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LOCAL GOVERNMENT: City of Manhattan Beach

DECISION: Approval
APPEAL NO.: A-5-MNB-98-223
. APPLICANT: City of Manhattan Beach

PROJECT LOCATION: Downtown Parking Area, Manhattan Beach

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

Appeal by Harry Ford from City of Manhattan Beach granting permit to City of
Manhattan Beach to increase the fees for on-street parking meters in the
downtown area from $0.25 per hour to $0.50 per hour.

APPELLANT: Harry Ford

SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

The staff recommends that the Commission, after public hearing, determine that
No Substantial Issue exists with respect to the grounds on which the appeal
has been filed for the following reason: The locally approved development
does not raise issues of conformity with the City of Manhattan Beach Certified
Local Coastal Program and the public access policies of the Coastal Act. The
proposed development will have no adverse impacts on public parking for beach
access. The downtown area has traditionally had metered parking that serves
the surrounding businesses. The proposed increase in fees will encourage
continued short-term use of those spaces.
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SUBSTANTIVE FILE DOCUMENTS:

1. City of Manhattan Beach Certified Local Coastal Program.
2. Local Coastal Development Permit (Resolution) No. PC 5386.

STAFF NOTE:

The Commission received a Notice of Final Local Action on May 27, 1998
(Exhibit C). The appellant filed an appeal in a timely manner on June 2,
1998, within 10 working days of receipt by the Commission of the notice of
final local action (Exhibit E).

Pursuant to Section 30621 of the Coastal Act, a hearing on a Coastal
Development Permit appeal shall be set no later than 49 days after the date on
which the appeal is filed with the Commission. An appeal on the above
described decision was received in the Commission office on June 2, 1998
(Exhibit C). The 49th day falls on July 21, 1998. The only Coastal
Commission hearing scheduled between the date the appeal was filed and the 49
day limit is July 7-10, 1998,

In accordance with Section 13112 of the California Code of Regulations, staff
requested on June 2, 1998, that the City of Manhattan Beach forward all
relevant documents and materials regarding the subject permit to the
Commission's South Coast Office. The City must transmit all relevant documents
within five working days of their receipt of a Notice of Appeal. Those
documents were not received until June 15, 1998. Consequently, a full

analysis of the appealed project by Commission staff, which is necessary to
prepare a staff report and recommendation for the July hearing, was not
possibie.

Therefore, pursuant to Section 13112 of the California Code of Regulations, the
Commission opened and continued the Substantial Issue Hearing at the July
meeting.

I. APPELLANT'S CONTENTIONS

On May 19, 1998, the City Council of the City of Manhattan Beach approved
Local Coastal Development Permit No. PC 5386 to allow the City of Manhattan
Beach to increase the fees for on-street parking meters in the downtown area
from $0.25 per hour to $0.50 per hour. Subsequently, the appellant, Harry
Ford, submitted an appeal of the City's approval of that coastal permit. In
the appeal, the appellant's basic contention is that the increase in fees is
not necessary and it will have an adverse impact on the downtown businesses.
The appellant further contends that the City did not follow its LCP procedures
for issuing coastal development permits.
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IT. APPEAL PROCEDURES

After certification of Local Coastal Programs, the Coastal Act provides for
limited appeals to the Coastal Commission of certain local government actions
on Coastal Development Permits. Developments approved by cities or counties
may be appealed if they are located within the mapped appealable areas, such
as those located between the sea and the first public road paralleling the sea
or within three hundred feet of the mean high tide line or inland extent of
any beach or top of the seaward face of a coastal bluff. Furthermore,
developments approved by counties may be appealed if they are not designated
"principal permitted use" under the certified LCP. Finally, developments
which constitute major public works or major energy facilities may be
appealed, whether approved or denied by the city or county [Coastal Act
Section 30603(a)].

Under Section 30603(a)(1) of the Coastal Act, the development approved by the
City is appealable to the Commission because of its location within three
hundred feet of the inland extent of the beach.

The grounds for appeal of an approved local Coastal Development Permit in the
appealable area are stated in Section 30603(b)(1), which states:

(bX(1D The grounds for an appeal pursuant to subdivision (a) shall be
limited to an allegation that the development does not conform
to the standards set forth in the certified Local Coastal
Program or the public access policies set forth in this division.

The action currently before the Commission is to find whether there is a
"substantial issue" raised by the appeal of the local approval of the proposed
project. Section 30625(b)(2) of the Coastal Act requires a de novo hearing of
the appealed project unless the Commission determines that no substantial
jssue exists with respect to the grounds for appeal.

If Commission staff recommends a finding of substantial issue, and there is no
motion from the Commission to find no substantial issue, the substantial issue
question will be considered moot, and the Commission will proceed to the de
novo public hearing on the merits of the project. The de novo hearing will be
scheduled at the same hearing or a subsequent Commission hearing. A de novo
public hearing on the merits of the project uses the certified LCP as the
standard of review. In addition, for projects located between the first
public road and the sea, findings must be made that any approved project is
consistent with the public access and recreation policies of the Coastal Act.
Sections 13110-13120 of the California Code of Regulations further explain the
appeal hearing process.
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If the Commission decides to hear arguments and vote on the substantial issue
guestion, proponents and opponents will have three minutes per side to address
whether the appeal raises a substantial issue. The only persons qualified to
testify before the Commission at the substantial issue portion of the appeal
process are the applicant, persons who opposed the application before the
Tocal government (or their representatives), and the local government.
Testimony from other persons must be submitted in writing.

The Commission will then vote on the substantial issue matter. It takes a
majority of Commissioners present to find that no substantial issue is raised
by the local approval of the subject project.

III. TAFF RECOMMENDATION ON SUBSTANTIAL TSSUE

The staff recommends that the Commission determine that No Substantial Issue
exists with respect to the conformity of the project with the City of
Manhattan Beach certified Local Coastal Program and the public access policies
of the Coastal Act, pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 30625(b)(2).

MOTION. Staff recommends a YES vote on the following motion:
I move that the Commission determine that Appeal No. A5-MNB-98-223 raises
No Substantial Issue with respect to the grounds on which the appeal has
been filed.

A majority of the Commissioners present is required to pass the motion.

IV. FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS

The Commission hereby finds and declares as follows:

A. Summary of Local Government Action

On May 19, 1998, the City of Manhattan Beach, approved a permit to itself to
increase the fees for on-street parking meters in the downtown area from $0.25
per hour to $0.50 per hour. The approved project will be implemented in the
Downtown area of the City of Manhattan Beach. The downtown area is adjacent
to the Strand and covers an area approximately 5 x 7 blocks (See Exhibit B).
The downtown area has traditionally had metered parking, limited to two hours,
that serves the surrounding businesses. The approved increase in fees will
encourage continued short-term use of those spaces. Following is a
description of the project area as described by the City:

The project study area is generally bounded by 15th Street to the north,
Ardmore Avenue to the east, 8th Street to the south, and the Strand to the
west. The boundaries of the study area are shown in Figure 1. The study
area matches the area covered in the Downtown Manhattan beach Strategic
Action Plan and is generally consistent with the area covered by previous
parking studies conducted in 1984 and 1990 (note that the study areas for
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each of those studies varies slightly from this project, which follows the
Downtown Strategic Plan boundaries). MWithin the Downtown Manhattan Beach
study area, there is a mix of retail, restaurant, office, civic and
residential land uses. The primary east-west street is Manhattan Beach
Boulevard; and the primary north-south streets are Highland Avenue and
Manhattan Avenue. Retail, restaurant, office and other commercial land
uses are located mainiy along these major traffic corridors; while
single-family and multi-family dwelling units are generally located along
secondary roadways and pedestrian-oniy "walk-streets." The Downtown study
area includes parking in the Civic Center, public parking lots/structures,
private parking lots/structures, and on-street metered and un-metered
parking spaces. . . . .

Downtown Manhattan Beach contains approximately 1,137 public parking
spaces. Of this number 416 spaces are defined as on-street parking. Of
the 416 on-street spaces, approximately 310 are metered with the remaining
on-street parking spaces available at no charge. Only 87 of the 310
parking spaces are located within the Appeal Jurisdiction of the City of
Manhattan Beach Coastal Zone. Approximately 715 parking spaces, or 63%,
of all Downtown public parking spaces are off-street spaces.

The action of the Manhattan Beach City Council only increased the parking
meter rate for the 310 on-street parking spaces from $.25 to $.50 per

hour. The remaining public parking spaces (approximately 827) continue to

be either free parking or $.25 per hour. It is important to note that
even with the proposed increase in on-street meter rates, the City's
parking rates are some of the lowest in the State of California. In fact,
the State itself charges $1.00 per hour for parking at the California
State Beach Parking Facilities.

B. Appellant's Contentions and Applicant's Response

As stated in Section II of this report, the grounds for appeal of a Coastal
Development Permit issued by the local government after certification of its
Local Coastal Program are specific. In this case, the local Coastal
Development Permit may be appealed to the Commission on the grounds that it
does not conform to the certified LCP or the public access policies of the
Coastal Act.

