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STAFF REPORT: APPEAL 
DE NOVO COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT 

APPEAL NUMBER: A-5-MNB-02-257 

CO-APPLICANTS: City of Manhattan Beach & Talkin Group 

AGENT: Richard Thompson, Director of Community Development 

PROJECT LOCATION: 1200 Morningside Dr., City of Manhattan Beach, Los Angeles Co. 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Construction of a two-level 460-space public subterranean 
parking structure, 63,850 square feet of new two-story 
commercial development, and 40,000 square feet of grade-level 
public areas including a Town Square, at the Metlox site. 

Lot Area 
Building Coverage 
Landscape Coverage 
Parking Spaces 
Zoning 
Plan Designation 
Ht above final grade 

3 acres (approx. 130,680 sq. ft.) 
3 acres (subterranean garage) 
40,000 sq. ft. paved (Town Square) 
460 in subterranean garage 
CD 
Downtown Commercial District 
30 feet/Two-story maximum 

SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

The proposed project is located in the City of Manhattan Beach, a local jurisdiction that issues 
local coastal development permits pursuant to the certified City of Manhattan Beach Local 
Coastal Program (LCP). The proposed development has been brought to the Commission on 
appeal of a local coastal development permit by nature of the proposed subterranean garage 
being a major public works facility that falls within the Commission's appeal jurisdiction. The 
appellants assert that the proposed development will worsen the City's parking and traffic 
problems. On September 9, 2002, the Commission found that a substantial issue exists in 
regards to the appeals. 

Staff recommends that the Commission grant a de novo permit for the proposed development 
with conditions to limit the height of the development, protect public access to the proposed 
public parking facility, provide an interim parking supply during construction, and to prevent 
adverse impacts to water quality and marine resources. As conditioned, the proposed project 
would increase the public parking supply for the Downtown area, which often does not have 
sufficient parking supplies to meet parking demands during the peak beach-use season (See 
Exhibit #18, p.2). The applicant objects to the two-story limit (See Page 14}. Please see 
Page Two for the motion and resolution necessary to carry out the staff recommendation. 
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1. City of Manhattan Beach Certified Local Coastal Program (LCP). 
2. Local Coastal Development Permit No. CA 02-21 (Metlox Development). 
3. Local Coastal Development Permit No. CA 02-01 (Civic Center/Public Safety). 
4. Local Coastal Development Permit No. CA 98-15 (Lot M Parking). 
5. Substantial Issue Findings for Appeal No. A5-MNB-02-257, Commission Staff Report 

dated August 28, 2002. 
6. Traffic Study for Proposed Civic Center/Metlox Development Project, Prepared by Crain 

& Associates, September 2000. 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 

The staff recommends that the Commission adopt the following resolution to APPROVE the 
coastal development permit application with special conditions: 

MOTION: "/move that the Commission approve Coastal Development Permit 
A-5-MNB-02-257 pursuant to the staff recommendation." 

Staff recommends a YES vote. Passage of this motion will result in approval of the permit as 
conditioned and adoption of the following resolution and findings. The motion passes only by 
affirmative vote of a majority of the Commissioners present. 

I. Resolution: Approval with Conditions 

The Commission hereby approves, subject to the conditions below, a coastal 
development permit on the grounds that the development as conditioned will be in 
conformity with the certified Manhattan Beach Local Coastal Program and will not have 
any significant adverse effects on the environment within the meaning of the California 
Environmental Quality Act. 

II. Standard Conditions 

1. Notice of Receipt and Acknowledgment. The permit is not valid and development shall 
not commence until a copy of the permit, signed by the permittee or authorized agent, 
acknowledging receipt of the permit and acceptance of the terms and conditions, is 
returned to the Commission office. 

2. Expiration. If development has not commenced, the permit will expire two years from 
the date this permit is reported to the Commission. Development shall be pursued in a 
diligent manner and completed in a reasonable period of time. Application for 
extension of the permit must be made prior to the expiration date. 

• 

• 

3. Interpretation. Any questions of intent or interpretation of any condition will be resolved • 
by the Executive Director or the Commission. 
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• 
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5. 

Ill. 

1. 

2. 
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Assignment. The permit may be assigned to any qualified person, provided assignee 
files with the Commission an affidavit accepting all terms and conditions of the permit. 

Terms and Conditions Run with the Land. These terms and conditions shall be 
perpetual, and it is the intention of the Commission and the permittee to bind all future 
owners and possessors of the subject property to the terms and conditions. 

Special Conditions 

Permit Compliance 

Coastal Development Permit A-5-MNB-02-257 permits the construction of a two-level, 
460-space (approximate) public subterranean parking structure, 63,850 square feet of 
new two-story commercial development (including a 35-40 room inn), and 40,000 
square feet of open public areas including a Town Square. Any proposed change in 
use, change in management of the parking facility, use of the parking to satisfy the 
parking requirements of new development or future commercial intensification, or any 
other deviation from the approved development, shall be submitted for review by the 
Executive Director to determine whether an amendment to this coastal development 
permit is necessary pursuant to the requirements of the Coastal Act and the California 
Code of Regulations. If the Executive Director determines that an amendment is 
necessary, no changes shall be made until the permit is amended by the Commission 
and issued by the Executive Director. 

Local Government Approval 

This action has no effect on conditions imposed by a local government pursuant to an 
authority other than the Coastal Act, including the conditions of the City of Manhattan 
Beach Master Use Permits approved pursuant to City Council Resolution Nos. 5770 
and 5771. In the event of conflict between the terms and conditions imposed by the 
local government and those of this coastal development permit, the terms and 
conditions of Coastal Development Permit A5-MNB-02-257 shall prevail. 

3. Building Height 

4. 

The proposed development is limited to a maximum of two-stories above the elevation 
of the existing grade, and shall not exceed a height of thirty feet (30') as measured from 
the average elevation of existing grade pursuant to Section A.60.050 of the Manhattan 
Beach certified LCP implementing ordinances. 

On-site Parking Supply 

All parking stalls within the proposed 460-space subterranean public parking structure 
shall be reserved for the use of the general public and shall be available for use on a 
first-come, first-served basis. There shall be no exclusive use of parking spaces or 
reserved parking spaces within the approved structure by any person or group other 
than the general public (handicapped spaces excluded). 
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The proposed 460-space subterranean public parking facility shall be managed as 
follows. Any proposed change to the parking facility management or parking fees shall 
be submitted for review by the Executive Director to determine whether an amendment 
to this coastal development permit is necessary pursuant to the requirements of the 
Coastal Act and the California Code of Regulations. If the Executive Director 
determines that an amendment is necessary, no changes shall be made until the permit 
is amended by the Commission and issued by the Executive Director. 

A. Parking Fee: A parking fee may be charged for use of the subterranean public 
parking facility. Such fee may be collected at the facility by parking meters, 
automated ticket machines, or by parking attendants. Identical parking rates 
shall be available to all users of the facility, except that customers of the inn may 
be granted free or validated parking during their entire stay in the inn as part of 
the inn customers' paid accommodations. The fee charged for public parking 
shall be consistent with the hourly rates charged for parking in the downtown 
area, which is approved to range from $0.50 to $1.00 per hour. A flat rate fee for 
all day parking shall not exceed $10.00. 

B. Parking Permits: The general public shall have equal opportunity to participate 
in any parking permit system implemented in the subterranean public parking 

• 

facility. No parking spaces shall be reserved for permit or hangtag holders. The • 
City's issuance and use of any parking hangtags or parking permit system in the 
subterranean public parking facility shall be consistent with Sections A.64.060 
and A.64.230 of the Manhattan Beach certified LCP implementing ordinances, 
and the conditions of this coastal development permit. 

C. Vehicle Storage: No vehicle shall be parked within the subterranean public 
parking facility for longer than 24 hours at one time, except by customers of the 
inn during their paid visit. 

D. Parking for Inn Customers: Special hangtags or permits shall be available to 
customers of the inn which allow the inn customers to keep their vehicles in the 
subterranean public parking facility throughout their paid visit, including overnight 
parking. 

E. Validation Programs. As noted above, customers of the inn may be granted free 
or validated parking throughout their entire stay in the inn as part of their paid 
accommodations. No other parking validation program is permitted by this 
action. Any future proposal for a parking validation program in the facility (except 
by customers of the inn) shall be submitted to the Commission as an 
amendment to this coastal development permit along with provisions to ensure 
consistency with the terms of this coastal development permit and the certified 
Manhattan Beach LCP. 

F. Overnight Parking: Any proposed plan for overnight use of the subterranean 
public parking facility (except by customers of the inn) shall be submitted for the 
review and approval of the Executive Director. Such plan shall include 

• 



• 

6. 

• 
7. 

• 
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appropriate enforcement mechanisms that will ensure that an adequate public 
parking supply will be available to meet the demands for parking during daytime 
and evening hours. In addition to the requirements noted above, overnight 
parkers shall be required to remove their vehicle from the facility each morning. 
The permittee shall allow overnight parking only in accordance with the plan 
approved by the Executive Director pursuant to this condition. 

G. Valet Parking: Any proposed plan for valet parking within the subterranean 
public parking facility shall be submitted for the review and approval of the 
Executive Director. Such plan shall not interfere with the general public's ability 
to self-park in the facility, and shall not grant any preference to the valet service. 
Any approved valet parking program shall be available to the general public with 
no preference granted to any group or type of use (i.e., restaurant customers vs. 
beach goers). The hourly cost for utilizing the valet parking service shall be 
equal for all patrons of the valet parking program. Discounted parking rates for 
valet parking service shall not be provided or obtained pursuant to any type of 
parking validation system or preferential system. The permittee shall allow valet 
parking only in accordance with the plan approved by the Executive Director 
pursuant to this condition. 

Sign age 

Signage shall be provided, consistent with the City's downtown parking program, to 
direct the public to the subterranean public parking facility. The signage shall be visible 
from vehicles on Manhattan Beach Boulevard, Highland Avenue and Valley Drive; and 
shall clearly state "Public Parking." 

Interim Parking Programs 

A. Prior to displacement of the existing surface parking on the project site (Lot M), the 
applicant shall submit an interim public parking plan, for the review and approval of 
the Executive Director, which provides temporary replacement public parking spaces 
to replace all of the public parking spaces that would be displaced by the proposed 
project during the peak beach use period that commences at the start of Memorial 
Day weekend and ends on September 30 each year. The temporary replacement 
parking shall be provided for public use during each day (7 a.m. to 8 p.m.) of the 
peak beach use period (start of Memorial Day weekend until September 30) each 
year until such time as the proposed 460-space subterranean public parking structure 
is made available for use by the general public. Existing public parking facilities that 
are already available for public use during these time periods shall not be used to 
satisfy this requirement for interim parking. If the interim public parking supply is 
located more than one thousand feet from the project site, the applicant shall provide 
a public shuttle service to transport people between the interim parking supply and 
the downtown. Such shuttle must make at least one complete circuit each hour. The 
permittee shall provide the interim public parking in accordance with the plan 
approved by the Executive Director pursuant to this condition. 

B. The proposed 460-space subterranean public parking structure shall be available for 
use by the general public as soon as possible after completion of construction. The 
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subterranean public parking structure shall be available for use by the general public • 
during the construction of the buildings to be located on top of the parking structure, 
and during construction of the Public Safety Facility. 

8. Lease to Private Operators 

The lease of any development approved by this coastal development permit to private 
operators shall explicitly include the conditions of Coastal Development Permit AS­
MNB-02-257. All lessees and operators of the project site shall be subject to the terms 
and conditions of this coastal development permit. 

9. Protection of Water Quality- During Construction 

A. PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the applicant 
shall submit for the review and approval of the Executive Director, a Construction Best 
Management Practices Plan for the project site, prepared by a licensed professional, 
and shall incorporate erosion, sediment, and chemical control Best Management 
Practices (BMPs) designed to minimize to the maximum extent practicable the adverse 
impacts associated with construction to receiving waters. The plan shall include the 
following requirements: 

(i) No construction materials, debris, or waste shall be placed or stored in a manner 
where it may be subject to wave, wind, rain, or tidal erosion and dispersion. All • 
trash generated on the construction site shall be properly disposed of at the end 
of each construction day. 

(ii) Any and all debris resulting from construction and demolition activities shall be 
removed from the project site within 72 hours of completion of demolition and 
construction. Construction and demolition debris and sediment shall be 
removed or contained and secured from work areas each day that construction 
or demolition occurs to prevent the accumulation of sediment and other debris 
that could be discharged into coastal waters. All demolition/construction debris 
and other waste materials removed from the project site shall be disposed of or 
recycled in compliance with all local, state and federal regulations. No debris 
shall be placed in coastal waters. If a disposal site is located in the coastal 
zone, a coastal development permit or an amendment to this permit shall be 
required before disposal can take place. 

