon Drive and Indian Canyon 
is 31' and an average of 31 '7" respectively. This is below the 35 feet required to trigger the 
City's high rise ordinance. [PSMC 93.040.00.] The only portion of the building that triggers 
the high rise ordinance are the limited rooftop facilities which include a small fitness center, 
finishing kitchen and a fully enclosed event space of just over 1700 square feet. The 
maximum height of these rooftop facilities is 48'4", which does trigger the high rise 
ordinance. However, the facilities that trigger the high rise ordinance are located in the 
central portion of the roof, and are therefore setback far more than the building, itself. The 
high rise ordinance asks for three feet of setback for every one foot of vertical rise, with the 
setback measured from the right of way line on the opposite side of the abutting street 
[PSMC 93.04.00(C)(1).] The portion of the building with a height of 48'4", therefore would 
require a setback from each street of approximately 145 feet. As proposed, the portion of 
the proposed building that triggers the high rise ordinance is set back from Palm Canyon 
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161 feet, and is set back from Indian Canyon nearly 165 feet, measured as required by the 
ordinance. The limited portion of the building that actually triggers the high rise ordinance 
is therefore well within the setback requirements of that ordinance. It is therefore 
reasonable to conclude that the building meets the intent of the ordinance as to set backs. 

OPEN SPACE 

The High Rise Ordinance asks for 60% of the site area to be developed with 
"usable landscaped open space and outdoor living and recreation area". Contrary to the 
comments provided at the Planning Commission, to qualify as "open space" the usable 
recreation area does NOT have to be at ground level. In fact, the City's CBD zoning code, 
which clarifies the open space requirement for hotel uses, indicates that "open space" 
includes balconies, terraces, roof decks and other similar features which are usable by the 
occupants of the primary use. [PSMC 92.09.03(C)(3)(b).] The open space calculation for 
this Project contained in the staff report to the Planning Commission failed to take into 
account those open space elements which are not at ground level. When all eligible open 
space elements are included in the calculation, the open space for this Project is 62% (see 
attached calculation.) The Project therefore meets both the intent and the letter of the high 
rise ordinance as to open space. 

NOISE 

The Project is conditioned to comply with the City's Noise ordinance, and 
has established operational rules for the roof top facilities that will assure compliance. 
Specifically, the pool, itself is open only from 8 a.m. to 10 p.m., and is designed to feature 
the low·key, relaxing pool environment consistent with other uptown Palm Springs hotel 
destinations. Any special events which occur at the pool area will be limited to the Ba.m. to 
10 p.m. pool operations hours. Special events, such as wedding receptions, which occur in 
the rooftop event area, which is totally enclosed, may be allowed to continue until 1 a.m. on 
a case by case basis, however, all events will be required to comply with the City's noise 
ordinance, which defines acceptable noise levels for the area. Given the restrictions on use 
of the roof top facilities, and their distance from surrounding land uses, there is simply no 
evidence to suggest that noise impacts from these facilities will be significant. 

PUBLIC BENEFIT 

The Project will result in the creation of jobs in the downtown area and a 
new source of transient occupancy tax for the City. Among the more unique public benefits 
which results directly from the Project's design is the public Art Walk. The Art Walk is a 
permanent part of the Project, and will feature rotating exhibits, focusing primarily on local 
artists. Therefore, the Project's proposed public benefit creates not only an opportunity for 
the public to enjoy the art walk on display, but the applicant intends for this public art walk 
to give local artists the opportunity to display their work through the use of rotating 
exhibits. This creates opportunities for local artists and encourages a dynamic energy 
around the project which benefits the commercial neighborhood in which the project is 
located. 

The Project will also result in an increased vibrancy in the Historic District 
as the hotel component adds the opportunity to place visitors directly within the Historic 
District, thereby making it more likely that the District will be appreciated by the visitors to 
our city. The mixed use component, particularly the outdoor dining, brings energy to the 
area that encourages pedestrian traffic within the district in a way which is currently 
lacking. 
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The Project's design also responds to a unique historic problem in this area 
of the City. Much of the current development along the Palm Canyon/Indian corridor "turns 
its back" on Indian Canyon, making that important thoroughfare seem like a series of "back 
doors." To truly revitalize this area, it is critical that development in this area begin to treat 
the Indian Canyon frontage with the same respect that is afforded the Palm Canyon 
frontage. This Project, as proposed, does exactly that, making its entry on Indian as 
inviting as its entry on Palm Canyon. The project includes a very high·end library/lounge 
establishment on Indian Canyon, similar to the various new library/lounge establishments 
that are being built in top world class cities of the United States such as New York and San 
Francisco. The libraryflounge will be separately branded and will serve high quality food 
and beverage offerings and will be a showcase space for the project, thereby upgrading the 
character of development on the Indian Canyon corridor with this important food and 
beverage destination. 