The appellant contends that it is not necessary to increase parking rates in
the downtown area and further contends that the City did not follow its LCP
procedures for issuing coastal development permits in approving this permit.
Specifically, the appellant states that:

I would urge the Commission not to approve this 100 percent increase in
parking fees (customer use TAX) as 1) it is not in the best interest of
the small community serving businesses, 2) the money may not go back to
areas where the use tax on customers from businesses comes from for the
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needed improvement of those areas, 3) the LCP procedures may not have been
followed, 4) the analysis of the reasons for this recommendation are not
comprehensive, and 5) 82% of the parking survey responses said that they

do not support raising parking meter fees (See Exhibit D).
The discussion below will discuss the five contentions made by the appellant
and the City's response to the appellant's contentions. The substantial issue
analysis will follow that discussion.

1) Impacts on Downtown Businesses.

The appellant contends that businesses will clearly be at a disadvantage if
their customers have to pay a higher parking fee and that fees should actually
be as low as possible in order to keep the Downtown businesses competitive
with other businesses in Manhattan Beach.

The appiicant, the City of Manhattan Beach, contends that an increase in
on-street parking meter rates will maximize the usage of on-street parking
spaces. Following is an excerpt from a City staff report:

By increasing on-street meter rates and continuing to provide off-street
parking at $0.25 per hour, it is our hope that we can encourage merchants
and their employees to utilize the remote, less desirable, off-street
parking lots. In addition, the Parking & Public Improvements Commission
and City staff will continue to explore options, both enforcement measures
as well as incentives, to encourage off-street parking for business owners
and their employees.

While the increase in meter rates would encourage use of remote parking
lots through the financial incentive (parking lot meter rates would
continue to be $0.25 per hour), it is not expected that the change would
effect the viability of downtown businesses. Parking meter rates at other
beach cities are at least two to four times higher than Manhattan Beach
and all have thriving commercial areas (e.g.Hermosa Beach, Santa Monica,
Balboa Peninsula Balboa Istand, etc.).

The appellant's contentions do not analyze why the proposed project would be
contrary to LCP policies. Specifically, LCP policy 1.C.15 states:

Policy I.C. 15: Continue management of existing parking
facilities through enforcement to improve
efficiency by keeping on-street spaces available
for short-term users and encouraging the
long-term parkers to use off-street parking lots.
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Short-term parking is limited to two hours whereas long-term parking is five
hours. The approved project will increase fees for short-term parking but
does not increase fees for long-term parking. The approved project will
improve parking efficiency by keeping on-street spaces available for
short-term users and encouraging long-term parkers to use off-street, less
expensive parking lots, consistent with the provisions of the certified LCP.

2) Expenditure of Fees

The appellant contends that the money from the increase in fees may not be
used for improvements within the area from where it was generated. The City's
approval does not address this issue. The City's certified LCP does not
include policies addressing how or where the parking fees will be spent.

3) Parking Management Plan

The appellant contends that the subject proposal is not consistent with a
recent City adopted 1998 parking Management Plan. In addition, the appellant
contends that the City did not provide sufficient public notice, adequate
public notice, did not file an application for the project and the City did
not consider public input from a recent parking survey.

The applicant contends that the appellant has not provided sufficient detail
as to why the Parking Management Plan is not in conformance with the
provisions of the certified LCP. Staff notes that the 1998 Parking Management
Plan is not part of the LCP that was certified in 1994.

The Parking Management Plan in the 1994 certified LCP, protects both long and
short term parking. A Coastal Development Permit is required for any changes
in fee structure. The City issued a CDP for the proposed project using the
standards contained in the certified LCP.

4) LCP Procedures

The appellant contends that neither the appellant or residents and businesses
surrounding the site were notified by mail as required in the LCP (See Exhibit
K). The City contends that adequate public notice was provided in a
publication in a local newspaper.

The City's certified LCP requires that, prior to public hearing, notice shall
be mailed to all property owners and residents with in 500 feet of the project
site and interested persons (See Exhibit K). Because the mailing would
involve more than 1000 persons, the City did not do a mailing but did provide
notice in a publication of a Tocal newspaper.

Section A.96.100.B of the City's certified LCP requires both mailing and
newspaper notice. The City did not provide a mailing notice. Failure to
notify by mail is not consistent with the certified LCP.
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The appellant further contends that the City did not file an application for a
Coastal Development Permit and did not complete a "Coastal Policy Checklist”.
In response, the City has stated that an application is on file and the City
submitted a "Coastal Policy Check List" (See Exhibit H).

5) City's Recommendation not Comprehensive

The appellant contends that the City's analysis to approve the project was not
comprehensive. The City contends that it is unable to respond to that issue
because the appellant has not identified the issues that were not addressed in
the City staff report.

Staff notes the City's report was supported with other documents and studies
addressing the proposed parking fee change. It was supported by a Parking
Management Plan Report, two 3-page City staff reports to the City Council, and
a 3-page report to the Parking and Public Improvements Commission.

6) Parking Survey

The appellant states that 82% of persons responding to a recent parking
survey, indicated that they do not support raising parking meter fees. The
appellant further states that the City did not consider the parking survey
results when approving the project. The City's staff report is silent
regarding this issue, however, the City's certified LCP does not contain
policies addressing evaluating the use of parking surveys.

C. Substantial Issue Analysis

Section 30625(b) of the Coastal Act states that the Commission shall hear an
appeal of a local government action unless it finds that no substantial issue
exists with respect to the grounds on which the appeal has been filed. The
grounds for an appeal identified in Public Resources Code section 30603 are
limited to whether the development conforms to the standards in the certified
LCP and to the public access policies of the Coastal Act.

The term "substantial issue" is not defined in the Coastal Act or its
implementing regulations. Section 13115(b) of the Commission's regulations
simply indicate that the Commission will hear an appeal unless it "finds that
the appellant raises no significant questions". In previous decisions on
appeals, the Commission has been guided by the following factors.

1. The degree of factual and legal support for the local government's decision
that the development is consistent or inconsistent with the certified LCP and
with the public access policies of the Coastal Act;

2. The extent and scope of the development as approved or denied by the local
government;
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3. The significance of the coastal resources affected by the decision;

4. The precedential value of the local government's decision for future
interpretations of its LCP; and

5. Whether the appeal raises only local issues, or those of regional or
statewide significance.

Even when the Commission chooses not to hear an appeal, appellants
nevertheless may obtain judicial review of the local government's coastal
permit decision by filing petition for a writ of mandate pursuant to Code of
Civil Procedure, section 1094.5

Staff is recommending that the Commission finds that No Substantial Issue
exists for the following reasons:

a)

b)

Consistency with LCP Provisions

LCP policies I.C. 11: and I.C.15: state:

Policy I.C. 11: Maintain the existing publiic parking system in
the vicinity of Valley/Ardmore/Manhattan Beach
Boulevard to provide parking out of the downtown
area.

Policy I.C. 15: Continue management of existing parking
facilities through enforcement to improve
efficiency by keeping on-street spaces available
for short-term users and encouraging the
long-term parkers to use off-street parking lots.

The approved project will not effect public parking in the vicinity
of Ardmore and Manhattan Beach Boulevard. The City has contended
that a slight increase in fees for short-term parking will increase
efficiency and turnover for downtown parking. The Commission finds
that a project designed to increase parking efficiency is consistent
with Policy I.C.15:. The approved project will improve parking
efficiency by keeping on-street spaces available for short-term users
and encouraging long-term parkers to use off-street, less expensive
parking lots, consistent with the provisions of the certified LCP.

Extent of Development

The extent of the development approved by the City is Timited to the
Downtown area only and will improve parking for both short-term and
long-term users. The development approved by the City only covers a
5 x 7 block area and does not extend into areas for long-term beach
parking.
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c¢) Nature of Development

The development approved by the City is really only a slight
modification of the management strategy for existing commercial
parking. The downtown area has traditionally had metered parking
that serves the surrounding businesses.

d) Precedent

This project will not set a precedent for long term lots which supply
beach parking. The development does not increase the size of the
area for short-term parking that could impact long-term parking..

e) Local/Regional Issues

Management of local commercial parking in the downtown area raises
only a local issue rather than an issue of regional or statewide
significance.

The substantive issues, mainly parking, raised in this appeal do not raise a
substantial issue with respect to compliance to the LCP. Staff recommends
that the Commission finds that No Substantial Issue exists with the City's
approval of a Local Coastal Development Permit on the grounds that the
proposed project does not raise issues of conformity with the City of
Manhattan Beach certified Local Coastal Program or the coastal access policies
of the Coastal Act.