(iii) Erosion control/sedimentation Best Management Practices (BMPs) shall be used 
to control dust and sedimentation impacts to coastal waters during construction 
and demolition activities. BMPs shall include, but are not limited to: placement 
of sand bags around drainage inlets to prevent runoff/sediment transport into the 
storm drain system and Pacific Ocean. 

(iv)AII construction materials, excluding lumber, shall be covered and enclosed on • 
all sides, and kept as far away from storm drain inlets and receiving waters as 
possible. 
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• 
{v) In the event that lead-contaminated soils or other toxins or cont~minated 

material are discovered on the site, such matter shall be stockprled and 
transported off-site only in accordance with Department of Toxic Substances 

• 

• 

Control (DTSC) rules and/or Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) 
regulations. 

B. The required Construction Best Management Practices Plan for the project site shall 
also include the following BMPs designed to prevent spillage and/or runoff of 
construction and demolition-related materials, sediment, or contaminants associated 
with construction activity. The applicant shall: 

{i) Develop and implement spill prevention and control measures and shall ensure 
the proper handling, storage, and application of petroleum products and other 
construction materials. These shall include a designated fueling and vehicle 
maintenance area with appropriate berms and protection to prevent any spillage 
of gasoline or related petroleum products or contact with runoff. It shall be 
located as far away from the receiving waters and storm drain inlets as possible. 

(ii) Maintain and wash equipment and machinery in confined areas specifically 
designed to control runoff. Thinners or solvents shall not be discharged into 
sanitary or storm sewer systems. Washout from concrete trucks shall be 
disposed of at a controlled location not subject to runoff into coastal waters, and 
more than fifty feet away from a storm drain, open ditch or surface waters . 

(iii)Provide and maintain adequate disposal facilities for solid waste, including 
excess concrete, produced during construction. 

(iv)Provide and maintain temporary sediment basins {including debris basins, 
desilting basins or silt traps), temporary drains and swales, sand bag barriers, 
wind barriers such as solid board fence, snow fences, or hay bales and silt 
fencing. 

{v) Stabilize any stockpiled fill with geofabric covers or other appropriate cover, and 
close and stabilize open trenches as soon as possible. 

(vi)lmplement the approved Construction Best Management Practices Plan on the 
project sites prior to and concurrent with the demolition and construction 
operations. The BMPs shall be maintained throughout the development process. 

C. The Construction Best Management Practices Plan approved by the Executive 
Director pursuant to this condition shall be attached to all final construction plans. 
The permittee shall undertake the approved development in accordance with the 
approved Construction Best Management Practices Plan. Any proposed changes to 
the approved Construction Best Management Practices Plan shall be reported to the 
Executive Director in order to determine if the proposed change shall require a 
permit amendment pursuant to the requirements of the Coastal Act and the 
California Code of Regulations. No changes to the approved plan shall occur 
without a Commission amendment to this coastal development permit unless the 
Executive Director determines that no amendment is required. 
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10. Protection of Water Quality- Project Design & Post Construction 

PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the applicant 
shall submit for the review and approval of the Executive Director, a Water Quality 
Management Plan (WQMP) for the post-construction project site, prepared by a 
licensed water quality professional. The WQMP shall incorporate structural and non­
structural Best Management Practices (BMPs) designed to reduce, to the maximum 
extent practicable, the volume, velocity and pollutant load of storm water and nuisance 
flow leaving the developed site. The WQMP shall be in substantial conformance with 
the following requirements: 

A. Water Quality Goals. 

(i) Appropriate structural and non-structural BMPs shall be designed to treat, 
infiltrate, or filter the runoff from all surfaces and activities on the development 
site, without the construction of drain outlets onto the sandy beach. 

(ii) Post-construction structural BMPs (or suites of BMPs) should be designed to 
treat, infiltrate or filter the amount of storm water runoff produced by all storms 
up to and including the 85th percentile, 24-hour storm event for volume-based 
BMPs, and/or the 85th percentile, 1-hour storm event, with an appropriate safety 
factor (i.e., 2 or greater), for flow-based BMPs. 

(iii) Runoff from all roofs, parking areas, maintenance areas, and driveways shall be 
collected and directed through a system of appropriate structural BMPs. The 
filter elements shall be des,igned to 1) trap sediment, particulates and other . 
solids and 2) remove or mitigate contaminants through filtration and/or biological 
uptake. The drainage system shall also be designed to convey and discharge 
runoff in excess of this standard from the building site in a non-erosive manner. 

B. Parking Areas, Vehicle and Equipment Service and Maintenance Areas 

(i) The WQMP shall provide for the treatment of runoff from parking areas using 
appropriate structural BMPs, unless the drainage is directed into the sanitary 
sewer system. At a minimum this must include a bioswale and/or filter designed 
specifically to remove vehicular contaminants (oil, grease, automotive fluids, 
heavy metals), sediments, floatables and particulate debris. 

(ii) The applicant shall ensure regular sweeping of all parking area surfaces using 
an appropriate mechanical sweeper and shall, at a minimum, sweep all parking 
areas on a weekly basis in order to prevent dispersal of pollutants that may 
collect on those surfaces. 

• 

• 

(iii) The detergents and cleaning components used on site shall comply with the 
following criteria: they shall be phosphate-free, biodegradable and non-toxic to • 
marine wildlife; amounts used shall be minimized to the maximum extent 
practicable; no fluids containing ammonia, sodium hypochlorite, chlorinated 
solvents, petroleum distillates or lye shall be used. 



• 

• 

A-5-MNB-02-257 
Page 9 

(iv) The applicant shall not spray down or wash down the parking areas unless the 
water used is directed through the sanitary sewer system or a filtered drain. 

(v) The applicant shall use trash and recycling containers that, if they are to be 
located outside or apart from the principal structure, are fully enclosed and 
watertight in order to prevent storm water contact with waste matter, which can 
be a potential source of bacteria, grease, and other pollutants in runoff. 

C. Restaurants and Kiosks 

(i) Each restaurant shall have a wash down area for restaurant equipment and 
accessories which shall be designed as follows: a) Designate equipment­
cleaning areas indoors, ahd install berms to direct all runoff to the sewer system; 
or, if equipment cleaning areas are to be located outdoors, all wash-down areas 
shall be routed to the sanitary sewer system and shall not contribute to polluted 
runoff or nuisance flows; b) Prohibit the cleaning of equipment in any area where 
water may flow to a street, gutter, creek, or storm drains; and, c) Minimize to the 
maximum extent practicable the amount of wash water used. 

(ii) The above restriction on restaurants and kiosks shall be incorporated into a 
lease agreement with the concessionaire or operator of such facilities so that 
such requirements are binding upon them . 

D. Education and Training 

(i) Provide annual training of employees on chemical management and proper 
methods of handling and disposal of waste. Make sure all employees 
understand the on-site BMPs and their maintenance requirements. 

(ii) Provide informational signs around the establishment for customers and 
employees about water quality and the BMPs used on-site. 

(iii) Label/stencil outdoor drains to indicate whether they flow to an on-site treatment 
device, a storm drain, or the sanitary sewer as appropriate. 

E. Landscaping. Minimize to the maximum extent practicable the use of pesticides 
and fertilizers. 

F. Monitoring and Maintenance 

(i) All BMPs shall be operated, monitored, and maintained for the life of the project 
and at a minimum, all structural BMPs shall be inspected, cleaned-out, and 
where necessary, repaired, at the following minimum frequencies: 1) prior to 
October 15th each year; 2) during each month between October 15th and April 
15th of each year and, 3) at least twice during the dry season (between April 16 
and October 14 of every year). 

• (ii) Debris and other water pollutants removed from structural BMP(s) during clean-
out shall be contained and disposed of in a proper manner. 
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(iii) It is the applicant's responsibility to maintain the drainage system and the • 
associated structures and BMPs according to manufacturer's specification and to 
ensure maximum pollutant removal efficiencies. 

The permittee shall undertake and maintain the approved development in accordance 
with the Water Quality Management Plan approved by the Executive Director pursuant 
to this condition. Any proposed changes to the approved Water Quality Management 
Plan shall be reported to the Executive Director in order to determine if the proposed 
change shall require a permit amendment pursuant to the requirements of the Coastal 
Act and the California Code of Regulations. No changes to the approved plan shall 
occur without a Commission amendment to this coastal development permit unless the 
Executive Director determines that no amendment is required. 

IV. Findings and Declarations 

The Commission hereby finds and declares: 

A. Project Description 

The proposed development, referred to as the Metlox Development Project, includes a two­
level subterranean parking structure with approximately 460 parking spaces 1 (all available for 
public use), and 63,850 square feet of new two-story commercial development built on top of • 
the proposed parking structure (Exhibit #4 ). The proposed commercial development would be 
within five proposed two-story buildings constructed around a 40,000 square foot open public 
area, which includes a new Town Square (Exhibit #3). The proposed site plan identifies parts 
of the outdoor public area next to the Town Square being used for outdoor patio dining (Exhibit 
#3). 

One of the five proposed commercial buildings on the site is a two-story, 26,000 square foot 
inn that would contain 35 to 40 guest rooms. The inn's proposed height is 26 feet, except for 
a proposed tower on the northern corner of the project site and other architectural features 
that would reach thirty feet above street elevation (Exhibit #4 ). The other four proposed two­
story commercial structures are also 26 feet in height, with thirty-foot high architectural 
features (Exhibit #4 ). 

The proposed commercial development on the site, as proposed and as conditioned by the 
City's approved Master Use Permit (City Council Resolution No. 5770), is limited to specific 
types of uses and specific maximum coverage areas for each type of use. The proposed 
project includes a maximum of 20,000 square feet of retail sales and service uses (including 
food sales), two restaurants with a maximum area of 8,000 square feet (including 6,400 
square feet maximum dining/seating area regardless of whether located indoors or outdoors), 
a maximum of 17,500 square feet of office space and personal service uses (office uses are 
restricted to the second floors), and a 26,000 square foot inn with 35 to 40 guest rooms. The 
total maximum area of all the proposed commercial uses cannot exceed 63,850 square feet. 
These land use and area limits are contained in the Land Use Conditions of City Council • 

1 The City has included an abutting property (1148 Morningside Drive) into the project site, which would allow the 
parking structure to be built with 460 parking spaces, rather than the 430 spaces that were originally anticipated. 



• 

• 

• 
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Resolution No. 5770, and are included as part of the project description. The City's Land Use 
Conditions state: 

Land Use 

25. The following land uses and maximum square footages, as defined and approved by the 
DDA!Ground Lease, and shall allowed: 

A) Retail Sales and services, including food service uses, 20,000 square feet total 
maximum, including: 
a) Retail sales; 
b) Personal Services; 
c) Retail/specialty food service uses that are non-destination type establishments such 

as a bakery, tea salon, coffee house, ice cream shop, yogurt, candy, cookies, juices, 
and other similar limited specialty food items. Each business is limited to a 
maximum of 300 square feet of outdoor seating area, including table, chairs and 
benches, within the Town Square and Public Areas-; and, 

d) Similar uses identified as permitted (by right) in the underlying zoning district (CD) 
which are not included in this Master Use Permit shall be left to the discretion of the 
Director of Community Development. 

B) Eating and Drinking Establishments (restaurants), two (2) total maximum, 8,000 square 
feet total maximum, (including 6,400 square feet maximum dining/seating area 
regardless of whether located indoors or outdoors) . 

C) Offices, however no offices shall be permitted on the first floor, and Personal Services, 
17,500 square feet total maximum, including; 
a) Offices, Business and Professional; 
b) Personal Services; and, 
c) Similar uses identified as permitted (by right) in the underlying zoning district (CD) 

which are not included in this Master Use Permit shall be left to the discretion of the 
Director of Community Development. 

D) Visitor Accommodations (Bed and Breakfast Inn), 35 to 40 rooms, 26,000 square feet 
total maximum. 

26. Uses identified as conditionally permitted (use permit required) in the underlying zoning 
district (CD) shall require an amendment to the Master Use Permit at a duly noticed public 
hearing, unless otherwise permitted in this Resolution. 

27. There shall be no drive-through service allowed in conjunction with any Eating and Drinking 
Establishment (restaurant) or any other use. 