In addition to creating an important entry on Indian Canyon Drive, the 
Project is also designed to provide a pedestrian pass through from Palm Canyon Drive to 
Indian Canyon. This gives the visitor the opportunity to see the Art Walk and its local art 
works, increases the synergy between Palm Canyon Drive and Indian Canyon, and further 
takes away the "back door" feel that currently exists on Indian Canyon Drive by 
encouraging pedestrians to pass through to Indian, and giving them something to do once 
there. 

SUMMARY 

Contrary to the assertions of ABCD, therefore, the Project does provide 
public benefits which would result from the approval of the POD, consistent with the City's 
policy. The Project revitalizes what is now a dilapidated office building which provides no 
economic support to the community, and turns it into a vibrant mixed use development 
which will bring more visitors to the Historic District, will encourage public art and local 
artists, and will help to revitalize Indian Canyon. The Project's design meets the intent of 
the high rise ordinance by making its tallest component a small part of the Project footprint, 
and setting that component back from the surrounding streets further than required by the 
ordinance. The Project's modern design is responsive to the City's historic district and 
furthers the development of this signature style of architecture for which the City has 
become known. The Project provides exciting dining opportunities that complement the 
City's core downtown development while encouraging visitors to extend their exploration of 
the City to the area north of downtown and within this Historic District. These benefits, 
coupled with the jobs created and the TOT generated, makes the Project a true asset to the 
City, and for these reasons we request the City's approval. 

Sincerely, 

Emily Perri Hemphill 



Archite.ctural Advisory Committee Minutes 
December 22, 2014 

M/S/C (Secoy-Jensen-Hirschbein, 7-0) Approve, as submitted. 

8. BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS FOR A NAL USE PERMIT TO 
DEVELOP A 32-UNIT CONDO OMPLEX AND TWO LIVE WORK 
UNITS LOCATED AT H INDIAN CANYON DRIVE, ZONE LSCIC-1AA 
& C-2, SEC CASE 5.1358 CUP). (ER) 

-16 (?auber/Hirschbein, 7-0) Table indefinitely. 

9. 750 LOFTS, LLC. FOR A MAJOR ARCHITECTURAL APPLICATION TO 
DEVELOP A FOUR STORY MIXED USE HOTEL WITH RESTAURANT, SPA, 
RETAIL SPACES, PARKING AND OPEN SPACE LOCATED AT 750 NORTH 
PALM CANYON DRIVE, ZONE C-1 I R-3 I PD1 04 I RESORT COMBINING 
ZONE I THE LAS PALMAS BUSINESS HISTORIC DISTRICT (HD-1) (CASE 
3.3795 MAJ 15.1350 PDD-374/ GPA I CUP). (KL) 

Associate Planner Lyon presented the proposed project and outlined the changes 
made to the landscape, articulation of the driveway and sidewalk. 

Member Secoy-Jensen commented that previous conditions included a parking study 
and story-poles. She questioned if this has been done. Staff responded that the draft 
parking study was reviewed by staff and requires revisions prior to review by the City 
Engineer. Story poles or equal will be scheduled at the site at a later time. 

JAMES CIOFFI, architect, provided an overview on the changes, addressed the lifts 
and parking study. 

Member Hirschbein asked if the artwork shown in the illustrations is specific and if the 
location of "sky bridge" is on the plan. 

JAMES CIOFFI noted the artwork was schematic and denoted the "skybridge" on the 
exhibits. 

····· MemberPurrtelrnade several comments pertaining to the landscaping: 

1. Likes the organization; 
2. Minimal use of plant material; 
3. Connection to Alcazar- and if paving materials have been decided. 

Member Song questioned if the artwork on Indian Canyon will be part of the project. 

WILLIAM KOPELK, landscape architect, explained the selections and locations of plant 
material within the proposed project. 

-----·---------PageS 
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Architectural Advisory Committee Minutes 
December 22, 2014 

Member Secoy-Jensen stated that overall this project is well done. 

Vice-Chair Fredricks commented that the color change is more harmonious with the 
surroundings. 

M/S/C (Cassady/Fauber, 7-0) Approve as presented. 

Member Cassady left the Council Chamber at 5:30 pm for the remainder of the 
meeting. 

10. BEST SIGNS ON BEHALF OF ROGER STOKER FOR A SIGN PROGRAM 
FOR THE MULTI TENANT BUILDING LOCATED AT 1001-09 NORTH PALM 
CANYON DRIVE, ZONE C-1 I R-2 I RESORT COMBINING ZONE I THE LAS 
PALMAS BUSINESS HISTORIC DISTRICT (HD-1) (CASE SP14·009). (KL) 

Associate Planner Lyon presented the proposed sign program. 