0875G
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City Hall 1400 Highland Avenue ____Marnhattan Beach, CA 90266-4795
Telephone (310) 545-5621 FAX (310) 545-5234 TDD (310) 546-3501

EGEIVE

{ON
MAY 27 1998

CALIFORNIA
California Coastal Commission COASTAL COMMISSION
South Coast District
200 Oceangate, 10® Floor
Long Beach, CA. 90802-4302

NOTICE OF FINAL GOVERNMENT A 4

May 21, 1998

RE: Coastal Development Permit for Downtown Parking Meter Fee Increase ﬁ/ %/ %"‘7

Pursuant to the procedures set forth in Chapter A.96 of the City of Manhattan Beach Local Coastal
- Program (LCP), the City Council of the City of Manhattan Beach conducted a duly noticed public
hearing on May 19, 1998 for the above referenced project. At this hearing, the City Council voted
unanimously (4-0 Councilmember Wilson absent) to approve the Coastal Development Permit to allow

- the following increases in Downtown Parking Meter fees.

. The project will increase the on-street parking meters in the downtown area from $0.25 per hour to $0.50
per hour. This will result in on-street parking meter rates which are consistent with the surrounding
beach communities. The parking meter rates for all off-street parking meters including those in both the
El Porto beach parking lot and the Manhattan State Beach Upper and Lower Pier parking lots will
remain the same. The purpose of the project is to encourage individuals parking for a long period of '
time to utilize the off-street public parking lots. Thereby increasing turn over in, and hence the
availability of, the more desirous on-street public parking spaces. '

Attached is a copy of Resolution No. 5386 approving the Coastal Development Permit. This Resolution
outlines the findings and conditions of approval. Should you have any questions, or need additional
information, pleasc fee! free to contact me at {310) 545-5621, Extension 360. .

Sincerely,

b——)bj S
David A. Doyle
Assistant to the City Manager AS 1N -at-223
Exéréif <

. CC: Geoff Dolan, City Manager
Richard Thompson, Director of Community Development

Fire Department Address: 400 15* Street, Manhattan Beach, CA 90266 FAX (310) 545-8925
Police Department Address: 420 15* Street, Manhattan Beach, CA 90266 FAX (310) 545-7707
Public Works Department Address: 3621 Bell Avenue, Manhattan Beach, CA 90266 FAX (310) 546-1752

 City of Manhattan Beach Web Site: hitp://www.ci.manhattan-beach.ca.us
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RESOLUTION NO. 5386

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
MANHATTAN BEACH, CALIFORNIA, ESTABLISHING A
SCHEDULE OF FEES TO BE CHARGED BY VARIOUS \
DEPARTMENTS OF THE CITY REGARDING PERMITS COAS]
AND SERVICES, MODIFYING RESOLUTION 5370 AND

ALL RESOLUTIONS OR ORDERS IN CONCERT
THEREWITH, AND APPROVING A COASTAL
DEVELOPMENT PERMIT TO INCREASE DOWNTOWN ON-

STREET PARKING METER RATES

WHEREAS the Office of the City Manager of the City has reviewed the fee
schedule aad made certain recommendations to the City Council; and

WHEREAS, the schedule of fees for permits and services represents
reimbursement for cost incurred by the City in providing direst serviems to pearticular
individuals or groups rather than to the general populace of the City of Manhattan Beach; and

WHEREAS, it is equitable that the City of Manhanan Beach be compensated for
providing such direct services; and

WHEREAS, the City of Manhattan Beach has certain fees established including
an hourly rate for parking a vehicle in an on-street metered parking space; and

WHEREAS, it is the desire of said City to maximize utilization of the two-hour
time limit, on-street metered parkmg spaces through parkxng management techniques including
adjustment of rates; and

WHEREAS, the Parking & Public Improvements Commission has unanimously
approved the recommendation to adjust the parking meters rates for all two-hour, on-street
parking meters in the downtown area in accordance with the attached “Scheduie B™.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED THAT THE CITY COUNCIL OF
THE CITY OF MANHATTAN BEACH, CALIFORNIA, DOES HEREBY DECLARE, FIND,
DETERMINE AND ORDER AS FOLLOWS:

SECTION 1. The City Council hereby finds as follows:

A. The fees adopted hereunder as set forth in “Schedule B”, attached hereto and incorporated
herein by this reference are intended to maximize utilization of existing downtown on-street
metered parking spaces, encourage long term parking in the remote off-street parking lots,
and enhance turnover of the parking spaces therefcre creating enhanced opportunities for
on-street public parking.

B. The proposed project has been found to be statutorily exempt from the provisions of the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), as implemented by the City of Manhattan
Beach CEQA guidelines, pursuant to sections 15273 (a) “Rates, Tolls, Fares, and Chm
of the CEQA Guidelines.

C. The proposed project will not individually nor cumulatively have an adverse effect on
wildlife resources, as defined in Section 711.2 of the Fish & Game Code.
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Reso. 5386

D. The proposed project is in conformance with applicable policies and regulations of the
Certified Manhartan Beach Local Coastal Program.

E. The proposed project is consistent with the public access and recreation policies of Chapter
3 of the California Coastal Act of 1976. The project will not impact existing public access,
nor recreational opportunities, within the City's Coastal Zone.

F. This resolution shall serve as the coastal development permit.

SECTION 2. The City Manager's Office has reviewed the fee schedule and
made certain recommendations to the City Council. The schedule of fees shall be modified to
include the rate for downtown on-street parking meters adjusted in accordance with the attached
schedule.

SECTION 3. The City Manager shall have the authority to interpret the
provisions of this resolution for purposes of resolving ambiguities. The City Manager shall
have the authority to authorize and require reasonable compensation for the temporary use of
City property or receipt of City services not otherwise provided for by City resolution or
ordinance,

SECTION 4. This resolution shall be effective July 1, 1998,

SECTION S The City Clerk shall make this Resolution reasonably available for
public inspection within thirty (30) days of the date this resolution is adopted.

SECTION 6. The City Clerk shall certify to the adoption of this Resolution and
thenceforth and thereafier the same shall be in fuil force and effect.

PASSED, APPROVED and ADOPTED this 19® day of May 1998.

Ayes: Jones, Napolitano, Lilligren, Mayor Cunningham
Noes: None

Absent: Wilson

Abstain: None

/s/ Jack Cunningham
Mayor, City of Manhattan Beach, California

ATTEST:

/s/ Liza Tamura

City Cleck
""""" Cartified 10 be 8 true copy
originel of seld
| ‘ mmmﬂohm
' olfice. .
v | ﬂ%z‘d A -ag
= AL pORES Manhattan Beach, California -
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SCHREDULE“B”
JASK DESCRIPTION DREET
Parking Meter Rates On-Street Parking, Time Limit

2 hr Downtown area
Parking Meter Rates 12 minutes PD
Parking Meter Rates 24 Minutes PD
Parking Meter Rates 1 hour PD

Cartified to be a true copy

of the original of said
document on file in my
office,

Lf}v TIvnirr—e

City"Clark of the City of
Manhattan Boach.nzamomh

Reso. 8386
COST

$0.10
$0.25

$0.50




(;/-— v T . - . e
. B85/21/1998 14:58 3165465117 FORDS PAGE 21

it —

APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT
DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT

Please Review Attached Appeal Information Sheet Prior to Completing This Form.

SECTION 1. Appellani(s)

Name, mailing address and telephone number of appellant(s):
Harry A. Ford, Jr.
54 Village Circle

Manhattan Beach, Califomia 90266-7222
Phone (310-546-5117)

SECTION II. Decision Being Appealed -

1. Name of local/port government:  City of Manhattan Beach
2. Brief Description of devclopme.nt being appealed May 19, 1998 Coastal

Manhattan Em‘

Mm& “Ch" pMsTR O
4. Description of decision being appealed:
2. Approval; no special conditions: Coastal Development Permit (no file or
pumber)
b. Approval with special conditions:
c. Denial:
Note: For jurisdiction with a total LCP, denial decisions by a local

government cannot be appealed unless the development is a major energy or
public works project. Denial decisions by port govemments are not appealable.

postdt* FaxNote 7671 [Dew ‘WJ&%@EI
' ‘m M&_———_——
12
Prone 3 1o ~SM(-C117

et 51— 5% - Soi4 |™°
—TC: ableh- & MB ACHON,

A-S~ MAR-98-227
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s. Decxsmnbemgappmledwasmadeby(aheckm).
‘ a ___ Planning Director/Zoning Administrator ¢. ___ Planning Commission
b. _X_ City Council/Board of Supervisors d. __ Other

6. Date of local government’s decision: May 19, 1998
7. Local government's file number (if any) : none indicated on file or notice,

Give the names and addresses of the following parties. (Use additional peper as necessary.)
a. Name and mailing address of permit applicant :
City of Manhattan Beach
1400 Highland Avenne
Manhattan Beach, California 90266
b. Names and mailing addresses as available of those who testified (either verbally orin
writing) at the city/county/port hearing(s). Include other parties which you know to be
~ interested and should received notice of this appeal.
(1) Harry A. Ford, Jr., 54 Village Circle, Manhattan Beach, CA 90266-7222
(2) Al residents and businesses in the CD district, and within 500 feet thereof, who did not .
receive notice of the Coastal Development Permit Hearing per the LCP/CDP procedures, and
anyone on the LCP/CDP mailing list who did not receive notice of this action.