28. The Inn may provide wedding, party, and other special event services in their Courtyard, 
Meeting Room, and Living Room, as a secondary service to the primary Inn use. These 
types of events are limited to 6:00am to 11:00 p.m. Sunday through Thursday, and 6:00am 
to 12:00 am (mid-night) Friday and Saturday. Events are limited to a maximum of 60 
people, or whatever the maximum occupancy is as determined by the Building or Fire Code 
limits, whichever is less. The Director of Community Development may approve Temporary 
Use Permits for events which exceed 60 people, not to exceed the maximum occupancy as 
allowed by the Building or Fire Code limits. Events may not use the Town Square or other 
Public Open Areas unless prior approval is granted by the City. The availability of the Inn 
for special events shall not be marketed as the primary use. 
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29. The hours of operation for the site shall be permitted as follows: • 
• Restaurant, food service, retail and personal service: Up to 6:00 am to 11:00 p.m. 

Sunday through Thursday, and 6:00 am to 12:00 am (mid-night) Friday and Saturday. 
• Offices: Up to 24 hours 
• Town Square and Public Areas: Up to 6:00am to 11:00 p.m. Sunday through Thursday, 

and 6:00 am to 12:00 am (mid-night) Friday and Saturday, seasonal, depending on 
weather. 

30. The second floor roof deck with the jacuzzi at the Inn shall be redesigned. The floor level of 
the roof deck may not exceed 21 feet in height, and the deck area must be properly 
screened. The deck area may only be open for use from 6:00 am to 10:00 pm, seven days 
per week 

31. Any outdoor uses in the Town Square and Public Areas shall meet all access and safety 
requirements of the Uniform Building and Fire Codes and any other similar safety 
regulations. Retail and food service carts or kiosks may be allowed subject to review and 
approval of the City Manager. Standard liability insurance naming the City as additionally 
insured shall be provided and subject to approval of the Director of Community 
Development. Insurance shall meet approval of the City's Risk Manager and shall be as set 
forth in the DDA!Ground Lease (currently a minimum $3 million insurance endorsement). 
Tenants with said outdoor uses shall be responsible for maintaining the area clean and free 
of trash and debris. 

32. A restroom shall be available to the public at all times when the non-office uses are open to • 
the public. Adequate signage to direct the public to the restroom( s) shall be provided 
throughout the Town Square and public areas, subject to review and approval of the 
Director of Community Development. The tenant or building owner, not the City, shall be 
responsible for maintaining and securing the restroom(s). 

The site of the proposed development, the three-acre former Metlox Potteries industrial site, is 
located on the south side of the Civic Center in Downtown Manhattan Beach, four blocks 
inland of the pier and beach {Exhibit #1 ). About half the project site is currently paved and is 
being used as an interim surface parking lot, with approximately 155 public parking spaces 
(Lot M). The abutting Civic Center property is proposed to be redeveloped with a new public 
safety facility approved under a separate local coastal development permit issued by the City 
of Manhattan Beach {Local Coastal Development Permit No. CA 02-01 ). Local Coastal 
Development Permit No. CA 02-01 also includes the City's proposed improvements to the City 
rights-of-way that abut the Metlox project site, including the extension of 13th Street as a two­
way street from Morningside Drive east to Valley Drive, conversion of Valley Drive from one­
way southbound traffic to two-way traffic between 13th and 15th Streets, and conversion of 
Morningside Drive to one-way northbound traffic between Manhattan Beach Boulevard and 
13th Street. 

The construction of the proposed commercial buildings and public areas approved by this 
coastal development permit is anticipated to take approximately ten months beginning in late 
2003. Prior to construction of the commercial buildings and the public areas, the subterranean 
public parking structure will be constructed, with construction anticipated from January through • 
October 2003. 
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B. Land Use & Scale of Development - Conformity with the Local Coastal Program 

The action currently before the Commission is the de novo portion of an appeal of a local 
coastal development permit for development that is proposed inland of the public road nearest 
the sea and within the jurisdiction of the certified Manhattan Beach Local Coastal Program 
(LCP}. Pursuant to Section 30604(b) of the Coastal Act, the Commission's standard of review 
for the proposed development is the certified Manhattan Beach LCP. Therefore, the 
Commission shall approve the de novo coastal development permit only if it finds that the 
proposed development, as conditioned, is in conformity with the certified Manhattan Beach 
LCP. 

Land Use 

The three-acre Metlox site, located four blocks inland of the pier and beach in Downtown 
Manhattan Beach, is designated in the certified LCP as a Downtown Commercial (CD) land 
use district. Section A.16.0 10 of the certified LCP states the purpose of the Downtown 
Commercial land use district. It states, in part: 

CD Downtown Commercial District. To provide opportunities for residential, 
commercial, public and semipublic uses that are appropriate for the downtown area. 
This district is intended to accommodate a broad range of community businesses and 
to serve beach visitors . 

Section A.16.020 lists the types of land uses that can be permitted in the Downtown 
Commercial land use district. The land uses proposed for the Metlox site (commercial 
parking; retail sales and service uses, including food sales; restaurants; offices; personal 
service uses; and an inn) are allowable uses in the Downtown Commercial land use district. 
Therefore, the proposed public and commercial development project is an allowable use 
pursuant to the certified Manhattan Beach LCP. 

Scale of Development 

The existing Downtown area development, including the Civic Center and the surrounding 
commercial and residential uses, consists primarily of one to three-story buildings, 
approximately thirty feet in height. The proposed project is a two-story development (above 
grade), 26 feet in height, with limited architectural features up to thirty feet in height. In order 
to preserve the existing pedestrian oriented character of the Downtown area, the certified LCP 
contains the following policies regarding the scale of commercial development. 

POLICY II.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. 

[See Exhibit #6 for Sections A.04.030, A 16.030, and A60.050] 

POLICY II.A.3: Encourage the maintenance of commercial area orientation to the 
pedestrian. 
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Section A.16.030.G of the certified LCP, contains the specific height limit for the CD District • 
and the Metlox project site (Exhibit #6, p.1 ). Section A.16.030.G states that the maximum 
building height on the project is 22 feet for flat roofed buildings, and thirty feet for buildings 
with parking structures or a pitched roof. The proposed project includes a 460-space public 
subterranean parking structure and also has some pitched roofs. Therefore, the proposed 
development has a thirty-foot height limit, with which it conforms. Special Condition Three 
limits the development to thirty feet as measured from the average elevation of existing grade 
pursuant to Section A.60.050 of the Manhattan Beach certified LCP implementing ordinances 
(Exhibit #6). Only as conditioned is the proposed development consistent with the Manhattan 
Beach certified LCP. 

Special Condition Three also limits the proposed development to two-stories, as required by 
certified LUP Policy II.A.2 stated above. The City has indicated its intent to consider a change 
to the project that would allow a thirty-foot high third story on the proposed inn, and objects to 
the two-story limit for the following reasons: a) the development standards do not have a two­
story height limit (Section A.16.030); b) a limited third story on the Inn would largely be 
incorporated into the allowed thirty-foot architectural features that are already shown on the 
plans; c) a third story would not change the visual character of the building; d) a third story 
portion of the project would be over a very small portion of the site, only on one building, and 
is consistent with the intent of the LCP; and, e) the entire site could be constructed to thirty 
feet but the City's approvals limited the height to 26 feet except for architectural features. 

The certified LCP is clear; it limits development to a two-story maximum in order to preserve • 
the predominant existing commercial building scale in the downtown. A two-story structure 
built to thirty feet would be different than a three-story building with the same thirty-foot roof 
height. A different type of architecture, including a flat roof, is often necessary to fit three 
stories into a thirty-foot high building. Two-story buildings over twenty feet high can have . 
higher ceilings and do not necessarily have flat roofs. In fact, Section A.16.030(G) of the LCP 
implementing ordinances limits flat-roofed structures in the CD District to 22 feet (Exhibit #6). 
Furthermore, a third story on the inn would violate the provisions of the certified LCP that limit 
building height on the project site to thirty feet with a two-story maximum. Therefore, a third 
story on any building on the project site is not permitted. Approval of a third story would 
require an amendment to the certified LCP before such a change could be considered as an 
amendment to this coastal development permit. Only as conditioned with the two-story, thirty­
foot height limit is the proposed development consistent with the Manhattan Beach certified 
LCP. 

C. Parking & Traffic - Conformity with the Local Coastal Program 

The following policies of the certified Manhattan Beach LCP encourage the City to concentrate 
and expand commercial parking opportunities, maximize the use of existing parking facilities 
for beach use, and to facilitate joint use of parking facilities while protecting beach parking. 

POLICY I.A.2: The City shall encourage, maintain, and implement safe and efficient • 
traffic flow patterns to permit sufficient beach and parking access. 

POLICY II.A.6: Encourage the development of adequate parking facilities for future 
development through ground level on-site parking or a requirement to pay the actual 



• 

• 

• 

A-5-MNB-02-257 
Page 15 

cost of constructing sufficient parking spaces. Maximize use of existing parking 
facilities to meet the needs of commercial uses and coastal access. 

POLICY 1.8.7: The City shall provide adequate signing and directional aids so that 
beach goers can be directed toward available parking. 

POLICY I.C.1: The City shall maintain and encourage the expansion of commercial 
district parking facilities necessary to meet demand requirements. 

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

POLICY I.C.3: The City shall encourage additional off-street parking to be 
concentrated for efficiency relative to the parking and traffic system. 

POLICY I.C.B: Use of the existing public parking, including, but not limited to, on­
street parking, the El Porto beach parking lot, and those parking lots indicated on 
Exhibit #9 [Exhibit #7, p.2 of 10/23/2002 staff report], shall be protected to provide 
beach parking ... 

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

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. 

POLICY I. C.16: Improve information management of the off-street parking system 
through improved signing, graphics and public information maps. 

POLICY I.C.17: Provide signing and distribution of information for use of the Civic 
Center parking for beach parking on weekends days. 

The above-stated policies protect parking the parking supply for both the Downtown 
Commercial District and for beachgoers. On most days of the year, there is sufficient parking 
for everyone and all uses in the Downtown area. During warm summer and fall days, 
however, there is often a shortage of available parking spaces because of the many visitors 
that are attracted to the shoreline and commercial district during these times (See Exhibit #18: 
Downtown Manhattan Beach Parking Management Report, Feb. 1998). 

LCP Parking Requirements 

Policy II.B.5 of the certified Manhattan Beach LCP addresses the parking requirements for the 
development of the former Metlox site, where the proposed project is located . 

POLICY 11.8.5: Development of the former Met/ox 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 Met/ox site. 
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All of the required parking for the proposed commercial development is being provided on the • 
project site within the proposed two-level, 460-space subterranean garage. Section A.64 of 
the certified LCP implementing ordinances contains several different methods for calculating 
the required number of parking spaces for the proposed commercial development. Using the 
parking requirement table contained in Section A.64.030 of the LCP implementing ordinances, 
the parking demand could be calculated by adding up the total parking demands of the 
individual uses (by floor area) proposed on the project site. 

A different section, Section A.64.040, allows a reduction in the total amount of required 
parking (from that required by the parking table) for collective provision of parking on a site of 
5,000 square feet or more that serves more than one use or site. Section A.64.040 is the 
section of the LCP implementing ordinances that specifically applies to a parking facility that 
serves more than one use or development, thus the title "Collective Provision of Parking." This 
section is not applicable to the proposed development because the proposed development is 
one project on one site. Section A.64.040 is for parking that is set up to serve multiple uses 
that are not on the same site. Section A.64.040 states: 

A.64.040. Collective Provision of Parking. 

Notwithstanding the provisions of Section A.64.020(E), a use permit may be approved 
for collective provision of parking on a site of 5,000 square feet or more that serves 
more than one use or site and is located in a district in which parking for the uses 
served is a permitted or conditional use. A use permit for collective off-street parking 
may reduce the total number of spaces required by this chapter if the following 
findings are made: 

A. The spaces to be provided will be available as long as the uses requiring the 
spaces are in operation; and 

B. The adequacy of the quantity and efficiency of parking provided will equal or 
exceed the level that can be expected if collective parking is not provided. 

The maximum allowable reduction in the number of spaces to be provided shall not 
exceed 15 percent of the sum of the number required for each use served. 

An applicant for a use permit for collective parking may be required to submit survey 
data substantiating a request for reduced parking requirements. A use permit for 
collective parking shall describe the limits of any area subject to reduced parking 
requirements and the reduction applicable to each use. 

Note that Section A.64.040 limits the amount of the "collective parking reduction" to fifteen 
percent of the total number required by the parking table. 

The certified LCP also allows another option for calculating the parking requirements of 
developments in the CD Districts, or any development that meets the provisions of Part 8 of 
Section A.64.050 below. This provision of the LCP allows for a reduction in the amount of 
required parking below that required by the parking requirement table contained in Section 
A.64.030, and allows a greater reduction than allowed in the situations governed by Section 
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A.64.040. In order to calculate the required number of parking spaces for the proposed 
commercial development, the City used Section A.64.050.B of the LCP Implementing 
Ordinances, which states: 

A.64.050. Reduced Parking for Certain Districts and Uses. 