Member Secoy-Jensen noted an error in the staff report on page 5. 

JOHN CROSS, representing BEST SIGNS, commented that t 
simple. 

Member Hirschbein said he appreciates push-through ters; however, expressed 
concern about the size/height of monument sign, sig e on windows in the back is 
overkill -would rather see wall signs similar to the fro _ 

Member Secoy-Jensen questioned the existin sign material - (plywood - temporary 
sign); and agreed with the concern of the vi window letters. She noted a good point 
is that the letters are not illuminated (mini impact). 

Member Song noted the building is anish style and questioned the modem shape of 
the signage_ 

Member Secoy-Jensen sai he likes the simple contemporary sign; and spoke in 
support of this concept. 

Member Pumel said supports Member Song's comments - likes the simple Spanish 
e vinyl signage is too much. The cabinet seems foreign to the 

building. 

M/S/C ( · chbein/Fredricks, 6-0-1 absent/Cassady) Approve subject to conditions: 

ign box shall not have a border treatment; 
Sign box to match color of existing stucco (face and sides); 
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Historic Site Preservation Board 
Meeting Minutes of January 13, 2015 

Page 2 of 6 

Director Fagg summarized the staff report. 

AI Smoot, representing the City (applicant), provided a status update, 
the board members to attend the re-opening ceremony on Februa 

Board member La Voie requested that Mr. Smoot provide s 
the replacement tiles for the library roof. 

Chair Johns asked about the temporary chain lin ncing around the mechanical 
equipment in the rear courtyard, and the purp of the courtyard security plan. 

Board member Williamson suggeste at the preliminary landscape plan be 
vetted with the WMML subcommitt or input prior to final submittal to the HSPB 
for approval to make the proce ore efficient. 

Vice Chair Ploss reques that future reports include the complete list of actions 
Ject by the board. 

urkett noted an issue with COA 11.6.12/4, wherein historic 
to be used in determining the interior finishes and fixtures. 

(Ploss, Dixon) (7 -0-0) To approve the report as presented. 

2.8. A REQUEST BY 750 LOFTS, LLC FOR HSPB APPROVAL OF A NEW MIXED 
USE HOTEL DEVELOPMENT LOCATED AT 750 NORTH PALM CANYON 
DRIVE (ZONE C-1/R-3/PD 104/RESORT COMBINING ZONE/THE LAS 
PALMAS BUSINESS HISTORIC DISTRICT) (HD-1, CASE 3.3795 MAJ/5.1350 
PDD374/GPAICUP). 

Director Fagg summarized the staff report 

JIM CIOFFI, representing the applicant, summarized the changes to the project 
and reviewed the color and materials selections with the board. 

WILLIAM KOPELK, the landscape architect for the project, reviewed the 
proposed landscape selections. 

Chair Johns requested clarification on the materials proposed for the exterior of 
the structure. 

Board member La Voie asked about the roof terrace, and suggested that no 
other roofed structures should be permitted other than the elevator/stair tower. 

Board member Williamson noted that the project was successful in maintaining 
the retail storefronts along the sidewalk, and was a contemporary design as 
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Historic Site Preservation Board 
Meeting Minutes of January 13, 2015 

Page 3 of6 

encouraged by the Las Palmas Business Historic District guidelines. He asked 
for verification of the height of the scissor lift used in the on-site height 
demonstration comparable to the proposed height of the building. 

Board member Dixon questioned if a condition could be placed upon the project 
to limit rooftop structures. 

Vice Chair Pioss quesiioned if ihe rooftop faciiiiies wouid be open io ihe pubiic. 

Board member Hays expressed concerns about obstructing views of the 
mountains, and asked where the photos were taken from that were used in the 
photo simulations. 

Chair Johns opined that the location of the scissor lift should have been placed 
closer to the existing building so as to give a scale comparison. He expressed 
disappointment that the project was not going to be joined with the Alcazar Hotel, 
and raised questions about the proposed crosswalk on Indian Canyon Drive. 

Board member Burkett asked the applicant if the loft units would be sold or if they 
would be incorporated into the hotel. 

Vice Chair Ploss noted that the design of the building is lovely, but that the bulk 
and size is out of line with the historic district. She also stated that she felt the 
parking as proposed is inadequate. 

Board member La Voie also expressed concern with the placement and use of 
the scissor lift and that it didn't fully describe the full size of the building. While 
he agreed that the pedestrian scale and commercial space was appropriate, the 
height and scale is out of character of the district and that the height should be 
lowered by roughly four feet. 