G)
@

SECTION IV. Reasons Supporting This Appeal

Note: Appeals of local government coastal permit decisions are limited by a variety of factors
and requirements of the Coastal Act. Please review the appeal information shect for assistance in
eomplemgﬂuswcuon,whmhmnnﬂnm;qe. ‘

State mﬂymmmﬁmmchﬂuammmofww
Program, Land Use Plan, or Port Master Plan policies and requircments in which you believe the
project is inconsistent and the reasons for the decision warrants a new hearing.

(Use additional paper as necessary.)

As—M A @-1¢ M
Exh b€ €
zo«rg
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lements o etlox parking lot not in conformance with LCF

.
ACCOTUANC th 1LC.P, and

. Note: The above description need not be a complete or exhaustive statement of your reasons of

appmkhow;v«,ﬁmcmustbemfﬁcimtdkcussimfmﬂaﬂ'mdemminem&cappdk
allowed by law. The appellant, subsequent to filing the appeal, may submit additional
information to the staff and/or Commission to support the appeal request,

SECTION V. Certification
mmfmﬁmmdmmwwemmmmmwofmylofrﬁm

Signature of Appellant(s) or Authorized Agent

Date __ May 21, 1998

Note: If signed by agent, appeliant(s) must also
sign below. '

S g !n. ! ! !! » |!
I/We hereby authorize to act as my/our
representative and to bind me/us in all matters conceming this appeal.

Signature of Appeliant(s)
Date

AS—-mMnE-a%-22
é)(‘nést &
2ot
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Harry A ¥ord, Jr.
64 Village Circle :
Manhattan Beach, Californis 90266-7209 :
Phone & Fax ( 310-546-6117) . e-szz SeaimageS@aoL.com .

Monday, July 13, 1998 - Fax to Coastal Commission at 310-590- , ATTN: Jim Ryan - Draft # |
California Coastal Commission, via Jim Rysn
200 Oceangate, 10® Floor, Suite 1000

Long Beach, California 90802-4302

Dear Coastal Commission Members and Jim Ryan:

T

S Srey R AT e DN : o lgeked
Y e i i ¥ 0% g L3 e 3t Y o by pics “dnt i gl Bn el et Al T ket
b - 3 R S V% o A 4 o " 2 e I i
e "% -0 s ST - ROUY W D TN “3 MAn RN BRI s ris " R i
e s . vyt pof e il 3 2 Rt & 49 Y <l ich 2 et ' I - AN 8 :v’ kAt e o8
m .
{ wouia wrge {i ommission to APPROVE my appeal due to the City actions apparently not following

the LCP notice and other LCP procedures._In additibn, the written dnalysis of the action did not appear #g

- 3 -
take info gccount the [64 residents and busines those that responded to the 897 Downtown

Parking survey that they did not want meter fees raited

DITLCTTS,

l. fA_SUREIIICII gt MIG 6 DPINENT 18 'Lia Ne L. 08 l and ; ADDEAIADIE 10 1D ¥y
WNmmmdmmf the May 19, I98meenng.'1‘heMny nonceinihe
Beach Reporter did not even indicate that a Coastal Development Permit was being issned. .

H

2. The date o ing of the apolication and the name © h-tm 2 'Iherewasnodatcofﬁl'mx
ofthcapphwnmmthenonce 1 did not see any filed by ﬂ:eCnyomebmaanhinﬂn
o City file, staff report, or transmitted in th¢ June 11, lwsmﬁmmchardmmpsmml’m
/5(7 Emerson.

3_ L De file pumbe: :;».'".u Bd 10 ¢ AnD ',i'_s;l Nonc 4 "‘ NMIMW”WA
a normal City application notice as published in the paper. It is evident that this notice is not

even consistent with the normal City Notice for Coastal Development Permits.
4. The date, time and place at which the application wil ,-,--- rd: The newspaper notice showed

P

those, but in an incomplete notice of a public hearing, lnapphcmonﬁrCDP

5- ». h'ief b "t}.’i_!!d' 1 O W6 FCDLTR! DIDCR 'L&.’.;.".:ilu!-f ik SAISRLELIA L) ;.._!,!,’ B SANE  FR
3 L
actions: and ;: None provided. Refer to »

6. The system for gsth.

Agnm,ﬂnsw:snotpnmded.

wbhchwmgm&eprojecttothefoﬂowmg ;
1. Applicant ; There was no mailed notice it the file, or sts mamu"m

2. Qwner of the Property ; There was nom ¢ file, but the City is the owner.
.
3- i DITODCTIY OWHCID SN 1*;:‘,':![55 '4[1',,‘,-! . et MY “ AR “‘!“‘x" b _O1_UIC Ul LY,

There was no mailed notice in the file. The wi{nno piling list in the file. Themﬂ'rapon
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Californiz Coastal Commission Re: Appeal A-S-JINB-98-223 Mieter fees, July 13, 1598, Page 2

‘ was silent on this subject. Item 4) in Richard Th n’s letter of June 11® notes a zoning
code exception for more than 1,000 notices. The Downtdwn parking study on page 44 says that
notices were mailed to all residents and {business in the Downtown parking study area which

includes all on-street meters, and that thjs mailing was only for 600 persons. 82% of the 164
residents and businesses that responded.| 164 responses. said no to raising parking meter fees
There was no map or mailing list that shpwed how many residents and businesses were within
500 feet of the meters. In addition, the staff report did riot disclose any mailing, or reason for
not doing a mailing. The staff report projected that the City would generate $250,000 annually
from this change, but it was too cheap to spend a 'lehundmddollmfornmﬁee.m

pddition. A.96.130 Precede of local cogstal programs, indicates that the LCP procedures
ghall take precedence. Why doesn’t this apph 'e requirements (see 7 below
4' " Ad—b&’L‘ ‘ [t ' : - & ‘ “ BN L 1 1) ‘ 'r‘_l : v i“q,' " 1.“ ¥y .g'j! v L
) Permit Iamo thatmaxhngl but I received no written notice for

ﬂnsCoastleevc!opmentPermn.AsI ecall 1 found ou aboutthemeet:ngbyloohngatﬂw
Agenda for the 5/19/98 meeting on the Internet the weekend before the Tuesday meeting.

5. The Coastal Commission: I did not se¢ avmtten notice in the Coastal Commission file I
reviewed, and I did not see one in the Junje 11 lenu'theCuy
. 6. Public Agencies: ?
7. A newspaper of general circulation in thel Coastal Zone. |The Notice is to be published once, A

Notice was published, but it was clearly inadequate ag noted above. This requirement is in
addmontothemadednonccwpmpedy pwners and residents (see requirement in 3 above).

dppea thatthqewunoappheauonaohowmﬂae

pmjmmcwed?mom 3 body acting on a .oastal Deve apment Permit shall review the project
or compliance 0. allahcabe -.:_._; policies sv-u nents of the Lo ICoastal ogram; the City’s
ienera] Plap: requirements of the Planming and hing Ordinance andoﬁ:cr PIY ions thi D
w_m_gmguf_mm :

complete 8 Coastal Policy Checklist,” I do not re¢a
materials for the Parking Commission or City Cquncil materials. The materials I reviewed from the

Community Development Department, and Dave Ddyle’s office, on Monday May 18® did not include the
CmulPohcyChecklmbutmlyd:estaffrcpoﬂ. he first time I ¢ seeing the Checklist dated April
23" was at the Coastal Commission after I filed thy appeal? In addition, the Coastal Policy Checklist
dated April 23 does not appear to address the General Plan, Zoning Code, or the City’s Parking
Management Program for the Coastal Zone (A.64.230), and is thus/clearly incomplete and does not meet
the standards set forth by the LCP. Examples are Policy 1.C.15: enforcement - this was one of the parking
utilization strategies mentioned in the parking study,/and was a problem, but no recommendation or action
is provided. The Cjtv can incresse preement without raising rates! How is the City in complisace?
General Plan Policy 4.1: Protect all small businesse throughounh ‘City which serve City residents. This
was not addressed, and the increase in rates clegrly hurts the pmall community serving businesses
Downtown. The Zoning Code question of mailin noﬁeestoerlOOOwasnotaddmssedmthc
checklist. Why wasn't the Parking Management F gumm | as part of the Coastal Development
Permit, and the City’s Parking Study? When the Cy Council appfoved the Parking Plan for this item a
footnotcmd,“’!‘hxsschonmllmwlqum CmmnWNoe:q:lmaumhum
it, ; / ,infeemmisoneofﬁmrasons
fmxssumgaCoumchvelopmemPumxt.'menohec uiréments Were not met. W

CASTMNG -98-22
PK’\sbzt F
20%%
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ncrease in Parking rates from i $.50 per hotn 'nnaagam ms!cadmgnsﬁe%mmmm
have been raised to $.25 for 24 mimutes. This is $.625 per hour. is appears to be a 150% increase from
the prior rate ($.10 for 24 minutes). When I talked to the Coastal Commission they indicated a 100%
inmwouldrequireareview?'menotieewould ainappento inoorrect.