A. CD District. The following parking requirements shall apply to nonresidential uses: 

1. Building Sites equal to or less than 10,000 Sq. Ft. If the FAF is less than 
1:1, no parking is required; if the FAF exceeds 1:1, only the excess floor 
area over the 1:1 ratio shall be considered in determining the required 
parking prescribed by Section A. 64.030. 

2. Building Sites greater than 10,000 Sq. Ft. The amount of required parking 
shall be determined by first excluding 5,000 square feet from the buildable 
floor area and then calculating the number of spaces prescribed by Section 
A.64.030. 

B. A use permit may be approved reducing the number of spaces to less than the 
number specified in the schedules in Section A.64.030, provided that the following 
findings are made: 

1. The parking demand will be less than the requirement in Schedule A or B; 
and 

2. The probable long-term occupancy of the building or structure, based on its 
design, will not generate additional parking demand. 

In reaching a decision, the Planning Commission shall consider survey data 
submitted by an applicant or collected at the applicant's request and expense. 

Part A of Section A.64.050 addresses parking requirements in the CD District where the 
proposed development is located (Exhibit #6). Part B of Section A.64.050 allows the City to 
approve a development with an unlimited reduction in the amount of required parking if a 
parking survey/study confirms that the actual parking demand will be less than the total 
number required by the parking table, and if the probable long-term occupancy of the 
development will not generate additional parking demand. The City used Part B. 

City's Parking Analysis (Exhibit #9) 

In order to calculate the shared parking demand of the uses proposed on the Metlox project 
site and the Civic Center site, the City used the parking study prepared by Crain & Associates 
for the Civic Center/Metlox Development Project Environmental Impact Report, (See Traffic 
Study for Proposed Civic Center/Metlox Development Project, Prepared by Crain & 
Associates, September 2000). The study, which uses the hourly parking accumulation 
assumptions form the "Shared Parking" publication by the Urban Land Institute (ULI), 
estimates the peak parking demand for each hour of the day for the Civic Center and the 
90,000 square feet of originally proposed commercial uses on the Metlox site (Exhibit #19). 
The existing and proposed Civic Center has a parking facility that is separate from the 
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proposed Metlox development. The peak in parking demand for the currently proposed • 
63,850 square feet of commercial uses, and not including the Civic Center uses, was 
estimated by the applicant to be 160 parking spaces. The City adopted one resolution 
approving the proposed commercial development (City Council Resolution No. 5770), and 
another resolution approving the proposed subterranean parking facility (City Council 
Resolution No. 5771 ). The City explains its analysis in a letter dated October 3, 2002 {Exhibit 
#9). 

The sum of the parking requirements for all of the proposed commercial uses, calculated using 
the parking table contained in Section A.64.030 of the LCP Implementing Ordinances, would 
be about 300 parking spaces, depending on the ratio of the different proposed commercial 
uses and not including any parking for the proposed 40,000 square foot Town Square and 
other open areas that are not considered commercial uses. One opponent of the project, 
David Arias asserts that the parking table contained in Section A.64.030 requires 449 parking 
spaces for the proposed commercial uses {and library parking), and 597 parking spaces if the 
proposed 40,000 square foot Town Square and other open areas area counted (Exhibit #8, 
p.9). 

The City did not require the proposed project to provide more spaces than the parking study 
determined would be necessary to meet the peak demand of the proposed commercial uses, 
and instead found that the proposed 460-space parking structure will provide adequate 
parking for the proposed 63,850 square feet of commercial uses ( 160 spaces), plus provide 
surplus public parking for merchants, employees and customers of the downtown area, plus • 
beach goers and patrons of the County Library. The City also asserts that it has no obligation 
to replace the existing 155 temporary surface parking spaces on the project site {Lot M) 
because the City permitted the temporary parking lot only as an interim use while the 
development of the site was being planned and approved. Therefore, the City asserts that the 
proposed project with its 460-space parking garage would result in approximately 300 surplus 
parking spaces. The City also asserts that the combined result of the proposed development 
of the Metlox site and the proposed Civic Center redevelopment would be an increase of over 
400 parking spaces, with the existing 501 parking spaces being replaced by 898-924 City-
controlled parking spaces (Exhibit #7). The abutting Civic Center property is proposed to be 
redeveloped with a new public safety facility approved under a separate local coastal 
development permit (Local Coastal Development Permit No. CA 02-01 ). The City states that 
the permanent parking for the County Library and the replacement parking for Lot 5 will be 
provided on the Civic Center site, and the Metlox site would only provide temporary parking for 
the library and Civic Center uses while the Civic Center site is being redeveloped. 

David Arias' Parking Analysis (Exhibit #8) 

David Arias, one of the three appellants, believes that the City erred in its analysis and 
justification of its "shared parking reduction" and asserts that the proposed development will 
worsen the City's downtown parking problems (Exhibit #8). He asserts that the "shared 
parking reduction", whether granted by the City pursuant to Section A.64.050.8 (City analysis) 
or any other section, is limited by Section A.64.040 to a maximum reduction of fifteen percent • 
(15% from that required by the parking table). Using his calculations, the LCP parking table 
requires 597 parking spaces for the proposed commercial uses (including 133 spaces for the 
Town Square) and library patrons. With the fifteen percent reduction allowed by Section 
A.64.040, the commercial component generates a need of 507 parking spaces [597 - (0.15 x 
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597]. He adds to that the replacement of all existing parking spaces in Lot 5 and Lot M and 
the library's needs and a parking demand of over 700 parking spaces would be generated. 
Arias states that the result of the proposed development would be no parking surplus and 
worse parking problems in the City. 

Staff's Parking Analysis 

The project site currently provides 155 public parking spaces in Lot M, and 15 parking spaces 
at 1148 Morningside Drive (Exhibit #3). All 170 of the existing parking spaces would be 
displaced by the proposed development, which would provide 460 public parking spaces in a 
two-level subterranean garage (Exhibit #5). 

The proposed 460-space public parking facility, once built and opened, would be made 
available by the City for use by the general public, even as the proposed commercial 
development is being built on top of the parking structure roof. The City proposes that the 
subterranean public parking structure be used as the interim parking supply for the County 
Library and Civic Center during the proposed redevelopment of the Civic Center/Public Safety 
Facility. 

Subsequent to the completion of the new Civic Center/Public Safety Facility and the proposed 
commercial uses on the Metlox site, the proposed 460-space public parking facility would 
provide public parking to meet the demands of the commercial uses proposed on the Metlox 
site, with the surplus being available to the general public (e.g. beach goers, downtown 
merchants, employees and customers). The permanent parking reservoir for the County 
Library and Civic Center uses would be provided in a new subterranean garage (approximately 
311 spaces) proposed on the Civic Center site as part of the new Civic Center/Public Safety 
Facility. The proposed Civic Center garage would also provide the replacement parking for the 
33 public parking spaces in Lot 5 that would be displaced by the Civic Center redevelopment. 

Therefore, the proposed project's parking impacts that must be mitigated on the site of the 
proposed Metlox development are: a) the increased parking demand generated by the 
proposed 63,850 square feet of new commercial development, b) the 15 parking spaces at 
1148 Morningside Drive that would be displaced by the proposed development; and c) the 155 
public parking spaces in Lot M that would be displaced by the proposed development. 

Certified LCP Policy I.C.8 requires that existing public parking be protected. The City asserts 
that Lot M was permitted only as a temporary parking facility. That is not disputed, however, 
Lot M is currently providing needed public parking in the downtown area. Removal of Lot M 
would have a negative effect on the Downtown parking supply and on coastal access. 
Therefore, the 155 public parking spaces on Lot M shall be replaced as part of the proposed 
development. The 15 parking spaces at 1148 Morningside Drive shall also be replaced as 
part of the proposed development (Exhibit #3). 

The proposed development must also provide at least 160 parking spaces to meet the shared 
parking demands of the proposed 63,850 square feet of proposed commercial uses on the 
project site. Part B of Section A.64.050 of the LCP Implementing ordinances does allow the 
use of a parking study to determine the amount of parking that would be necessary to meet 
the demands of a proposed project (if the parking survey/study confirms that the actual 
parking demand will be less than the total number required by the parking table, and if the 
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probable long-term occupancy of the development will not generate additional parking demand). • 
Section A.64.050 of the LCP Implementing ordinances does not limit the amount of the 
"shared parking reduction" as does Section A.64.040, which limits a similar type of reduction to 
fifteen percent of the number required by the parking table. Section A.64.050 allows an 
unlimited reduction in the amount of required parking if a parking survey/study confirms that 
the actual parking demand will be less than the total number required by the parking table. 

Therefore, the Commission finds that the use of the parking study to estimate the proposed 
development's parking requirements is consistent with the certified LCP, specifically Part B of 
Section A.64.050 (See Traffic Study for Proposed Civic Center/Metlox Development Project, 
Prepared by Crain & Associates, September 2000). Furthermore, the Commission finds that 
the probable long-term occupancy of the proposed development, based on its design, will not 
generate additional parking demand. Special Condition One ensures that any changes to the 
proposed development, including any change that could affect the parking supply and demand, 
must be submitted for review by the Executive Director and/or the Commission. 

The total number of required parking spaces for the proposed development is 330 (160 
spaces for the commercial component, 15 replacement spaces for 1148 Morningside Drive, 
and 155 replacement spaces for Lot M). The proposed number of parking spaces that exceed 
the total of 330 are surplus public parking spaces that will help to offset the City's parking 
deficit that often occurs during the peak beach use period when large numbers of people and 
vehicles make Downtown Manhattan Beach their destination of choice. Therefore, the 
proposed project is consistent with the certified LCP policies that require the concentration of • 
parking in the CD District to facilitate joint use opportunities (Policy I.C.1 0}, and require the 
City to expand commercial district parking facilities to meet demand requirements (Policy 
I.C.1 ). 

In regards to the surplus parking spaces, the City has stated its intent to possibly apply for a 
permit amendment for use of the parking surplus to satisfy the parking requirements of future 
commercial intensification on the project site up to the maximum 90,000 square feet of 
commercial uses originally anticipated by the Environmental Impact Report Civic 
Center/Metlox Development Project. The Commission will consider such an amendment 
request only if the city can demonstrate the any proposed commercial intensification or 
additions would not create adverse impacts to the Downtown parking supply. A parking study 
that shows the actual parking demand (not an estimate) generated by the approved and 
constructed Metlox development would be necessary before such a request is considered. 

Parking Management Issues 

As stated above, certified LCP Policy I.C.1 requires the City to encourage the expansion of 
commercial district parking facilities to meet demand requirements. Policy I.C.2 of the certified 
Manhattan Beach LCP requires the City to maximize opportunities for using public parking 
areas for weekend beach use. Policy I.C.8 states that public parking shall be protected for 
public beach parking, and Policy I.C.1 0 states that parking in the CD District, where the 
proposed project is located, shall facilitate joint use opportunities. The proposed project will • 
be consistent with these LCP policies only if the proposed parking facility is managed as a 
public parking facility that is available to the general public on a first-come, first served basis 
with no reserved parking or preferential parking. 



• 

• 

• 

A-5-MNB-02-257 
Page 21 

In addition to meeting the parking demands of the proposed commercial uses, the primary 
public use met by the proposed 460-space public parking structure would be daytime parking 
for downtown merchants, employee and customer parking. Beach goers would also be served 
by the proposed facility. Because the proposed development is located on a hill four blocks 
inland of the beach and pier, beach goers would be expected to choose first to use the existing 
public facilities that are located closer to the water (Exhibit #7). These existing public parking 
spaces located closer to the shoreline would likely become more available when the proposed 
460-space parking facility opens on the Metlox site. 

In any case, Special Condition Four requires that the proposed 460-space public parking 
structure shall be open to the general public on a first-come, first served basis with no 
reserved parking or preferential parking. Only as conditioned does the proposed project 
conform to the provision of the certified Manhattan Beach LCP. 

Also, the proposed facility shall be managed to ensure that the facility is open and available to 
the general public as required by the LCP and Special Condition Four. The City proposes to 
charge a fee for parking in the proposed 460-space facility, which is consistent with the 
operation of the City's existing public parking facilities. Such fee could be collected at the 
facility by parking meters, automated ticket machines, or by parking attendants. Special 
Condition Five (A) requires that identical parking rates shall be available to all users of the 
facility, except that customers of the inn may be granted free or validated parking during their 
entire stay in the inn as part of their paid accommodations. The fees charged for public 
parking shall be consistent with the hourly rates charged for parking in the downtown area, 
which range from $0.50 to $1.00 per hour. 