Board member Hays expressed concern that the building is out of proportion with 
its context, will impact the views of buildings across the street, and that the height 
adjacent to Indian Canyon needs to be lowered. He indicated that he felt the 
architectural design and materials were appropriate. 

Board Member Dixon stated that the building is too large for the site and that the 
integrity of the area is harmed by it. 

Board member Williamson stated that the building is in scale with the proposed 
Rael project and with the nearby Desert Regional Medical Center, and that the 
character and mass is appropriate for the district. 

Board member La Voie questioned if the height demonstration would be a 
justification to change the board's recommendation for approval at the October 
2014 meeting. 
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Historic Site Preservation Soant 
Meeting Minutes of January 13,2015 

Page 4 of6 

M/S (Dixon/Pioss) To deny the application based upon the finding that the height 
and massing of the project is inconsistent with the historic district guidelines. 

Board member La Voie commented on the motion that he didn't feel that the 
project should be denied, but that the project could be approved with conditions 
to reduce the height and massing. 

Motion withdrawn by the maker. 

M/S/C (La Voie/Dixon) (6-1, Johns opposed) To approve subject to the following 
conditions: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

3. NEW BUSINESS: 

The height is inconsistent with historic district guidelines and needs 
to be reduced by roughly four feet (to roughly 34 feet total); 
The elevation along Indian Canyon Drive should be reduced to two 
stories and twenty (20) feet closest to the street, and allowed to 
step back to higher elevations further within the site. 
No additional rooftop structures should be permitted other than 
those illustrated in the submitted plans (no umbrellas, etc.) 
The parking study should be reviewed by the City Engineer for 
adequacy of off -street parking such that the project not adversely 
impact the historic district. 

3.A. A REQUEST BY RACQUET CLUB GARDEN VILLAS ASSOCI 
OWNER, PROPOSING LANDSCAPE MODIFICATIONS TO COMMO 
AROUND THE EXISTING POOL AND AT THE SOUTHERLY 
LOCATED AT 360 CABRILLO ROAD, ZONE: RGA-6 (HSPB 

Board member La Voie recused himself from the item e is a resident of the 
property. 

Staff member Newell summarized the staff r 

CHRIS HERMANN, landscape arch· for the project, described the proposed 
ey had completed a survey of the existing 

landscaping as part of their e . aS, Identifying the materials that appeared to be 
original to the property. 

oned if the landscaping was included as part of the Class 
1 nomination, a oted that the park-like setting was one of the reasons for the 

iven Class 1 status. She further stated that the use of stones is 
a conte ry aesthetic, and questioned if the landscape proposal honors the 

ntent. She also questioned if there were original photos of the property, 
the HOA had voted on the proposaL 

2'79 



City of Palm Springs 
ARCHITECTURAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

Council Chamber, 3200 East Tahquitz Canyon Way, Palm Springs, California 92262 

Minutes of June 22, 2015 

CALL TO ORDER: Chair Fauber called the meeting to order at 3:01 pm. 

ROLL CALL: 

Committee Members Present: Cassady, Hirschbein, Secoy
Chair Fredricks and Chair Fa 

Committee Member Excused: Purnel 

Planning Commissioner Present: Roberts 

Also Present: Flinn Fagg, 
Newell 

Lyon, Glenn Mlaker and David 

REPORT OF THE POSTING OF AGE A: The Agenda is available for public access 
at the City Hall bulletin board (we side of Council Chamber) and the Planning 
Department counter by 2:00 pm on ursday, June 18, 2015. 

ACCEPTANCE OF THE A DA: The agenda was accepted, as presented. Chair 
Fauber noted his abstenti on the minutes of June 8, 2015. 

CONSENTCA 

1. 

2. UNFINISHED BUSINESS: 

2A. 750 LOFTS, LLC. FOR A MIXED-USE HOTEL DEVELOPMENT ON A 
1.13-ACRE PARCEL LOCATED AT 750 NORTH PALM CANYON 

I 
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Architectural Advisory Committee Minutes 
June 22, 2015 

DRIVE, ZONE C-1/R-3/PDD 104 I RESORT COMBINING ZONE I LAS 
PALMAS BUSINESS HISTORIC DISTRICT HD-1 (CASE 5.1350 POD 
374 GPAICUP AND 3.3795 MAJ.) (KL) 

Associate Planner Lyon presented an overview of the proposed project. 

Vice-Chair Fredricks requested clarification on the building height. 

Member Secoy-Jensen requested staff address the review process and conditions that 
were previously imposed. 

Member Song questioned if the photovoltaic panels will be provided for the project. 

Chair Fauber questioned the shortage in parking spaces. 

JAMES CIOFFI and Development Team, project architects, provided details on the 
redesign of the project including the reduction in height along Indian Canyon and 5 star 
quality hotel branding. The project redesign was explained in detail pertaining to the 
open-air circulation scheme, architectural elements and screening device for sun and 
privacy. 