e s '&I!MA m Xvan to the s' Manhattan Beach isia Lu:n &‘-A"L As‘

mmyfaxofJnly7 1998 the City appeared to have raised the rates on all the meters cast of the Center of
Maphattan Avenue (map provided). In addition, the 24 minute in the appealable zone appear to
have already been raised to $.25 for 24 minutes. Why isn't the City \in violation of the June 2, 1998 letter?
Pleasehkeappmprmeenfomemmmo::asm possible. :

0, Parking Management Program for the Coastal Zone in, this was not reviewed as part of the
Coastall’ohcyChecklmt.Nor,dolmcal!arew forﬂ:eMetlx(l?OPathngspaoesfor4m?).
“A.64.220 Parking area plan required. Prior to the ¢onstruction or of an off-street parking
area, a parking area plan shall be submitted to the Community Development Director for the purpose of
indicating compliance with the provisions of this chapter...” Items such as Handicap parking, lighting,
screening, parking space dimensions, visibility, landscaping, signs, etc. should have been reviewed for
compliance. Are there adequate handicap parking spaces on street gnd off street? Other items that do not

appear to be in compliance are the hang tags in Lotl and 20 hang tags for 100% of the spaces in Lot 7.
Also the El Porto lot is posted to close at 8:00 p.m., gnd the Pier lot |s posted to clear at 9:30 p.m.

Analysis of recommendation: The staff report did nqt indicate that the parking survey to 600 residents and
businesses downtown indicated that 82%, or 164, sgid no to hi parkmgfees.'l‘hexcpottunlyzedﬁle
rates against other towns like Balboa. The analysis ¢ notsbow&‘notha-nownmwnsmmsm
anéBurbmkhavenoparhngmem.Thcmlyms hould bave been against other community serving
businesses in Manhattan Beach that have no parking meters. A ldaﬁunstopatSdelmm
Manhattan Beach Bivd. and pay zero for parking instead of wandéring around Downtown looking for a
spot and having to pay $.25 to $.625 per hour. This Ieariydoesno’mppmtthemﬂlmmunityming
businesses. This could be why there are less each jyear. This could also be why in cities like Hermosa
Beach that have raised parking meter mates even further, there are less community serving businesses.

- . s ¥
Kichard 1 hompson 8 letter ¢ e} ‘od »& dicates This appeal process and proposed .a'ur W g

. e . s . NG OO "
hANEDEAL § AFLILLTILY l [ 1_1 Pt BLIRES LIXILIEN ”)’ ROT_108 i3 .3:‘ gar 1998-99 Operal !"' #1141

. Council o D08 'Ihe:tyluds36.3 i mofCash&;Invedmu-tJm
30 1997 Tth:tyspaﬂamgmvenmmq)uver % over the last four years. For the year ended June
30, 1997 the City have $612,286 of net income from parking fund onopemhngmmuesofww,m.
The PER CAPITA proposed 1998-1999 budget for Manhattan Beach is gignificantly higher than
Redondo Beach (47%- $456) and Hermosa Beach (27%- $3G2) (Source data from table in Easy
Reader of 05/28/98). The proposed $250,000 annual se is only % of 1 per cent of the
annual budget? The City shoyld have followed [their own (LCP), and listened to the 82% of
residents and businesses that said they didn’t want |a meter fee i ; but didn’t get proper notice or
analysis of this CDP.

Ifywbswanqusuons,pmfeelﬁumall.
Sincerely,

Haory A.Ford, Jr. D‘&

Attachments - provided to Coastal Commission staff]

 AS-HNE-TY-
’ Exha 61‘ €
.30% 3




June 11, 1998

City Hall 1400 H:gh]and Avenue Manhattan Beach, CA 90266-4795

Telephone (310) 545-5621 FAX (310) 545-5234 TDD (310) 546-3501
E% JUN 1 2 1998 @
CALIFORNIA
COASTAL COMMISSION

Ms. Pam Emerson, L.A. County Area Supervisor
California Coastal Commission

South Coast Area

P.O. Box 1450

200 Oceangate, 10® Floor

Long Beach, CA. 90802-4416

RE: Appeal No. A-5-MNB-98-223 (Parking Meter Fee Increase)

Dear Ms. Emerson,

On June 2™ the City of Manhattan Beach received notice of the above referenced appeal. The City
respectfully submits the enclosed matenials for your review pertaining to the City’s processing and
issuance of this Coastal Development Permit. With reference to the stated reasons for the appeal, City

staff would like to provide the following response:

)]

2)

3)

4)

5)

The issue of the Parking Management Plan does not provide enough detail to formulate a
response;

A copy of the Coastal Policy Checklist is included in the enclosed materials;

The issue of standards for application review does not provide enough detail to formulate a
Tesponse;

The public notice provided was a publication in the local newspaper used by the City for all
public notification (City Council, Planning Commission, etc....). The basis for utilizing a
publication rather than individual noticing was the number of property owners and residents
affected by this action. Pursuant to Government Code Section 65091 (a)(3) of the State Planning
and Zoning Law, when an action requires individual notification exceeding 1,000 persons such
notification may be made in a newspaper of general circulation. Since this action encompasses a
significant portion of the City’s Coastal Zone, and such notification would have exceeded the
1,000 threshold, Staff opted to place the notice in a newspaper of general circulation.
ASSHMmE - qE-22.3

See response to Number 4 above. Eeh 6 re G-

/ 53

Fire Department Address: 400 15* Street, Manhattan Beach, CA 90266 FAX (310) 545-8925
Police Department Address: 420 15 Street, Manhattan Beach, CA 90266 FAX (310) 545-7707
Public Works Department Address: 3621 Bell Avenue, Manhattan Beach, CA 90266 FAX (310) 546-1752
Mien af Manhattan Reach Web Site' httn://wwww . ci.manhattan-beach.ca.us

l



6) « A separate notice was not mailed to the project appellant. Mr. Ford was provided verbal

7

8)

9)
10)

11)

notification of the scheduled public hearing, and participated in the hearing by providing written
comments on the project (see enclosed material).

Staff concurs that a portion of the meters affected are located within the Appeal Jurisdiction and
subject to Coastal Commission appeal.

Staff disagrees with the assertion that the proposed parking fee increase would require Coastal
Commission approval. The City’s Local Coastal Program requires issuance of a Coastal
Development Permit for meter increases in the Coastal Zone, and pursuant to the location of
some of these affected meters in the Appeal Jurisdiction, provides for an appeal process to the
Coastal Commission. Absent the filing of an appeal with the Coastal Commission, however,
separate approval by the Commission is not required.

The issues not addressed in the staff report and parking study are not identified.
The elements of the Parking Management Plan not in accordance with the LCP are not identified;

The Metlox site is not in the Appeal Junisdiction of the Coastal Zone, and is not a part of this
Coastal Development Permit. -

The following information is enclosed:

Exhibit 1: Agenda from the City Council Meeting of May 19, 1998;

Exhibit 2: Staff report to the City Council for the May 19, 1998 meeting, including written
comments provided to the Council from the project appellant;

Exhibit 3: Excerpt from the May 19, 1998 City Council Minutes;

Exhibit 4: Resolution No. 5386;

Exhibit 5: Copy of Public Notices published for the May 19, 1998 City Council meeting;

Exhibit 6: Staff report to the Parking & Public Improvements Commission for the April 23,

1998 meeting;

Exhibit 7: Excerpt from the April 23, 1998 Parking & Public Improvements Commission
meeting;

Exhibit 8: Executive Summary — Downtown Manhattan Beach Parking Management Plan
Report; _

Exhibit 9: Introduction — Downtown Manhattan Beach Parking Management Plan Report;
Exhibit 10: Recommended action from the Downtown Manhattan Beach Parking

Management Plan regarding parking fee system; A"J\' MVRB-A§-2273

Exhibit 11:  Letter to Manhattan Beach Chamber of Commerce;

Exhibit 12:  Letter to Downtown Business and Professionals Association M 6 ; &. G“

Exhibit 13:  Coastal Policy Checklist.
20f3

Downtown Manhattan Beach contains approximately 1,137 public parking spaces. Of this number 416
spaces are defined as on-street parking. Of the 416 on-street spaces, approximately 310 are metered with
the remaining on-street parking spaces available at no charge. Only 87 of the 310 parking spaces are




located within the Appeal Jurisdiction of the City of Manhattan Beach Coastal Zone. Approximately
715 parking spaces, or 63%, of all Downtown public parking spaces are off-street spaces.

The action of the Manhattan Beach City Council only increased the parking meter rate for the 310 on-
street parking spaces from $.25 to $.50 per hour. The remaining public parking spaces (approximately
827) continue to be either free parking or $.25 per hour. It is important to note that even with the
proposed increase in on-street meter rates, the City’s parking rates are some of the lowest in the State of
California. In fact, the State itself charges $1.00 per hour for parking at the California State Beach
Parking Facilities.