The City also proposes to issue parking hangtags/parking permits in the 460-space facility 
consistent with a program approved pursuant to LCP implementing ordinance Sections 
A.64.060 and A.64.230, which state: 

A.64.230. Parking Management Program for the Coastal Zone. 

A parking management program for lots shown on the accompanying diagram entitled "Section 
A.64.230: Downtown Business District Parking Facilities" shall be prepared by the Community 
Development Director for the purpose of demonstrating compliance 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 5 and 7, valid from 6:00P.M. to 
8:00A.M. daily. 

2. Free parking in Lot B. 

3. Overnight parking at Pier ("P'j lots and El Porto Lots from 6:00P.M. to 8:00A.M. daily 
and 24 hour parking on weekends 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 payment for time increments up to five 
(5) hours. 
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Appropriate and adequate signs, indicating public use of parking lots, including plot plan 
for location and placement of signs. 

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

This program shall be approved by coastal development permit pursuant to Chapter 2 of the 
Implementation Plan, Section A. 96. Amendments to the approved program shall be 
accomplished in the same manner as specified in Chapter 2, §A.96. 180.A coastal development 
permit 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. 

A.64.060. Parking in-lieu payments. 

Within designated parking districts established by the City Council and shown on the map on 
the following page, a parking requirement serving nonresidential uses on a site may be met by 
a cash in-lieu payment to the City prior to issuance of a building permit or a certificate of 
occupancy if no permit is required. The fee shall be to provide public off-street parking in the 
vicinity of the use. The City shall not be obligated to accept a fee for more than 20 spaces, 
and then only with express approval by the City Council, based on a finding that adequate 

.. 
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parking supply exists in the district structures td accommodate such additional parking spaces, • 
and that the tendered payment represents the actual cost of construction of new parking 
spaces. 

In establishing parking districts, the City may set limitations on the number of spaces or the 
maximum percentage of parking spaces required for which an in-lieu fee may be tendered. 

The following limitations apply: 

1. Businesses may lease up to two spaces in the oversubscription program to 
meet City parking requirements. 

2. A business may lease up to five total spaces in the oversubscription program, if 
available, but only two of the spaces may be used to meet required parking. 

3. Businesses will be allowed to make in-lieu payments on an installment plan 
over a ftve year period at prime rate adjusted quarterly. The in-lieu parking fee shall be 
the actual construction cost of a space in an above ground parking structure, adjusted 
annually. The in-lieu fee is presently $20,363 per space (October 1993). 

4. Businesses proposing in-lieu fees to fulfill parking required under §A.64.020 
and §A.64.030 of the Zoning Ordinance shall first provide evidence acceptable to the 
Board of Parking Place Commissioners that there is adequate additional under-used 
capacity within the structure or structures to accommodate the number of spaces 
proposed. 

5. When total commercial development on the development site exceeds 10,000 
square feet, no in-lieu fee shall be accepted unless additional parking is provided • 
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within commercial parking structures in the parking district prior to occupancy of the 
structure. 

In establishing parking districts, the City may set additional/imitations on the number of spaces 
or the maximum percentage of parking spaces required for which an in-lieu fee may be 
tendered so that the parking demand of the approved new development does not exceed the 
parking supply. 

Special Condition Five (B) requires that the general public shall have equal opportunity to 
participate in any parking permit system implemented in the subterranean public parking 
facility, and that no parking spaces shall be reserved for permit or hangtag holders. Also, no 
vehicle shall be parked within the subterranean public parking facility for longer than 24 hours 
at one time, except by customers of the inn during their paid visit. Only as conditioned is the 
proposed facility adequately protected for use by the public as required by the certified LCP. 

The proposed project includes a 35 to 40-room inn. Overnight accommodations are preferred 
uses in the coastal zone because they increase opportunities for public shoreline access. 
Customers of the inn would need a place to park a vehicle while they stay in the inn. Stays in 
the inn could extend over several days or weeks. Therefore, the customers of the inn shall be 
granted special hangtags or permits which allow the inn customers to keep their vehicles in the 
subterranean public parking facility throughout their paid visit, including overnight parking. Any 
other proposed plan for overnight use of the subterranean public parking facility (except by 
customers of the inn) shall be submitted for the review and approval of the Executive Director . 
Such plan shall include appropriate enforcement mechanisms that will ensure that an 
adequate public parking supply will be available to meet the demands during daytime and 
evening hours. In addition to the requirements noted above, overnight parkers shall be 
required to remove their vehicle from the facility each morning. The permittee shall allow 
overnight parking only in accordance with the plan approved by the Executive Director 
pursuant to Special Condition Five (Parking Management). 

In addition, customers of the inn may be granted free or validated parking throughout their 
entire stay in the inn as part of their paid accommodations. However, no other parking 
validation program is permitted by this action, as it could reduce the ability of the general 
public to access and use the facility. The City has requested the ability to apply for a parking 
validation program in the future, but currently has not planned for such a program and cannot 
explain the details of how such a program may work without conflicting with the provision of 
Special Condition Four that prohibits any preferential parking system. Therefore, Special 
Condition Five (E) states that any proposed parking validation system shall be submitted to the 
Commission as an amendment to this coastal development permit along with provisions to 
ensure consistency with the terms of this coastal development permit and the certified 
Manhattan Beach LCP. 

Valet Parking 

The applicant proposes to allow valet parking within the proposed 460-space public parking 
facility. There is an issue of whether the proposed valet parking program is exclusionary and 
cost prohibitive for beach goers. This issue was addressed as part of Manhattan Beach 
Coastal Development Permit Appeal A5-MNB-99-453, where the Commission ultimately 
approved a valet parking program for the City of Manhattan Beach with conditions to protect 
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public access to public parking. The Commission found that, with proper safeguards to protect • 
public access to public parking, a valet parking program could increase the amount of 
available parking in the City by utilizing private parking facilities for the storage of vehicles. 
The Commission did not permit the use of public parking spaces for parking by valets, and 
required that the valet parking program not include any type of discounted parking rates or 
parking validation system so that the same parking rates would apply to all patrons of the valet 
parking program ($12.50 maximum per day). 

In this case, the proposal involves the use of only public parking spaces. Special Condition 
Five (G) would allow valet parking within the proposed project subject to a valet parking plan 
reviewed and approved of the Executive Director with the following provisions: a) the valet 
parking plan shall not interfere with the general public's ability to self-park in the facility; b) the 
valet parking plan shall not grant any preference to the valet service for use of the 460 public 
parking spaces; c) any approved valet parking program shall be available to the general public 
with no preference granted to any group or type of use (i.e .• restaurant customers vs. beach 
goers); d) the hourly cost for utilizing the valet parking service shall be equal for all patrons of 
the valet parking program; and, e) discounted parking rates for valet parking service shall not 
be provided or obtained pursuant to any type of parking validation system or preferential 
system. Only as conditioned does the proposed project protect public access to the parking 
as required by the provisions of the certified Manhattan Beach LCP. 

Special Condition Six requires the applicant to provide signs, as required by LCP Policies I. B. 7 
and I.C16, to direct the public to the subterranean public parking facility. The signage shall be • 
visible from vehicles on Manhattan Beach Boulevard, Highland Avenue, and shall clearly state 
"Public Parking." Only as conditioned is the proposed project consistent with the provision of 
the certified Manhattan Beach LCP 

Interim Parking Programs 

As proposed by the applicant, the proposed 460-space subterranean public parking structure 
will be available for use by the general public as soon as possible after completion of 
construction. The subterranean public parking structure will also be available for use by the 
general public during the construction of the buildings to be located on top of the parking 
structure, and during construction of the Public Safety Facility. Special Condition Seven (B) 
requires that the parking will be available for public use as soon as possible. 

Special Condition Seven (A) requires the City to provide interim replacement parking (only during 
the daytime during the peak beach use period) for the 155-space Lot M during construction of 
the proposed 460-space subterranean parking structure on the Metlox {and Lot M) site. The 
provision of interim replacement parking will help to minimize the negative traffic and parking 
impacts that would occur during the peak beach use period after the 155-space public parking 
lot is closed and demolished to make way for the proposed project. The loss of the existing 155 
public parking spaces would worsen the City's parking deficit that occurs during the peak beach 
use period, and could also worsen traffic as people drive around the downtown looking for a 
parking space. 

Therefore, prior to displacement of the existing surface parking on the project site (Lot M}, the 
applicant shall submit an interim public parking plan, for the review and approval of the 
Executive Director. The temporary replacement parking shall be provided for public use 

• 
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during each day (7 a.m. to 8 p.m.) of the peak beach use period (start of Memorial Day 
weekend until September 30) each year until such time as the proposed 460-space 
subterranean public parking structure is made available for use by the general public. Existing 
public parking facilities that are already available for public use during these time periods shall 
not be used to satisfy this requirement for interim parking. If the interim public parking supply 
is located more than one thousand feet from the project site, the applicant shall provide a 
public shuttle service to transport people between the interim parking supply and the 
downtown. Such shuttle must make at least one complete circuit each hour. Only as 
conditioned is the public parking supply adequately provided and maintained as required by 
the policies of the certified LCP. 

Traffic and Circulation 

Certified LCP Policy I.A2 requires the City to encourage, maintain, and implement safe and 
efficient traffic flow patterns to permit sufficient beach and parking access. Certified LCP 
Policy I.C.3 requires the City to encourage additional off-street parking to be concentrated for 
efficiency relative to the parking and traffic system. The design of the proposed project is 
consistent with these LCP policies because a substantial amount of additional off-street 
parking is being provided for public use {460 spaces), and the ingress and egress of the 
vehicles using this new parking will not create inefficient traffic flow patterns. 

The proposed 460-space parking facility has one entrance on Valley Drive, and one entrance 
and exit on Morningside Drive (Exhibit #3). A street-level drop-off for the inn is proposed on 
Valley Drive. Morningside Drive is proposed to be converted to a one-way street {northbound 
north of Manhattan Beach Blvd.). Valley Drive would be converted from a one-way southbound 
street to a two-way street on the northeast side of the project. A new street segment would be 
installed along the northwest side of the project (13th Street), with diagonal public parking 
spaces. The City states that all of the proposed street improvements were approved ) locally 
pursuant to Local Coastal Development Permit No. CA 02-01 (Civic Center/Public Safety 
Facility).· 

The Traffic Study for the proposed Civic Center/Metlox Development Project (Prepared by 
Crain & Associates, September 2000) concludes that the proposed traffic mitigation measures, 
including the street improvements described above, would reduce the project's traffic impacts. 
However, during busy summer days it is anticipated that the intersection of Manhattan Beach 
Boulevard and Valley Drive/Ardmore Avenue and the intersection of Highland Avenue and 
Manhattan Beach Boulevard will suffer Levels of Service (LOS) atE or F, whether the 
proposed project is built or not. 

D. Control of Polluted Runoff 

The certified Manhattan Beach LCP contains the following policies to protect marine resources 
from the effects of polluted runoff . 

POLICY 111.3: 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). 
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POLICY 111.4: 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). 

POLICY 111.7: The City should continue to maintain enforcement codes for littering 
waters or shore. (Title 10 Public Health and Safety Code, Section 37 4. 7). 

POLICY 111.8: he City should continue to have programs to educate both staff and 
the public on the value and protection of the marine environment. 

The proposed development poses a potential source of pollution due to runoff from the 
restaurants, exposed surfaces, roofs and parking and trash areas that may be contaminated. 
Runoff from the site would enter the City's storm drain system and would be ultimately 
discharged into the marine environment. The discharge of polluted runoff into to coastal 
waters can cause cumulative adverse impacts to water quality, including eutrophication and 
anoxic conditions, which can result in: 

• Fish kills, aquatic diseases, and the alteration of aquatic habitat, including adverse 
changes to species composition and size; 

• Excess nutrients causing algae blooms and sedimentation increasing turbidity which 
both reduce the penetration of sunlight needed by aquatic vegetation which provide 
food and cover for aquatic species; 

• Disruptions to the reproductive cycle of aquatic species; and, 

• Acute and sublethal toxicity in marine organisms leading to adverse changes in 
reproduction and feeding behavior. 

These impacts reduce the biological productivity and the quality of coastal waters, streams, 
wetlands, estuaries, and lakes and reduce optimum populations of marine organisms and 
have adverse impacts on human health. In order to reduce the amount of polluted runoff that 
leaves the completed project, the applicant proposes the following mitigation measures: 

• The drainage system for the proposed subterranean parking facility would be 
connected to the sanitary sewer system, with an oil separator to intercept 
hydrocarbons before they enter the sewer. 