WILLIAM KOPELK, landscape architect, provided details on the landscape plan. 

Member Secoy-Jensen verified with the applicant agreement with the conditions: 

1. 40' gap in pedestrian frontage on Palm Canyon; 
2. Maintenance of curtains (curtain will be secured at the bottom); 
3. Enclosed trash enclosures; 
4. Repetitive nature of hotel units; 
5. Glazing - Fins will be utilized on North elevation; 
6. Underside of 2nd floor will have a soffit; 
7. Widening pedestrian walk- applicant will restudy; 
8. 5' gates will be added; 
9. One ADA parking space- van accessible; 
10. More articulation of "art nooks" on Indian Canyon; 
11. Diagonal braced columns; 
12. Identify permanenUportable shade structures on roof decor. 

Member Hirschbein asked for verification of alignment of proposed crosswalk; driveway 
needs to be more pedestrian friendly. 

Member Cassady asked about conformance to Las Palmas Business District. 
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Member Song asked questions about landscaping and use of vines on exterior of 
building; how the outdoor dining relates to the public sidewalk and how the building 
relates to one story buildings on the north and south. 

Member Hirschbein asked about the relationship between the building and optometry 
building will be dramatic - it has a lot of art and has a potential to be iconic. He 
expressed concern with through-block pedestrian sidewalk -would like to see it become 
a one-way driveway. 

Member Secoy-Jensen concurred with Member Hirschbein; noting that architecture is 
very exciting and the building responds well to modern buildings in the historic district. 
She likes the authentic expression of the structure. 

Member Cassady confirms support of Members and supports the project; the only 
disappointment is not having a restaurant on Indian Canyon. 

Member Song commented that the composition on Indian Canyon works but the 
composition on Palm Canyon does not work {it does not address the scale of existing 
content); however, has pedestrian concerns with driveway through-site. 

Vice-Chair Fredricks supports the project; he feels the driveway needs further work. He 
is impressed with the change in materials. 

Chair Fauber expressed concern with parking and shading/glare of Event space. He 
commented that the architecture is representative of Palm Springs. 

M/S/C (Hirschbein/Fauber, 5-1-1 opposed/Song, absent Purnel) Recommend approval 
to the Planning Commission with the following conditions and return to the MC for 
review of design of the breezeway and removal of parallel parking (recommendation) 
and consider enhancing the pedestrian experience. 

3. Provide enclosed trash enclosure(s) appropriate for the volume of waste and 
recycling anticipated and with sealed compacting dumpsters as necessary to 
control odors, vermin, unauthorized scavenging, etc. 

6. Require a soffit or other means to conceal water, sewer, sprinkler, conduit, and 
other utility penetrations that puncture the ceiling plane of the parking garage, 
drive aisles, dining patios and other first floor areas where the underside of the 
floor above is exposed. 

8. Provide minimum five foot wide gates or doors at the north side service aisle for 
greater ease of moving dumpsters and large material to the street. 

9. One ADA parking space must be van accessible with an eight foot side walkway 
on the passenger side of the vehicle. 
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10. Consider more design articulation at the 'art nooks" along Indian Canyon Drive. 

12. Identify the type, approximate height, color and location of all permanent and 
portable shade structures, cabanas, or other shading devices that are anticipated 
at the roof top pool deck so that it has a unified coordinated appearance from 
street level. 

3. NEW BUSINESS: 

3A. RANCH CLUB HOA FOR A MINOR ARCHITECTURAL APPLICATIO 
TO CONVERT 4,530-SQUARE FEET OF TURF AREA 
DESERTSCAPE LOCATED ALONG THE NORTHWEST CORN 
SUNRISE WAY AND CHIA ROAD, 1411 NORTH SUNRISE W , ZONE 
R-2 (CASE 3.388 MAA). (ON) 

Associate Planner Newell presented the proposed turf replacement pr · ct. 

RICK BICANOVSKY, president, HOA, APPLICANT, described 
plans. 

Vice-Chair Fredricks asked about irrigation for the existin 

Member Song questioned if plants would be groupe as opposed to equally spaced}. 

Chair Fauber verified that plants were increas 

Vice-Chair Fredricks said he likes the an and supports the massing; however, 
concerned about irrigation of existing es and would like to see variation in height of 
plant material. 

M/S/C (Fredricks/Cassady 1 absent/Purnel) Approve with comments noted 
(irrigation of existing trees a a variation in height of plant material}. 