This appeal process and proposed action by the California Coastal Commission may have serious
implications for the City’s Fiscal Year 1998-99 Operating Budget, adopted by the City Council on June
2, 1998. As such, the City hereby requests that the Coastal Commission schedule the appeal heanng at
the earliest possible meeting date irrespective of the location of the meeting.

If you require additional information please feel free to contact me at Extension 290, or Bobby Ray,
Senior Planner at Extension 278. y

Sincerely,

!
I <Richard ompson

Director of Community Development

C Geoff Dolan, City Manager .
Dave Doyle, Assistant to the City Manager
Bobby Ray, Senior Planner

AT HMNMNE -AF-22 %
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CITY OF MANHATTAN BEACH

Local Coastal Program
Coastal Development Policy Checklist

Project File No.:© CA98-32 . .

Project Address:  City of Manhattan Beach Coastal Zone .

Project Description: Increase On-Street Parking Meter Rates from $.25 per hour to $.50 per hour
in the Downtown and Commercial North End areas of the City of Manhattan
Beach coastal zone.

Date: April 23, 1998

Pursuant to Section A.96.030 (G) of the Local Coastal Program (LCP) the Coastal Policy
Checklist shall list all LCP Policies, identify those policies with which the application does not
comply, and recommended conditions which could bring the applications into compliance. The
Jollowing information, together with all applicable reports and application materials, shall
constitute the required Coastal Policy Checklist.

L COASTAL ACCESS POLICIES

A Access Policies ’

Policy L.A.1: The City shall maintain the existing vertical and horizontal accessways in
: - the Manhattan Beach Coastal Zone. .

Project Compliance: Yes No Not Ap;ﬁlicabl-e‘ . X

Policy LA.2: The City shall encourage, maintain, and implement safe and efficient traffic
flow patterns to permit sufficient beach and parking access.

Project Compliance: Yes No Not Applicable X

Policy 1.A.3: The City shall preserve pedestrian access systems including the Spider Web
park concept (Spider Web park concept: a linear park system linking the
Santa fe railroad right-of-way jogging trail to the beach with a network of
walkstreets and public open spaces. See Figure NR-1 of the General Plan).

Project Compliance: Yes " No____--__ Not Applicable X

Policy 1.A.4: The City shall maintain the use of commercial alleys as secondary .
pedestrian accessways.
Project Compliance: Yes No Not Applicable X
' ASSMNE-1E-22
& }(Lt ‘5'!"&. H’
/! o0
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Policy L.A.S: The City shall preserve its walk-street resources, shall prohibit non-
complying walk-street encroachments, including decks, shall enforce
measures to eliminate walk-street noncompliance with existing guidelines
and shall provlde expedited appeal procedures related thereto.

Pro_l ect Compliance: Yes _No | Not Applicable X

Policy LA.6: The Marine Street and Highland Avenue commercial node shall not be
permitted to expand into residentially zoned areas and shall provide on-site
parking consistent with the requirements of Section A.64 of Chapter 2 of the

Implementation Plan.

Project Compliance: Yes No Not Applicable X

Policy L.A.7: The City will promote the public awareness of the Marine environment such
as through the Oceanographic Teaching Stations, Inc. located in the -
Roundhouse on the pier.

Project Compliance: Yes No Not Applicable X

Policy I.A.8: The City shall maintain visible signage to El Porto accessways and beach

' parking, along Highland Avenue. - ‘
Projéct Compliance: Yes No  Not Appiicable . X
Policy 1.A.9: New one-way streets in the Coastal Zone shall be evaluated for their effects

on safety and public access to the coast.

Project Compliance: Yes No Not Applicable X

B. Transit Policies

Policy L.B.1: The City shall encourage public transportation service to mitigate excess
parkmg demand and vehicular pollution. All transportation/congestion

- management plans and mmganon measures shall protect and encourage .

public beach access.
Project Compliance: Yes No Not Applicable X |
Policy 1.B.2: The City shall work toward a long-range program to provide a shuttle

service to the beach at El Porto to alleviate traffic problems through the
narrow streets of the El Porto area.

Project Compliance: Yes No Not Applicable X

AS-MNE -98-223
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Policy 1.B.3: The City shall encourage pcdestnan and bicycle modes as a transportation

means to the beach.
Project Comphance Yes No Not Applicable X
Policy 1.B.4: The City shall maintain the use of the Santa Fe nght-of-way as a non-

automobile transportation corridor between the northem city boundary and -
the intersection of Valley-Ardmore and Manhattan Beach Boulevard, as the
closest link to the commercial business district and beach use.

Project Compliance: Yes No Not Applicable X .

Policy L.B.5: The City shall maintain a pathway to facilitate jogging and pedestrian usage
along the Santa Fe right-of-way.

Project Compliance: Yes No Not Applicable X

Policy 1.B.6: The Strand shall be maintained for non-vehicular beach access.

Project Compliance: Yes No Not Applicable X

Policy 1.B.7: The City shall provide adequate signing and directional aids so that beach

' _ goers can be directed toward available parkmg

Project Compliance: Yes_ - No Not Applicable X

Policy L.B.8: Consider the establishment of alternative transportation system and park-
mall facilities, including a shuttle service to the El Porto beach area.

Project Compliance: Yes No Not Applicable X

C. Parking Policies

‘ Policy LC.I1: The City shall maintain and encourage the expansion of commercial district
‘ parkmg faclhtm necessary to meet demand reqmranents

Project Comphance Yes No Not Apphcable X .

Policy 1.C.2: The City shall maximize the opportunities for using available parking for
weekend beach use.

Project Compliance: Yes X No Not Applicable ‘ .

AS-MrB -9Y-22
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Policy 1.C.3: The City shall encourage additional off-street parking to be concentrated for
efficiency relative to the parking and traffic system.

Project Compliance: Yes No Not Applicablc X

Policy 1.C.4: The City shall ensure that future residential and commercial development
provides the parking necessary to meet the standards set forth in Section
A.64 of Chapter 2 of the Implementation Plan, except that residential
parking requirements shall not be reduced for units less than 550 square feet.

Project Compliance: Yes No Not Applicable X .

Policy 1.C.5: The City shall encourage the use of private residential garage spaces for
parking rather than .storage in order to help mitigate on-street parking
pressures.

Project Compliance: Yes No Not Applicable X

Policy 1.C.6: The City shall require existing residential and commercial buildings to

comply with parking standards set forth in Section A.64 of Chapter 2 of the
Implemcntation Plan upon substantial remodeling or expansion, as defined
in Sections A.64.020 and A.68.030 of Chapter 2 of the Implementation Plan
~ except that residential parking requirements shall not be reduced for units

less than 550 square feet.
Project Compliance: Yes No Not Applicable X
Policy 1.C.7: The City shall require, when feasible, that commercial development using

on-site ground level parking provide vehicular access from the rear of the lot
only, so as not to conflict with pedestrian traffic.

Project Compliance: Yes No Not Applicable X .

Policy 1.C.8: . Use of the existing public parking, including, but not limited to, on-street
o _parking, the El Porto beach parking lot, and those parking lots indicated on
Exhibit #9, shall be protected to provide public beach parking.” The City

shall continue the implementation of the residential parking permit program

for the El Porto parking lot or ensure that the County continues such efforts

if, at some future time, the County assumes operational functions. Any

change in the El Porto parking permit program shall not reduce existing

public access opportunities, and shall require a Coastal Development Permit.

Project Compliance: Yes No Not Applicable_ X
As—MNE—qE-223
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Policy 1.C.9: The City shall ensure continuous public use of the El Porto beach parking
lot by participation in a joint maintenance agreement with Los Angeles
County and work toward making the lot a City controlled pay-at-the-
entrance lot (to help alleviate commuter traffic through the area). Use of the
existing parking for beach access support shall be protected. Any change in
the parking fee system shall not reduce existing public access opportunities,
and shall require a Coastal Development Permit.

Project Compliance: Yes No Not Applicable X

Policy 1.C.10: Concentrate new parking in the Downtown Commercial District to facilitate
joint use opportunities (office and weekend beach parking uses).

Project Compliance: Yes No Not Applicable X

Policy 1.C.11: Maintain the existing public parking system in the vicinity of
Valley/Ardmore/Manhattan Beach Boulevard to provide parking out of the
downtown area.

Project Compliance: Yes X No Not Applicable

Policy LC.12: Require surface or on-site parking for commercial uses that exceed 1.5 times

: : the area of the lot as prescribed in Section A.16.030 of Chapter 2 of the

Implementation Plan.

Project Compliance: Yes___ No Not Applicable X

Policy 1.C.13: Require off-street parking for the Highland commercial strip where feasible.

Project Compliance: Yes No Not Applicable X

Policy 1.C.14: Work toward an attendant supervised pay/City controlled parking program
for The Strand parking lot at El Porto.

Project Comphance Yes __No___ _Not Apphcable X_ .

Policy 1.C.15: Continue management of exxstmg parlnng facxhnes through enforcement to

improve efficiency by keeping on-street spaces available for short-term
users and encouraging the long-term parkers to use off-street parking lots.