• The surface drains for the exposed outdoor surfaces of the above-ground 
development would include a CDS unit to intercept trash and sediment from runoff 
before it is directed into the City storm drain system that ultimately drains into the 
Pacific Ocean. 

• The trash receptacle areas would be connected to the sanitary sewer system in 

• 

• 

order to keep the particulates, bacteria, metals, and toxics that frequently collect • 
around trash receptacles out of the City storm drain system that ultimately drains 
into the Pacific Ocean. 
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• The trash receptacle areas also would have a canopy/roof to keep stormwater away 
from the trash areas. 

• Restaurants have grease traps to intercept grease before it enters and clogs the 
sanitary sewer. 

Untreated wastewater from the site must be prevented from negatively affecting the marine 
resources in the adjacent waters of the Pacific Ocean. As proposed, the project does not 
adequately protect marine resources from polluted runoff. The proposed project does not 
include the following mitigation measures which the Commission requires in order to reduce 
the amount of polluted runoff that leaves the completed project: 

• Filters in the drainage system for the above-ground development, including roof 
drains, to intercept fine particles, toxins, pesticides, and grease, especially form 
loading and wash down areas, from runoff before it is directed into the City storm 
drain system that ultimately drains into the Pacific Ocean. 

To mitigate potential impacts to marine resources caused by polluted runoff leaving the site, 
Special Condition Ten requires the applicant to incorporate best management practices 
(BMPs) into the project and site management procedures to reduce or prevent contaminants 
from running off the site. The applicant is required to submit, for approval by the Executive 
Director, a Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP) for the post-construction project site 
prepared by a licensed water quality professional. The required WQMP shall incorporate 
structural and non-structural Best Management Practices (BMPs) designed to reduce, to the 
maximum extent practicable, the volume, velocity and pollutant load of storm water and 
nuisance flow leaving the developed site. 

Critical to the successful function of post-construction structural BMPs in removing pollutants 
in storm water to the Maximum Extent Practicable (MEP) is the application of appropriate 
design standards for sizing BMPs. The majority of runoff is generated from small storms 
because most storms are small in scale. Additionally, storm water runoff typically conveys a 
disproportionate amount of pollutants in the initial period that runoff is generated during a 
storm event. Designing BMPs for the small, more frequent storms, rather than for the large 
infrequent storms, results in improved BMP performance at lower cost. Therefore, post­
construction structural BMPs (or suites of BMPs) should be designed to treat, infiltrate or filter 
the amount of storm water runoff produced by all storms up to and including the 85th 
percentile, 24-hour storm event for volume-based BMPs, and/or the 85th percentile, 1-hour 
storm event, with an appropriate safety factor (i.e., 2 or greater), for flow-based BMPs. 

The Commission notes that BMPs are very new in design and some are still in the 
experimental stage and the applicant may determine that another method is more effective 
after the completion of the project. A key factor in the continued effectiveness of structural 
BMPs is regular and adequate maintenance and monitoring of the implemented system. Also, 
by implementing a monitoring program the applicant can ensure that the proper type and 
design of BMPs were selected to comply with the Water Quality Management Plan . 
Therefore, all BMPs be operated, monitored, and maintained for the life of the project and at a 
minimum, all structural BMPs shall be inspected, cleaned-out, and when necessary, repaired 
at the following minimum frequencies: (1) frior to October 15th each year; (2) during each 
month between October 15th and April 15t of each year and, (3) at least twice during the dry 
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season. Debris and other water pollutants removed from filter device(s) during clean-out shall 
be contained and disposed of in a proper manner. 

As conditioned, the proposed project is consistent with the certified LCP and past Commission 
action with regards to water quality requirements and will minimize water quality impacts. 

Construction Impacts to Water Quality 

Storage or placement of construction materials, debris, or waste in a location subject to 
erosion and dispersion or which may be discharged into coastal water via rain, surf, tide, or 
wind would result in adverse impacts upon the marine environment that would reduce the 
biological productivity of coastal waters. For instance, construction debris entering coastal 
waters may cover and displace soft bottom habitat. In addition, the use of machinery in 
coastal waters not designed for such use may result in the release of lubricants or oils that are 
toxic to marine life. Sediment discharged to coastal waters may cause turbidity, which can 
shade and reduce the productivity of foraging avian and marine species' ability to see food in 
the water column. In order to avoid adverse construction-related impacts upon marine 
resources, Special Condition Nine outlines construction-related requirements to provide for the 
safe storage of construction materials and the safe disposal of construction debris. 

Special Condition Nine requires the applicant to dispose of all demolition and construction 
debris at an appropriate location outside of the coastal zone and informs the applicant that use 

• 

of a disposal site within the coastal zone will require an amendment or new coastal • 
development permit. This condition also requires the applicant to submit a Construction Best 
Management Practice Plan for the project, prepared by a licensed professional, and shall 
incorporate erosion, sediment, and chemical control Best Management Practices (BMPs) 
designed to minimize to the maximum extent practicable the adverse impacts associated with 
construction to receiving waters. As conditioned, the proposed project is consistent with the 
certified LCP and past Commission action with regards to water quality requirements and will 
minimize water quality impacts. 

E. California Environmental Quality Act 

Section 13096 Title 14 of the California Code of R~gulations requires Commission approval of 
a coastal development permit application to be supported by a finding showing the application, 
as conditioned by any conditions of approval, to be consistent with any applicable 
requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act {CEQA). Section 21 080.5(d){2)(A) of 
CEQA prohibits a proposed development from being approved if there are feasible alternatives 
or feasible mitigation measures available which would substantially lessen any significant 
adverse effect which the activity may have on the environment. 

The proposed project, as conditioned, has been found consistent with the Manhattan Beach · 
certified LCP. All adverse impacts have been minimized by the recommended conditions of 
approval and there are no feasible alternatives or additional feasible mitigation measures 
available which would substantially lessen any significant adverse impact which the activity • 
may have on the environment. Therefore, the Commission finds that the proposed project can 
be found consistent with the requirements of the Coastal Act to conform to CEQA. 

End/cp 
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A.60.050. Measurement of height • 

This section establishes regulations for determining compliance with the maximum building height 
limits prescribed for each zoning district and area district or as modified by an overlay district The 
procedure involves a two-step process: first the reference elevation, defined as the average of the 
elevation at the four comers on the lot, is determined and then a second limit is imposed to ensure 
that no building exceeds the maximum allowable height above existing grade or finished grade, 
whichever is lower, by more than 20 percent 

A Height shall be measured from a horizontal plane established by determining the 
average elevation of existing grade at all four corners of the lot. In situations where the 
elevation of existing grade at a lot corner is not clearly representative of a site's 
topography (because, for example, of the existence of such structures as retaining walls, 
property line walls, planters) the Community Development Director shall select an 
elevation that minimizes, to the extent possible, adverse impacts on adjacent properties 
and encourages some degree of consistency in the maximum building height limits of 
adjacent properties. Such interpretations may be appealed pursuant to the provisions of 
Chapter A 100. 

B. No portion of a building shall exceed the maximum allowable height for the zoning district 
and area district in which the building site is located by more than 20 percent For purpose 
of this requirement, height shall be measured from the existing grade or finished ground 
level grade, whichever is lower. 

C . To determine compliance with this section, the Community Development Director may 
require applicants to submit a topographic survey of the project site, and, if necessary, 
portions of adjacent sites, prepared by a licensed surveyor or licensed civil engineer, 
depicting existing contours and the contours of finished grade, if different from existing 
grade, at elevation change intervals no greater than 5 feet. Survey measurements also 
shall indicate the elevations of adjacent curbs and street pavements where no curb exists. 

Exceptions. 

1. The Community Development Director may approve measuring height from 
finished grade elevation within 5 feet of front or street side property lines for 
alterations and additions to preexisting structures which have height 
nonconformities under the procedures for granting minor exceptions 
established in Section A.84.120. 

2 The Community Development Director may administratively approve 
measuring height from local grade adjacent to an existing or planned building 
that is adjacent to a street where substantial grading occurred which lowered 
the street, which, in turn, affected the elevation of the street property line. 
The intent of this exception is to accommodate situations which exist, such 
as, on portions of Ardmore Avenue. 

A.60.060. Exceptions to height limits. 

Vent pipes, and radio and television antennas may exceed the maximum permitted height in the 
district in which the site is located by no more than 1 0 feet. Chimneys may exceed the maximum 
height permitted height by no more than 5 feet, provided the length and the witb?fstr'At~ISSION 
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portion exceeding the height limit shall not exceed 3 feet in width and 5 feet in length. The • 
Planning Commission may approve greater height for radio and television antennas with a use 
permit. 

§A.04.030 - Definitions 

Grade, Existing: The surface of the ground or pavement at a stated location as it exists prior to 
disturbance in preparation for a project regulated by this title. 

Grade, Ground Level Finished: The average of the finished ground level at the exterior perimeter 
of all walls of a building. In cases where walls are parallel to and within five feet of a front or 
comer side property line, the ground level shall be measured at the property line. 

Grade, Local: The ground elevation adjacent to a specified location on the exterior of a building 
(existing or finished, whichever is lower). It is to be taken as the lowest point on a line between 
the location specified and the nearest property line if the property line is within 5 feet of the 
building, or, if not, between the building and a point 5 feet outward from the building. For 
purposes of determining height above or below grade for a specified location on a building not on 
its perimeter, the local grade shall be considered to be the local grade corresponding to the 
nearest perimeter location. 

Grade, Street: The top of the curb, or the top of the edge of the pavement or traveled way where 
no curb exists. 
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Height: A vertical dimension measured from local grade, unless otherwise specified. 
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.Estimated Civic Center and Metlox Parkin2 After Completion 
.AU2USt 5, 2002 

Location Existing Proposed- Civic Center 
andMetlox 

Civic Center 208 311-337 
.. • 

Lot M(Metlox Site..) 155* 430} _(If/' 0 ._... • 
Morningside Extension (existing 15 28J 
surface parking lot 1148 Morningside) 

Parking Lot 5 33 NIA 

Valley Drive 8 9 

Parking Lot 8 50 50 

15tn Street (South Side) 5 16 

Morningside Drive- MBB to 13th 16 18 

13th Street- Morningside to Highland 11 11 

13th Street Extension (Angled parking 0 25 
both sides) 

Total Approximate Parking 501 898-924 

* The approval for Temporary Parking Lot M expired April 2002. 

G:\Planning\Temporary (fik sharing)\Bobby\Metlox\Master Use Permit-CDP\Parking Ci~ic Center and Metlox after completion-8-5-02.doc 
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JOHN J. DEE 

SULLIVAN, WORKMAN & DEE, LLP OF COUNSEL 

HENRY G. BODKIN. JR. 
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SHERI TANIBATA 

JOSEPH S. DZIDA 
GARY A. KOVACIC 
ROBERT HAMPTON ROGERS 
ROGER M. SULLIVAN' 
HENRY K. WORKMAN 

• A PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION 
o Also Adm1rted in New York 
• Also Admitted in the Distnct of Columbia 

HAND DELIVERED 

A LIMITED LIABILITY PARTNERSHIP 

TWELFTH FLOOR 

800 SOUTH FIGUEROA STREET 

LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90017-2521 

TELEPHONE (213) 624-5544 

FACSIMILE (213) 627-7128 

October 1, 2002 

PLEASE REFER TO 
OUR FILE NO. 

AUTHOR'S EMAIL ADDRESS 

Jdzida@swdlaw.net -

California Coastal Commission 
South Coast District Office 
attn: Charles R. Posner 

RECEIVE~ 
South Coast Reg1on 

Coastal Program Analyst 
200 Oceangate, 1Oth Floor 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4416 

OCT 1 ZOOZ 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

Re: Metlox Project in Manhattan Beach Appeal/David Arias 

Dear Mr. Posner: 

As you know, I represent David Arias, one of the appellants in the pending appeal before the 
Coastal Commission of the Metlox Project in Manhattan Beach. By e-mail to you dated September 
18th, and in our phone conversation last week, I promised to submit some additional materials. This 

letter fulfills that promise. 

Violation of the Local Coastal Plan and Implementation Program 

The parking for the subject project violates the Local Coastal Plan and the Local Coastal 
Program, Phase III, Implementation Program. The Plan and the Implementation Program are very 
clear and specific. 

First, the certified plan provides in Policy II.B.5 that: 

"Development of the former Metlox site shall provide the parking necessary to meet 
the standards set forth in Section A.64 of Chapter 2 ofthe Implementation Plan. All 
required parking shall be provided on the Metlox site." 