3B. FAIR S HOA FOR A MINOR ARCHITECTURAL APPLICATION TO 
CO ERT 27,500-SQUARE FEET OF .TURF AREA TO DESERTSCAPE 

ATED ALONG 34TH AVENUE, 1600 CROSSLEY ROAD, ZONE 05 
CASE 3.0218 MAA). (GM) 

Planner Mlaker presented the proposed turf replacement. 

GEL BARBA, Westview Landscape, provided details on the landscape plan and 

4 

2£3 



City of Palm Springs 
Planning Commission Minutes 

June 24, 2015 

28. CITY OF PALM SPRINGS TO AMEND THE DESERT PALISADES SPECIF 
PLAN TO ALLOW RESIDENT ACCESS TO TRAMWAY ROAD AND TO DESIGN 
A +/- 5 ACRE PORTION OF THE PLAN AREA FOR PERMANENT OPEN S 
ZONE ESA-SP, PLANNING AREA 4 (CASE 5.1154 SP). (FF) 

Planning Director Fagg presented the proposed amendment as outlin 
report. 

The Commission asked technical questions pertaining to: 

• Who owns the parcel of land that will be dedicated to 
• Accessible open space for public use; 
• Prohibition of construction trucks on Racquet C 

Planning Director Fagg pointed-out that a conditi of approval will need to be added to 
the resolution pertaining to approval of final tgn subject to San Jacinto Winter Park 
Authority. 

Commissioner Roberts opened the pu 

EMILY HEMPHILL, legal rep res ation for Desert Palisades, clarified that this is an 
approved project and provided tails on development for permanent open space. 

There being no further sp ers the public hearing was closed. 

ACTION: To recom nd approval to City Council with the added condition of approval 
pertaining to appr al of the final design subject to San Jacinto Winter Park Authority. 

issioner Lowe, seconded by Commissioner Middleton and unanimously 
on a roll call vote. 

Commissioner Lowe, Commissioner Middleton, Commissioner Roberts, 
missioner Weremiuk 

SENT: Commissioner Calerdine, Vice-Chair Klatchko 

2C. 750 LOFTS, LLC FOR A MIXED-USE HOTEL DEVELOPMENT ON A 1.13-ACRE 
PARCEL LOCATED AT 750 NORTH PALM CANYON DRIVE, ZONE C-1/R-3/PDD 
104 I RESORT COMBINING ZONE I LAS PALMAS BUSINESS HISTORIC DISTRICT 
HD-1 (CASE 5.1350 POD 374 GPAICUP AND 3.3795 MAJ.) (KL) 

Planning Director Fagg provided background information on the project's 
reconsideration and minor modifications made to the development. 

4J"age 
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Associate Planner Lyon provided a summary of the project revisions made to the 
project. 

The Commission commented and/or asked questions pertaining to: 

• Parking calculations and capture ratio for accessory uses; 
• Previous recommendations made by the Historic Site Preservation Board; 
• Request for the applicant to address the parking shortage; 
• Overall height reduction. 

Commissioner Roberts opened the public hearing: 

JAMES CIOFFI, project architect, provided details on the modifications made to the 
project relating to the reduction in height, pedestrian access, drive-lanes and materials. 
Mr. Cioffi addressed the parking study including use of valet parking, eclectic mix of 
architecture in the neighborhood and the open-space on roof deck. 

FRANK TYSEN, said he would like to work with the developer according to the rules 
and wants to set precedence doing this. 

JUDY DEERTRACK, recommended the feasibility of the project be considered; and 
emphasized the need for an environmental impact report on this project. 

FELIPE CASTANADA, commented that all the single and second story buildings on this 
block will be affected by the height of this development. 

ADAM ROSS, said he is amazed that developers do not follow the rules in reference to 
height and parking; this project will create more congestion and traffic. 

EMILY HEMPHILL, legal representation for the applicant, addressed public testimony 
regarding the prior approvals of this project (there have been no disapprovals), CEQA 
guidelines, height and eclectic mix of architecture in the city. 

ANDY CARPIAC, commented on the rigorous approval process this project has been 
through and Indicated that the changes include a reduction In height and density and 
increase in parking spaces. 

There being no further speakers the public hearing was closed. 

Commissioner Weremiuk made the following comments; 

• Liked the reduction in height and density; 
• Concern with adequate parking for guests and staff; 
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o Requested modifications to the treatments on the ground floor and widening of 
the pedestrian lane; 

• Uncomfortable with the 4th story floor and invoking the high-rise ordinance. 

Commissioner Lowe made the following comments: 

o Parking is a signiflcani problem in ihis neighborhood and should not punish one 
applicant; nonetheless, he would like to see that adequate parking will be 
provided. 

• Requested clarification on the use of the 4,000 sq. ft. of open space. 