Project Compliance: Yes X No__ Not Applicable
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Policy I.C.16: Improve information management of the off-street parking system through
improved signing, graphics and public information and maps.

Project Compliance: Yes : No_ Not Applicable X

Poliéy 1.C17: Provide signing and distribution of information for use of the Civic Center
parking for beach parking on weekend days.

Project Compliance: Yes No Not Applicable X

DISCUSSION: The proposed meter fee increase is identified as a significant parking
management recommendation in the City’s recently adopted Downtown
Parking Management Plan. The fee increase is projected to encourage
parking turn-over, thus increasing the overall availability of on-street
parking. The proposal does not change or alter public access, transit, nor

parking policies

II. COASTAL LOCATING AND PLANNING NEW DEVELOPMENT POLICIES

Policy IL1: Control Development within the Manhattan Beach coastal zone.

Project Compliance: Yes No__ Not Applicable_____X .
A. Commercial Development | A

Policy ILL.A.2: Preserve the predominant existing commercial building scale of one and two
stories, by limiting any future development to a 2-story maximum, with a
30' height limitation as required by Sections A.04.030, A.16.030, and
A.60.050 of Chapter 2 of the Implementation Plan.

Project Compliance: Yes No Not Applicable X .
Policy IL.A.3: Encourage the maintenance of commercial area orientation to the pedestrian.
) Project Complianccﬁ Y’es‘ I No___ __ Not Applicable_ X .-
Policy I1.A.4: Piscomaée mmmaﬁd lot consolidatiqns of greater than iwo standard city
ots.
Project Compliance: Yes No Not Applicable. X .
Policy IL.A.5: Commercial development eligible to participate in off site parking and in

lieu fee parking programs under Sections A.64.050 and A.64.060 of Chapter
2 of the Implementation Plan shall participate only if parking spaces

CAS-MNE ~ag-223
&Exh b€ H
¢ of lo



required by Section A.64 of Chapter 2 of the Implementation Plan do not
exceed the available parking supply.

Project Compliance: Yes No Not Applicable X

Policy ILA.6: Encourage development of adequate parking facilities for future
development through ground level on-site parking or a requirement to pay
the actual cost of constructing sufficient parking spaces. Maximize use of
existing parking facilities to meet the needs of commercial uses and coastal

access.
Project Compliance: Yes No Not Applicable X
Policy ILA.7: Permit mixed residential/commercial uses on available, suitable commercial
sites.
Project Compliance: Yes No Not Applicable X

B. Residential Development

Policy I1.B.1: Maintain building scale in coastal zone residential neighborhoods consistent

with Chapter 2 of the lmplcmcntanon Plan.

Pro3ect Compliance: Yes No | Not Apphcable X
Discussion:
Policy I1.B.2: Maintain residential building bulk control established by development

standards in Chapter 2 of the Implementation Plan.

Project Compliance: Yes No Not Applicable X .

Policy IL.B.3: Maintain Coastal Zone residential height limit not to exceed 30' as required by
Sect:ons A.04 030 and A.60.050 of Chapter 2 ofthe Implementahan Plan.

Project Compliance: Yes -~ No" - Not Appliceble > S

Policy ILB.4: The beach shall be preserved for public beach recreation. No permanent structures,
with the exception of bikeways, walkways, and restrooms shall be permitted on the
beach.

Project Compliance: Yes No Not Applicable X .
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Policy ILB.5: Development of the former Metlox site shall provide the parking necessary to meet
the standards set forth in Section A.64 of Chapter 2 of the Implementation Plan. All
required parking shall be provided on the Metlox site.

Project Compliance: Yes : No_ Not Applicable X
DISCUSSION: The praposed meter fee increase does not involve any new development.

Il. COASTAIL MARINE RESOURCES POLICIES

Policy IIL.1: The City should continue to maintain monitoring programs of the activities of the |
Chevron Refinery facilities.

Project Compliance: Yes No Not Applicable X

PohcyIII 2: The City should continue to retain its consultant who monitors and reviews the
groundwater clean-up program and ground water quality of the Chevron cleanup
activities. ,

Project Compliance: Yes No Not Applicable X

Policy ITI.3:  The City should continue to maintain and enforce the City ordinances that prohibit
unlawful discharges of pollutants into the sewer system or into the tidelands and
ocean. (Title 5, Chapter 5, Article 2; Chapter 8)

Project Compliance: Yes No Not Applicable_ . X

Policy II1.4: The City should continue to maintain and enforce the City ordinances that prohibit
disposal of oils or refuse in the ocean or on beaches. (Title 12, Chapter 6)

Project Compliance: Yes No Not Applicable X .

Policy IILS:  The City should continue to maintain and enforce the City ordinance prohibiting the
- discharge of sewage or industrial waste on or upon any tidelands or submerged
lands or into the waters of the Pacific Ocean within the corporate limits of the City
and establishing standards for the effluent of treated sewage and the effluent of
industrial waste which may be discharged on or upon said tidelands or submerged
lands or into the waters of the ocean. (Ordinance 756, Sections 1 through 10)

Project Compliance: Yes No Not Applicable X .

Policy IT1.6: The City should continue to maintain and enforce the City ordinance prohibiting
persons, firms, or corporations to discharge from vessel, ship, barge, or other vehicle
carrying crude petroleum, refined petroleum, engine oil, or oily by-products any
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ballast water, bilge water, or waste water containing or contaminated with any
petroleumn or oily by-products into the Ocean within the corporate limits of the City
of Manhattan Beach. (Ordinance No. 343, Sections 1 through 5)

Project Compliance: Yes_ —__No Not Applicable X .

Policy IIL7:  The City should continue to maintain enforcement codes for littering waters or
shore. (Title 10 Public Health and Safety Code, Section 374.7)

Project Cdmpliance: Yes No_ : Not Applicable X

Policy III.8: The City should continue to have programs to educate both staff and the public on
the value and protection of the marine environment.

Project Compliance: Yes No Not Applicable X

Policy IIL.9: The City should contact the Los Angeles County Department of Health for
- information regarding Hyperion monitoring activities.

Project Compliance: Yes No Not Applicable X

Policy III 10: Chevron Monitoring Program

The City of Manhattan Beach is involved thh the existing programs for momtonng |

the activities of the Chevron Refinery facilities adjacent the City. There is a joint
program, developed by Chevron called the "Oil Spill Contingency Plan" for
monitoring Chevron's cleanup of oil and gas leaks into the groundwater in and
around the facilities, including portions of the City of Manhattan Beach's El Porto
district.

The City is informed of the results of the monitoring system and activities and has
some input into the program if there are concerns as to the effects there might be on
the El Porto area and the beaches. This program allows the City some involvement
in maintaining its groundwalcr quality only to the extent that it is given some input

ability and that it is kept informed by monthly reports and at an annual meeting of -

- Chevron and the Cxty of El Segundo

The City of Manhattan Beach's emergency departmmts (police and fire) and Public
Works are informed on a regular basis in meetings and reports of Chevron's off-
shore activities. Those dcpamnents have copies of Chevron's operations manual
which was prepared by Chevron in accordance with AB 2040 (the Oil Spill
Protection Act) and State Fish and Game, State Lands Commlss:on, and Atmy Corp

of Engineers regulations.
Project Compliance: Yes No Not Applicable X .
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Policy ITL.11: Hyperion Monitoring Program _

The Hyperion Treatment Monthly Report is put out by the Bureau of Sanitation
located at the Hyperion Treatment facility in Playa del Rey. The Bureau monitors

~ the daily outfall from the facility as well as several storm drains including the
Ballona Creek and Pico Kenter storm drains. The report is sent to the Regional
Water Quality Control Board, the Los Angeles County Health Department and the
State Health Department. It is also sent to several other agencies, however, it is not
sent to the City of Manhattan Beach.

The Hyperion Mitigation Monitoring Program prepares weekly and monthly reports
and sends them to the Mitigation Monitor in El Sequndo. However, those reports
deal with construction impacts from expansion of the plant, such as odors, noise and
dust. ’

Project Compliance: Yes No Not Applicable X

Policy II1.12: City Involvement with Chevron Programs ,
The program for monitoring the Chevron groundwater clean-up program, as the
City is involved includes the following procedures:

) The City is involved only to the extent that they are informed of activities on
amonthly basis and at an annual meeting o

) The City retains a consulting firm to review and monitor groundwater
quality results as Chevron does the actual cleanup

* Chevron maintains monitoring wells to keep track of any leaks or spills

The Marine Terminal Operations for Chevron and the detailed operations manual
for maintenance and prevention involves the City as follows:

. The City's emergency departments maintain copies of the operations
manual, which also contains emergency procedures.

¢ ~The City's emergency departments are invoived in regular mecﬁngs with
Chevron. ' ‘

¢ In case of emergencies, e.g., oil spill, there are several levels of involvement
starting with Chevron's own emergency clean-up vessels. The City of
Manhattan Beach would have some involvement, depending upon the type
of and extent of the emergency.