This policy was noted at page 12 of the Commission's staffreport dated 8/28/02. COASTAL COMMISSION 

EXHIBIT #_8=--~-
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Mr. Charles Posner 
California Coastal Commission 
October 1, 2002 
Page2 

Section A.64.030 sets forth, by proposed use, the number of spaces required generally in 
development projects governed by the Plan and Implementation Program. 

Section A.64.020 provides: 

"If more than one use is located on a site, the number of off-street parking spaces and 
loading berths to be provided shall be equal to the sum ofthe requirements prescribed 
for each use." 

In short, the general rule is that there is no reduction in the number of parking spaces required, due 
to "shared use." The number oftotal spaces must be equal to the sum of the spaces required for each 
use. 

Under section A.64.050, the City is given some discretion to approve parking below the 
generally required levels, if it makes certain findings. 

However, that discretion is expressly and narrowly limited in larger projects. Section 
A.64.040 governs sites larger than 5,000 square feet that serve multiple uses and that require a use 

permit for collective off-street parking. The Metlox project is such a site. Section A.64.040 limits 
the City's discretion in regard to such sites. It requires specific findings (not made here) and states: 

"The maximum allowable reduction in the number of spaces to be provided shall not 
exceed 15 percent ofthe sum of the number required for each use served .... A use 
permit for collective parking shall describe the limits of any area subject to reduced 
parking requirements and the reduction applicable to each use." 

Clearly, because of Manhattan Beach's ongoing, desperate and chronic parking shortage, it was 
deemed wise to include this limitation in order to ensure that the shortage was addressed, and, at 
least, not exacerbated by the approval of large projects with massive reductions due to alleged 
"shared use." Unwise and unchecked approvals of such developments had led to the shortage in the 
first place. 

Therefore, the proposed project violates the clear and specific provisions of the Local Coastal 
Plan and its Implementation Program. 

• 

• 
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Mr. Charles Posner 
California Coastal Commission 
October l , 2002 
Page3 

First, the City has approved a reduction greater than 15 percent in the number of spaces 
required to serve the uses which will be built on the project site. As noted at p. 12 of the 
Commission's StaffReport dated 8/28/02: 

"The City has determined that Section A.64 of Chapter 2 of the Municipal Code 
requires that the proposed commercial development provide a minimum of 160 on­
site parking spaces. The figure of 160 parking spaces was determined by using a 
shared-parking analysis that estimated 160 parking spaces as being the maximum 
demand for the proposed commercial uses during any one-time period." 

However, as set forth in the attached Declaration of David Arias (accompanying this letter), the 
number of spaces required generally by the Code for the uses actually approved by the City on the 
site is 597. The maximum allowable reduction in these required spaces based on "shared use" is 
15% or 90 spaces, which means that the project can be approved under the Implementation Program 
only with 507 on-site parking spaces. The subject project will contain at most 458 spaces (see City 
Resolution 5770, Section 1, parts J and K). Therefore, the subject project is inadequate under the 
Implementation Program to even take care of project uses, let alone to replace the public parking 
spaces (business, merchant and beach going) to be eliminated by the project. 

Second, the use permit approved by the City does not "describe the limits of any area subject 
to reduced parking requirements and the reduction applicable to each use" as expressly required by 
section A.64.040. 

Therefore, this appeal must be sustained. This development as approved simply does 
not conform with the certified Local Coastal Plan and its Implementation Program. None of 
these facts are in dispute. The City bas no discretion to deviate from the 15 percent maximum 
allowable reduction contained in the Implementation Program. The Commission has no 
discretion to allow the City to'deviate. If section A.64.040 does not apply to this situation, 
where does it apply? The City would read it right out of the Implementation Program. 

The City may wish to amend its Plan and Implementation Program at some point in the 
future. However, it must follow the procedures required by law in doing so. It cannot amend its 
Plan and Implementation Program simply by declaring that it has "discretion" to deviate from them. 

3 
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Mr. Charles Posner 
California Coastal Commission 
October I, 2002 
Page4 

Cumulative Impacts of Elimination of Business/Merchant Permit Spaces. 

The above analysis, as stated, does not even address the separate issue of the effects and 
cumulative impacts this project will have on public parking in the area. 

When the City Council approved this project, it understood (wrongly) that it was acting 

legally by determining that project uses would require only 160 parking spaces. In fact, the Council, 
specifically authorized the construction of a second, separate parking level to serve the business and 
general public, whose existing parking was being displaced by the project. It was told that 160 
spaces were adequate for the subject project. It did not consider any cumulative impacts, because 
it was told (falsely) that there weren't any. 

However, there are cumulative impacts. This project displaces the already existing business 
and public parking in Lots 5 and Lot M. The spaces in those lots (approximately 189) are already 

• 

inadequate to meet the public need and demand. In order to meet the required levels of parking for • 
the uses approved on the subject site alone, 507 parking spaces must be provided. In order to replace 

the spaces in the Lots 5 and M, another 189 spaces must be proYided for a total of 696 spaces. Only 
458 are planned, creating a deficit of238 spaces. 

Now the City, in ex parte communications to the Commission's staff, has apparently 
conceded that it must replace the Lot 5 permit spaces in the proposed parking structure. However, 
the City also apparently contends that, because Lot M was purportedly a "temporary" lot, it is 

unnecessary for the Commission to require replacement of the Lot M spaces in the proposed project. 

The City's position: 

(a) Ignores the requirements of the Local Coastal Plan and its Implementation Program. 
As discussed above, in concurrent, "shared" use situations like this, the number of spaces required 
must be equal to the number of spaces required for each planned use, less a deduction for "shared 
use" that cannot exceed 15 percent. Here there are not enough spaces in the proposed structure to 
provide for project use, let alone to replace the business and general public uses of Lot 5 and Lot M. 
As noted at page 13 of the Commission's Staff Report dated 8/28/02, Policy I.C.8 of the Local 
Coastal Plan specifically provides that: 

COASTAL COMMISSIO~ 
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Mr. Charles Posner 
California Coastal Commission 
October 1, 2002 
PageS 

"Use of the existing public parking ... shall be protected to provide public beach 
parking." 

The plan does not distinguish between "temporary" and "permanent" parking. If Lot M is in fact 
"temporary" it should be replaced by a permanent lot in order to fulfill the explicit policy contained 

in the Local Coastal Plan. 

(b) Ignores the fact that Lot M is the largest public surface parking lot in the downtown 
area. That is a fact, whether the lot was temporary or not. Eliminating Lot M and not replacing its 
spaces will have a devastating impact on the already desperate parking crunch in the City. The. 
impact will be cumulative. The members of the public (business and general) using the Lot M 
spaces will have to compete with members of the general beach going public for the remaining, 
already inadequate street and other public lot spaces in the area. The effect can only be to deter 
the beach going public from visiting the beach in the City, because ofthe limited parking and 
the ferocious competition that will inevitably ensue over it. 

(c) Ignores the history of the parking shortage in Manhattan Beach, and the history of 
Lot M. While the City has always designated Lot Mas "temporary," the City has always promised 
that the Lot would be in place until "permanent" parking was built to replace it. This promise was 
reaffirmed when the City Council approved a second level in the parking structure, believing 
(wrongly) that the second level would replace the spaces on Lot M. It would be completely unjust 
and anomalous for the City Council to approve a second level, believing it was replacing Lot M, 
only to have its staff argue before the Coastal Commission that it is now no longer necessary to 
replace Lot M because it is "temporary." 

The City's position, therefore, does not solve the problem. It moves it from the project onto 
the streets of Manhattan Beach, further exacerbating an already desperate and chronic parking 
shortage. 

Interim Replacement Parking During Construction 

This project lacks any measures or requirements to provide interim replacement parking 
during construction of the project. The City concedes that it will take at least nine months to 
construct this project. Even after that, portions of the completed lot will be needed for construction 
use, for use during construction of the Civic Center expansion across the street, for valet parking, 

COASTAL COMMISSIOr 
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Mr. Charles Posner 
California Coastal Commission 
October 1, 2002 
Page6 

etc. During this period, Lots 5 and M (the largest surface parking lot in the downtown area, and a 
companion lot across the street) will be eliminated. The loss of these spaces, even on an interim 
basis during construction, will impact access by the beach going public in a major way. 

The Adjacent Public Safety Facility 

The cumulative impact of the adjacent Public Safety Facility planned for concurrent 
construction with the subject project must also be considered. The City simply intends to use the 
subject parking structure during the construction of the Public Safety Facility. As stated in the City's 
Resolution No. 5771, at p. 6, part 14: 

"The public parking structure shall be available for use by the public, library 
employees and patrons, merchants, visitors and employees ... during construction 
of the Public Safety Facility." 

Valet and Employee Parking 

The inadequacy of the parking analysis is further demonstrated by the fact that it defers 
analysis of employee parking and by the fact that it failed to address valet parking (approved only 
after the project's environmental impact report, and without any information concerning the volume 
of valet parking that will be generated). 

The City's Resolution No. 5770 states at p. 13, part F that: 

"An employee parking program shall be required for the Metlox commercial 
establishments to alleviate the parking demands within the Downtown Commercial 
District. Potential mitigation options may include satellite parking programs and/or 
providing tandem parking stalls designated for employees only." 

As noted in the Commission's staff report ofS/28/02, the project lacks a parking management plan. 
It improperly defers key analysis until preparation of such a plan. Furthermore, the City's proposed 
mitigation measure (satellite parking) violates Policy II.B.5 of the Local Coastal Plan which states 
that "All required parking shall be provided on the Metlox site." Off-site parking is not an option 
permitted by the Plan. 

• 
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Mr. Charles Posner 
California Coastal Commission 
October 1, 2002 
Page 7 

The City's Resolution No. 5770 states at p. 13, part G that: 

"Valet parking operations should be considered during peak demand times, as 
needed. Valet parking operations should utilize tandem parking methods within the 
parking garage(s) to increase parking availability for the project site." 

There has been zero analysis ofthe impact that valet parking operations will have on this project and 
the surrounding area. In fact, the City's acknowledgment that tandem parking will be utilized 
demonstrates that the potential parking demand generated by this project goes far beyond the 160 
spaces originally acknowledged. 

Proposed Conditions 

Therefore, the Commission should not approve this Coastal Development Permit, or should 
approve it only subject to the following conditions: 

1. The developer should provide replacement parking during construction equal to the 
number of spaces removed from use in Lots 5 and M during construction. Permits for the 
replacement spaces should be issued by the City on a one for one basis to permit holders in Lots 5 
andM. 

2. The total amount of new parking provided for this project should include spaces 
reserved for business/merchant permit parking sufficient to replace on a one for one basis the permits 
now using Lots 5 and M. Replacement permits should be issued in the new facility to those 
presently holding permits to use Lots 5 and M. 

3. The parking for this project should also include spaces for project shared use that 
comply with the 15% maximum reduction allowed by the Implementation Program. 

4. The parking for this project should also include additional spaces reserved for use by 
the general beachgoing public, and not by business/merchant permittees who are also members of 
the public, or project tenants. 

5. If on-site valet and employee parking is going to be permitted, additional spaces 
should be required in order to meet this demand . 
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Mr. Charles Posner 
California Coastal Commission 
October 1, 2002 
Page8 

6. That no parking (including employee or valet parking) be permitted offsite in 
violation of Policy II.B.5 of the Local Coastal Plan which requires that "All required parking shall 
be provided on the Metlox site." 

In my e-mail of September 18th, my client and I requested the opportunity to meet with Staff 
to discuss these issues and answer any questions you may have. It is vital that Staff have a clear 
understanding of the issues, unfiltered by the City. We understand that Staffhas already met with 
representatives of the City and Developer to get their take. 