Commissioner Middleton made the following comments: 

• Noted that a dilapidated building will be replaced with a much better building; 
o Concern that adequate parking is provided; 
o Struggling with the window curtains (screening material); 
• Glad to see that walkway has been improved; 
• Public benefit is weak - cannot find any description of the art walk. 

Commissioner Roberts made the following comments: 

• Beautiful project - this city has always been a blend of architecture and this 
project fits in as contemporary architecture; 

• Pleased to see the reduction in height; 
o Great to see this mixed-use project not turn its back on Indian Canyon; 
• There are major parking problems in this neighborhood and he would like to see 

more parking for this project; 
• Understands that the 4th floor element is a tower element; however, would like to 

see a reduction on this floor; 
• The project works well in this neighborhood; 

ACTION: Continue to a date certain of July 22, 2015. 

Motion: Commissioner Roberts, seconded by Commissioner Lowe and unanimously 
carried 4-0-2 on a roll call vote. 

AYES: Commissioner Lowe, Commissioner Middleton, Commissioner Roberts, 
Commissioner Weremiuk 

ABSENT: Commissioner Calerdine, Vice-Chair Klatchko 

20. CROWN CASTLE (T-MOBILE WIRELESS) FOR 
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT 
OF THREE 

THE ADDITION 
TO AN EXISTING 55 FOOT TALL MONOPOLE 
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1A. APPROVAL OF MINUTES: JUNE 24, 2015 

ACTION: Approve the minutes of June 24, 2015, as amended. 

Motion: Vice-Chair Roberts, seconded by Coll]m~Jlloii'll!l!lllii 
a roll call vets. 

AYES: Commissioner L , ommlssloner Middleton, Commissioner Weremluk, Vice-
Chair Roberts 
ABSTAIN· - -"'"m""'issloner Calerdine, Commissioner Donenfeld, and Chair Klatchko. 

2A. CONT'D - 750 LOFTS, LLC FOR A MIXED-USE HOTEL DEVELOPMENT ON A 
1.13-ACRE PARCEL LOCATED AT 750 NORTH PALM CANYON DRIVE, ZONE C-
1/R-3/PDD 104/ RESORT COMBINING ZONE I LAS PALMAS BUSINESS HISTORIC 
DISTRICT HD-1 (CASE 5.1350 POD 374 GPAICUP AND 3.3795 MAJ.) (KL) 

Director Fagg reported that staff is requesting a continuance to the meeting Aug. 12, 
2015, to respond to the comments received relative to the recirculated initial study. 

ACTION: Continue to date certain of August 12, 2015. 

Motion: Commissioner Lowe, seconded by Commissioner Middleton and unanimously 
carried on a roll call vote. 

AYES: Commissioner Calerdine, Commissioner Donenfeld, Commissioner Lowe, 
Commissioner Middleton, Commissioner Weremiuk, Vice-Chair Roberts, Chair Klatchko 

28. CITY OF PALM SPRINGS FOR A REQUEST TO CONSIDER A STREET NAM~...
CHANGE THE NAME FOR CROSSLEY ROAD AND GOLF CLUB DR 
LAWRENCE CROSSLEY ROAD BETWEEN EAST RAMON ROAD ANI!l.i~n' 
CANYON DRIVE (CASE 5.1376 SNC). (FF) 

Planning Director Fagg provided background in1f;f p!f!'l'l5i 
change. 

Assistant Planner Miaker pretsa~lll!!l'l an overview on the proposed street name change 
as outlined in the staff r 

asked technical questions relating to: 

• Is Crossley Tract a neighborhood organization? 
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Planning Director Fagg noted that representatives of Tahquitz Creek Villas een 
unavailable to meet at this this time and requested a continuance t meeting of 
September 23, 2015. 

Motion Commissioner Calerdine,~~m 
carried 6-0-1 on a roll call vnt..,_,. .... 

Roberts and unanimously 

AYES: · 1oner Calerdine, Commissioner Donenfeld, Commissioner Lowe, 
l!]jljill!l!'!l'ieer Middleton, Vice-Chair Roberts, Chair Klatchko 

AMm:.NT: Commissioner Weremiuk 

2B. CONT'D: 750 LOFTS, LLC FOR A MIXED-USE HOTEL DEVELOPMENT ON A 
1.13-ACRE PARCEL LOCATED AT 750 NORTH PALM CANYON DRIVE, ZONE C-
1/R-3/PDD 104 I RESORT COMBINING ZONE I LAS PALMAS BUSINESS 
HISTORIC DISTRICT HD-1 (CASE 5.1350 POD 374 GPAICUP AND 3.3795 MAJ.) 
(FF) 

Planning Director Fagg noted a correction on the agenda's recommendation for this 
item. He clarified that It should read, "recommend approval of a draft mitigated negative 
declaration". 