Project Compliance: Yes No Not Applicable__ X
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CITY OF MANHATTAN BEACH
NOTICE OF A PUBLIC HEARING

PUBLIC NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN:
A public hearing will be heki before the City Council of the City of Manhattan Baach
to consider raising on-street parking meter rates and fo consider adoptmg a resolubon o
amend the City’s Resolution of Fees, Resolution No. 5370. .
The public hearing will be held:
Tuesday, May 19, 1998, at 6:30 p.m.
in the Council Chambers 2t City Hall
1400 Highland Avenue, Manhattan Beach
Proponents and opponents may be heard at that time. A text of the resolution will be
available for public review at the City Manager's office, located at 1400 Highland Avenue,
Manhattan Beach, from 8:00 a.m. fo 5:00 p.m. weekdays (excluding holidays) or by con-
tacting Dave Doyle, Assistant to the City Manager, (310) 545-5621, ext. 402 for additional
information.

Published as The Beach Reporter No. 4487, April 30, 1938.
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Butiners & Profescional Aseaelation

1147 Manhattan Avenue/CP. 41
Manhattan Beach * CA * 90266
310.546.5350 *+ Fax.546.7020

ay

A cooperative
committed to the success
. of downtown businesses.
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Manhattan Beach City Council d 2

Civic Center .

Manhattan Beach, CA 90266 RECEIVED

July 22, 1998 JUL 23 1838
«ANAGEN'S UFFICE

Dear Mayor Cunningham and Council Members:

The Board of Directors of the Downtown Manhattan Beach
Business & Professional Association supports the recommended
Downtown parking meter increase for the on-street parking
spaces from $.25/hr. to $.50/hr.

During discussions that took place as part of the Strategic -

Plan study, one topic that was consistently raised related to
establishing a “parking management strategy"" that would respond
to the different types of parking needs throughout the Downtown.
There was a special concern for long term vs. short term parking
demand. With the change approved by Council, The Board
believes that this fee increase for on-street spaces may be the
incentive needed to encourage the longer term and employee
parking into the public lots, thereby freeing up the on-street space
for the short term parking. This strategy should help provide -
public parking for all visitors while promoting & higher tum over
and better usage for the on-street spaces.

The Board also believes that the increase is in line with parking
rates in neighboring cities and should not alienate the Downtown
customer base. As a separate issue, Board Members also
supported the use of meters that accept nickels and dimes as well
as quarters.

Thank you for your continued interest in the Downtown!
Respectfully

DownYdwn Manhattan Beach Business &

Professional Association
Bunny Srour ‘
President . :
AS-MNB-9AF-227
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§A.96.090
A.96.090. Public hearing and comment.

A. . The appropriate person or body spectﬁed in Socuon A.96.080 shall hold a public
hearing prior 10 any action on a Coastal Development Permit where:

E I K B

1. Action or recommendation on other permits or approvals required for the
project require the holding of a public hearing;

2. The permit is for development appealable to the Commission as defined in
: !4.96.030 and §A.86.160.

B. A public hearing on a Coastal Development Permit rﬁay be held concurrently with any
other public hearing on_the project but all decisions on coastal developmant permit
applications must be accompamed by separate written findings.

C. Any person may submit written comment on an application for a Coastal Development

Permit, or on a Coastal Development Permit appeal at any time prior to the closs of the
e e i - eem -— — - applicable public hearing. If no public hearing is required, written comments may be
submitted prior to the decision date specified in the public notice. Written commaents
shall be submitted to the Director of Community Development who shall forward them

. to the appropriate person, commission, board, or the Council, and to the applicant.
(Ord. No. 1832, Amended, 01/17/91; Ord. No. 1838, Renumbered, 07/05/91)

A.Sﬁ.‘fOO. Nsﬂcb and Procsdures for appealable development.
Notica of development appealable to the Coastal Commission shall be provided as follows:
A.  Contents of Notice.

1. A statemaent that the development is within the Coastal Zone and is appealable
to the Coastali Commission;

2. The date of filing of the application and the name of the applicant; .
3. The file number assigned to the applicaﬁo:;; .
4. A description of the development and its proposed location; -

* 6. The date, time, and place at which the application will be heard;

8. ~ A brief description of the general procedurs concerning the conduét of hearing
snd local actions; and

7. The system for local and Coastal Commission appeals, including anv local fees
required. -

B. Provision of Notice Prior to Public Hearing. Noﬁceshaifbemaﬂadnlemwdm
before the first public hearing on the project to the following:

. AS-MNB 9%~ ~22
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$A.96.100
1. Applicant;
Owner of the property;
3. All property owners and residents within 500 feet from the perimeter of the
subject parcel; . .
4. All persons who have, within the past calendar year, submitted a written

request for notice of all Coastal Permit applications and all persons who at any
time have requested to be on tho mailing list for that development project;

[13568]

EEEF
»

5. The Coastal Commission;

Public agencias which, in the judgement of the Director of Community

- - 6:
! . Development, have an interest in the project; and
T s s e e - —— A newspaper-of general circulaﬁbon in-the Coastal Zone.. The notice is to be . ..
! published once.
- C. i f in lic H . If a decision of an appealable Coastal
. Development Permit is continued to a time that has not been stated in the initial notice
- or at the public hearing, notice of the continued hearing shall be provided in the manner

- prascribed by paragraph (B) abovs.

D. Einality of Local Government Action. A decision on an application for a development

shall not be deemed compiete until (1) the decision on the application has been made
and all required findings have been adopted, including spscific factual findings
supporting the legal conclusions that the proposed development is or is not in
conformity with the certified LCP and, where applicable, with the public access and
recreation policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act, and (2} when all Eocal rights of
appeal have been exhausted. _

E. mmwmms. For appealable development, an appeilant must pursue
and exhaust local appeals under the City’s appeal procedures for purposes of filing an

appeal under the Coastal Commission’s reguiations, except that exhausnon of all local
appeals shall not be required if any of the following occur; :

1. _an appellant is denied the right of the initial local appeal by a local ordinance
~ which restricts the class of persons who may appeal the local decision; or

2. an appellant is denied the right of local appeal because local notice and hearing
procedures for the development did not comply with the provisions of the
Chapter; or

3. the City chargss an appeal fee for the ﬁling or pro;:essing of appeals; or
4, whare a project is appoaled bv anv two (2) members of the Coastal

Comrmssnon. [13573]
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. §A.64.220
A.84,220. Parking area plan requirsd.

Prior t0 the construction or reconstruction of an off~strut parking ares, a parking srea plan shall be
‘submirted to the Community Development Director for the purpose of indicating compliance with the
provisions of this chapter. This plan shall include:

A.  Location and description of fencing and architectural scresn walls,

B. Location and placement of parhnq stalls, including bumpers, striping and circulation, all
dimensioned 1o permit comparison with approved parking standards. -

C. Location and placormnt of lights provided to llluminate the parking ares.

D. A dnainage plan showing drainage to a public way in accordance with accepted
standards or practices. A

E. ' A landscaping plan. o e = oo
Sinnlo-family dmn‘nns on pu-umnc lots are cx!mm from this requiremant.

A.€4.230. Parking Management Program for the Coastal Zons.

| A parking management program for lots shown on the cc:ompmvinov diagram sntitied *Section

A.64.230: Downtown Business District Parking Facilities™ shall be prepared by the Community
Development Director for the purpose of demonstrating complisnce with the Manhattan Beach Local
Coastal Program, Access policies and the provisions of this Chapter. This program shall include:

) 1. Provisions for use of Hang Tag parking permits in Lots § and 7, valid from 8:00 P.M.
10 8:00 A.M. daily.

2. Fresparkinginlot8. ' :

3. Ovemight parking at Pier ("P") lots and Ei Porto Lots from 6:00 P.M. to 8:00 A.M. daily
and 24 hour parking on weskends from October 1 through March 31, subject to City
issued individual permits.

4. Long term parking at rates no higher than charged at nearby public beach parking lots.
if.meters are present, the meters shall accept pavmnm for time incraments up to five
(5} hours.

8. Appropriate and adequate signs, indicating public use of parking lot: inciuding plot plan
for location and placemaent of signs.

8. No parking spaces in Lots P, 7, or 8 may be leased to individusls or businesses.

This program shall be approved by coastal development permit pursuant to Chapter 2 of the
implementation Pisn, Section A.96. Amendments to the approved procmm shall bo .ecomplishod In

the same manner as specified in Chapter 2, §A.96.180.
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§A.64.230

A coastal development parmit is required for any development, including gates, parking controls, new
locations for parking meter areas, changes in fee structure, expansion of times and hours in which
monthly permits may be offered, or other devices in the Coastal Zone that change the availability of
long and short term public parking, including, but not limited to changes in the operation of the City
parking management program established in this section {§A.64.230). All parking management permits
shall be reviewed for consistency with the ‘Local Coastal Program and with the public access and
recreation policies of the Coastal Act of 1976.
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