Planning Director Fagg pointed-out the changes made to the proposed development as 
outlined in the staff report. He addressed the parking spaces, valet plan, reduction in 
seat count, driveway and pedestrian walkway, setback requirements and trash 
enclosure. 

Technical Questions: 

1. Clarification on parking spaces; 
2. Enforcement of valet plan (private property); 
3. Height of the buildings on the street front; 
4. Historic Site Preservation Board's (HSPB) conditions placed on the project; 
5. The relation of the General Plan, Las Palmas Historic District and Zoning Code; 
6. Noise analysis - difference between ambient and existing noise; 
7. Compliance with noise ordinance; 
8. Validated valet parking plan; 
9. The Historic Site Preservation Board is an advisory body to the City Council. 

Chair Klatchko opened the public hearing: 

-JAMES CIOFFI, project architect, provided an overview on the HSPB's review of the 
project. Mr. Cioffi commented that style in this area is "eclectic" with very modern 
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buildings (Spanish revival, marble, restaurant and office space) which led to the design 
of this project. He provided details on the loading zone. 

ANDY CARPIAC, representing the applicant, clarified that development will provide a 
full valet parking and addressed the project's compliance with the noise ordinance. 

EMILY HEMPHIL, legal counsel for the applicant, addressed the differences between 
the original and current staff report, compliance with the noise and height ordinance and 
the rreclectic11 architectural design of the project. 

JOSHUA RYAN, Uptown Design District Business Association, business 
development/program manager, said they have about 215 licensed businesses in this 
area and are in full support of this project; noting that it will benefit the businesses and 
fits well into the neighborhood. 

ADAM GILBERT, local attorney and real estate broker, spoke in support of the project; 
noting that the design is beautiful and fits into the neighborhood. 

DOUG JONES, Movie Colony resident, said he grew up in the neighborhood and the 
existing building is dilapidated and spoke in support of this project. He noted that this 
development is quality construction and does not have a problem with the height. 

FRANK TYSEN, represents the A Better Community Development (ABCD), said this 
project does not go by the rules and feels they should abide by them. 

TEE JONES, Movie Colony resident, commented that the project is beautiful and spoke 
in support. 

EMILY HEMPHILL, legal counsel for the applicant, addressed the "eclectic" district and 
revitalization that will be made to this area. Ms. Hemphill emphasized that the 
environmental report and the PO process is appropriate. 

There being no further appearances the public hearing was closed. 

Commissioner Roberts expressed concern with spot zoning, height and designation of a 
loading zone for the project. He suggested limiting the loading times to early morning 
hours. 

Commissioner Middleton said she would be voting in favor of the project because it is 
needed in the area and will replace a dilapidated building. She expressed concern with 
the parking but sees progress with the valet plan. 

Commissioner Donenfeld expressed concern with using PO's as an exception to the 
General Plan and suggested looking at the overlying documents more carefully if they 
need to be changed. He said this is a beautiful project that is well needed but thinks it 
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will change the character of the uptown area; it will bring more density. He will support 
the project. 

Commissioner Calerdine suggested measuring the existing noise levels for the baseline 
in future conditions. 

The Commission commented and/or requested clarification on: 

• Will solar considered for the project? 
• Is proposed median island and crosswalk to the east of the project a part of the 

Public Benefits? 
• The variety and consolidation of zones. 
• Consider limiting loading zones to morning hours. 
• Noise level limits and setting an accurate baseline. 

ACTION: To recommend approval to the City Council, subject to conditions; and 

• The applicant to work with Public Works & Engineering Dept. to designate an on
street parking space adjacent to the site for limited-term loading and unloading. 

Motion: Commissioner Lowe, seconded by Commissioner Middleton and unanimously 
carried 6-0-1 on a roll call vote. 

AYES: Commissioner Calerdine, Commissioner Donenfeld, Commissioner Lowe, 
Commissioner Middleton, Vice-Chair Roberts, Chair Klatchko 
ABSENT: Commissioner Weremiuk 

A recess was taken at 3:08pm. The meeting resumed at 3:16pm. 

2C. TWIN PALMS NEIGHBORHOOD ORGANIZATION REQUESTING A STREET 
NAME CHANGE OF ARQUILLA ROAD SOUTH OF EAST PALM CANYON DRil.l~ 
AND NORTH OF EAST TWIN PALMS DRIVE TO WILLIAM KRISEL W ASE 
5.1380 SNC). (FF) 

Planning Director Fagg provided an overview of the pro?,gjiMJ'!!l!ff 
outlined in the staff report. 

ERIC CHIEL, Twin ~ Neighborhood Organization, chair, summarized the 
endorsements the ceived in support of the proposed street name change and 
indicated no sition was received. 

eing no further appearances the public hearing was closed. 
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