DUE PROCESS 

I must also note that, while I am copying the City's planner on this letter, the City has not 
afforded the same courtesy to me. You have mentioned that the City has sent several letters to you. 
My client has not been afforded a chance to respond to the specifics, if any, contained in those 
letters. This is a violation of due process. We would ask for notice and an opportunity to be heard 
with respect to any communications that the Commission receives from anyone in regard to this 
appeal. 

cc: David Arias 
Laurie Jester, Manhattan Beach Planning 

JSD/tl 

S:\t:SERS\ WPSI \ TI~A \ariaslparkingleorrespondencelposner.ltr I. wpd 
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METLOX DEVELOPMENT 
PARKING REQUIREMENTS 

Interior Outdoor Code Spaces 
SqFt SqFt Requirement Required 

Tolkin Development 
Retail* 0 

Bakery 1,250 300 1 space per 75 sf; 1 space per 50 sf 23 
Tea Salon 1,000 300 I space per 75 sf; I space per 50 sf 19 
Ice Cream Parlor 1,000 300 I space per 75 sf; 1 space per 50 sf 19 
Coffee House 1,000 300 l space per 75 sf; 1 space per 50 sf 19 
Yogurt Shop 1,000 300 1 space per 75 sf; l space per 50 sf 19 
Candy Store 1,000 300 1 space per 75 sf; I space per 50 sf 19 
Cookie Store 1,000 300 1 space per 75 sf; I space per 50 sf 19 
Juice Store 1,000 300 1 space per 75 sf; 1 space per 50 sf 19 
Other 4,100 1 space per 200 sf 21 
Kiosks Unknown Unknown Uknown 
Total Retail I2,350 

Restaurant* 8,000 2,400 I space per 50 sf of Dining Area 
Dining Area - 6,400 sf I28 

Personal Services* 8,750 l space per 250 sf 35 

Office* 8,750 1 space per 300 sf 29 

Inn: 40 Rooms* 26,000 1.1 space per Room plus other uses 44 
Library 450 1 space for 50 sf 9 
Courtyard 1,250 I space for 50 sf 25 

Totals 63,850 6,050 449 

Plus 
Ireland Miller Per Purchase Agreement 15 
City of Manhattan Beach 

Town Square 40,000 I space per 300 sq ft of Floor Area 133 

Total Code Required Parking Spaces 597 
Less: 

Permitted Reduction (90) 15% 

Net Spaces Required - Metlox Development 507 

*City of Manhatan Beach Resolution No. 5770, Coastal Commission A5-MNB-02-257 Exhibit f~COASTAl COMMISSION 

METLOX PARKING REQlciREMENTS.292 
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City Hall . 1400 High1and Avenue Manhattan Beach, CA 90266-4795 • 

Telephone (310) 802-5000 FAX (310) 802-5001 IDD (310) 546-3501 

October 3, 2002 

Mr. Chuck Posner 
California Coastal Commission 
South Coast Area 
200 Oceangate, 1Oth Floor 
Long Beach, CA. 90802-4416 

RE: Coastal Development Permit for 1200 Morningside Drive- Metlox Public 
Subterranean Parking Facility- Commission Appeal Number A-5-MNB-02-257 

Dear Mr. Posner, 

The following information is in response to the questions that you had regarding the parking 
demand for the Metlox project as we discussed on the phone and the applicable Local Coastal • 
Program requirements, as well as the parking demand issues raised by Mr. David Arias in his 
letter dated October 1, 2002. The City of Manhattan Beach clearly has the authority in the 
Certified Local Coastal Program to approve joint use/reduced parking that exceeds 15%. 

EIR 
The Certified Environmental Impact Report (EIR) provides a very detailed shared parking 
demand analysis prepared by a licensed traffic engineer, and reviewed by the City's licensed 
traffic engineer, the public, and public agencies, including the California Coastal Commission. 
The Downtown Business and Professional Association also hired a traffic engineer who agreed 
with the methodology utilized in the EIR. The EIR parking demand study methodology and 
assumptions were prepared in accordance with ULI standards. The judgement in a lawsuit that 
challenged the adequacy of the EIR was rendered in favor of the City in November 2001. 

The following are the Code Sections in the City of Manhattan Beach Certified Local Coastal 
Program that have been discussed in relationship to the parking requirements on the Metlox site. 

Section A.64.020 E 
Section A.64.020 E of the LCP allows 'joint facility'' parking where uses on the same site have 
different hours of operation and the same parking spaces can serve both uses without conflict. 
The Director of Community Development has the authority to determine if theOfAS'Ml 'fmMMISSI. 

Fire Department Address: 400 15th Street, Manhattan Beach, CA 90266 FAX (310) 802-5201 
Police Department Address: 420 151h Street, Manhattan Beach, CA 90266 FAX (31 0) S<B~.!Rb Q 

Public Works Department Address: 3621 Bell A venue, Manhattan Beach, CA 90266 FAX (3 to}8tft!!Jclf---..~,K-----
City of Manhattan Beach Web Site: http://www.citymb.info PAGE I OF Ce 



achieve the purpose of Chapter A.64. The ''Purpose" section of Chapter A.64 of the LCP, 
Section A.64.010 A., requires parking in proportion to the need created by the uses. The Metlox 

• project clearly achieves this purpose. 

• 

• 

Although the Director of Community Development clearly has the authority under Section 
A.64.020 E to administratively approve a "joint facility", the Department has used the Use Permit 
process to review and approve reduced parking. 

Section A.64.050 
Section A.64.050 B. of the LCP is the Code section that the City used to evaluate the parking for 
the Metlox development. This Section allows reduced parking, with no limit on the percentage 
of the parking reduction. Section A.64.050 states that a Use Permit may be approved to reduce 
the number of parking spaces, findings are required to be made, and a parking survey "shall" be 
required. This section applies to the entire Coastal Zone and is not limited to the Downtown (CD 
District). Section A.64.050 A. of the LCP may only be used in the Downtown (CD District) but 
does not preclude the use of subsection B. in the CD District. This Code Section has been used 
in limited instances for larger projects with a broader range of tenants with varying times of peak 
parking demand, such as at the Manhattan Village Mall. 

Section A.64.040 
Section A.64.040 of the LCP, which provides requirements for "Collective Provisions of 
Parking", is not applicable to the Metlox project. A parking survey "may" be submitted, but it is 
not specifically required to be submitted, as in Section A. 64.050 B. The findings that are 
required to be met are different than those in the reduced parking. The Collective provisions 
Code section has been used many times throughout the City, as it is very common to have multi­
tenant buildings with a variety of uses on the site collective parking. 

If there were no shared parking on the site as approved through the Certified EIR and the Master 
Use Permit, and if the City ofManhattan Beach did not rely on Section A.64.050 B. ofthe LCP in 
evaluating and approving the parking for Metlox, the following code sections would apply. 

Parking calculations 
First in accordance with Section A.64.050 A. 1. , the project could be divided into building sites of 
less than 10,000 sq. ft. each and no parking at all would be required on the site since the Floor Area 
Factor is less than 1:1. If the site remains as one large site as currently proposed, 5,000 sq. ft of 
floor area would be excluded from the parking calculations, in accordance with Section A.64.050 
A. 2. Section A.84.1 05 B., Master Use Permits, calculates parking based on the gross leasable floor 
area, thereby excluding all of the outdoor area. 

2 
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I hope that this clarifies the issues brought up. Should you have any questions, or need additional 
information, please feel free to contact Laurie Jester, Senior Planner at (310) 802-5510, or • 
ljester@citymb.info. 

Sincerely, 

Richard Thompson 
Director of Community Development 

xc: City of Manhattan Beach City Council 
Robert Wadden, City Attorney 
Jonathan Tolkin, Tolkin Group 

0:\Planning\Temporary (file sharing)\Bobby\Metlox\Master Use Pemrit-CDP\CCC Response to David Arias-parking 10-3..02.doc 
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City of Manhattan Beach 
Local Coastal Program Code Sections 

(Emphasis added) 

A.64.010. Specific purposes. 

In addition to the general purposes listed in Chapter A.Ol, the specific purposes of the off-street 
parking and loading regulations are to: 

A. Ensure that off-street parking and loading facilities are provided for new land uses, 

and for major alterations and enlargements of existing uses in proportion to the 
need for such facilities created by each use. 

A.64.020. Basic requirements for off-street parking and loading 

E. Joint Use. Off-street parking and loading facilities required by this chapter for any use shall 
not be considered as providing parking spaces or loading spaces for any other use except 

where the provisions of Section A.64.040: Collective provision of parking apply or a joint 
facility exists. Such a facility shall contain not less than the total number of spaces as 

determined individually, subject to the provisions of subsection (F) below, or fewer 
spaces may be permitted where adjoining uses on the same site have 
different hours of operation and the same parking spaces or loading spaces 
can serve both without conflict A determination of the extent, if any, to 
which joint use will achieve the purposes of this chapter shall be made by 
the Community Development Director, who may require submission of 
information necessary. 

A.64.040. Collective provision of parking. 

Notwithstanding the provisions of Section A.64.020 (E), a use permit may be approved for 
collective provision of parking on a site of 5,000 square feet or more that serves more than one use · 
or site and is located in a district in which parking for the uses served is a permitted or conditional 
use. A use permit for collective off-street parking may reduce the total number of spaces required 
by this chapter if the following findings are made: 

A. 

B. 

The spaces to be provided will be available as long as the uses requiring the spaces are in 
operation; and 

The adequacy of the quantity and efficiency of parking provided will equal or exceed the 
level that can be expected if collective parking is not provided . 

COASTAL COMMISSION 
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The maximum allowable reduction in the number of spaces to be provided shall not exceed 15 
percent of the sum of the number required for each use served. 

An applicant for a use permit for collective parking may be required to submit survey data 
substantiating a request for reduced parking requirements. A use permit for collective parking shall 
describe the limits of any area subject to reduced parking requirements and the reduction applicable 
to each use. 

A.64.050. Reduced parking for certain districts and uses. 

A. CD District. The following parking requirements shall apply to nonresidential uses: 

B. 

1. Building Sites equal to or less than 10,000 Sq. Ft. If the FAF is less than 1:1, 
no parking is required; if the F AF exceeds 1: 1, only the excess floor area 
over the 1: 1 ratio shall be considered in determining the required parking 
prescribed by Section A.64.030. 

2. Building Sites greater than 10,000 Sg. Ft. The amount of required parking 
shall be determined by first excluding 5,000 square feet from the buildable 
floor area and then calculating the number of spaces prescribed by Section 
A.64.030. 

A use permit may be approved reducing the number of spaces to less than the 
number specified in the schedules in Section A.64.030, provided that the following 
findings are made: 

1. The parking demand will be less than the requirement in Schedule A or B; 
and 

2. The probable long-term occupancy of the building or structure, based on its 
design, will not generate additional parking demand. 

In reaching a decision, the Planning Commission shall consider survey data 
submitted by an applicant or collected at the applicant's request and expense. 

A.84.105. Master use permits. 

A master use permit authorizing multiple uses for a project with more than 5,000 square feet of 
buildable floor area or more than 10,000 square feet of land area, shall be subject to the provisions 
applicable t? use permits (Chapter A.84 et seq.), with the following exceptions or special 
prov1s1ons: 

B. Uses: Parking. The master use permit shall establish a mix of uses by 

• 

• 

classification, or combinations of use classifications defined in Chapter A.08. The • 

mix of uses shall be the basis for a percentage distribution of building gross 
COASTAL COMMISSION 
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• 

leasable floor area by use classification. Parking and loading requirements 
approved in conjunction with a master use permit shall correspond to the percentage 
distribution of building gross leasable floor area by use classification . 

COASTAL COMMISSION 
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South Coa't Reeion 

OCT 1 7 2002 

CAUFORNIA 
P0Box24A72 
11000 Wilulrin1 Blvd. 

Los Ange1es, Ca. 90024 
OClOBRR 17,2002 

VIa filr. R2......aJ84 
SEVEN PAGES INCLUDING THIS PA~E 

California Coastal Commission 
lion. (JommiooiOilOI'J 

200 ac....,.. Sula 1tl0 
LW1J81ltfill. ~ .. toloa l.liiTtlR TO Qtl 
SUPPLEMENTED 
RE: ITEM 15g. OPPOSITION 
.1:u •·.Kud~\.....1 

Dear Hon. Commissioners and Alternates: 
Silwe I JllllY nut IE able tu he pt~lllll tire h~lug un 
ll-05-02 
tam tryio& to~ lbe poinll made in my~ 
below: · 

l.Thc D!VELOPMENT dues uut wnfunn tu ~lan~ 
requireO in lhe Certified LCP-{Loall CoiS&al Plln) fOI' 
example, violations of Chapter A.S4, A 64.230 , 
Policies n.B.S .n.B., I.C.2, LC. 17, I.A.2.ofthe 
Certified LCP and Implementation Plan-A.64 w~h 
for ooly one exampl~ requites 1hat all paFkjng ~ 
for the Metlox site "be provided on the Metlox ' 
t~~itfl'"' Thia i'l NOT "~"'FiilluxJ \ty tiK '11-Vft"ly 

ambitious proposed project. The project fails to maintaf 
"safe and efficient traffic flow patterns to permit 

• 

• 

sufficieut beach and parking access" Policy I.A.2. 
COASTAL COMMISSI 
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2. The EIR identified unacceptable traffic conditions 
which have not been mitigated in the project- the 
project's impact m traffic· will be-at· best,· impossiqte 
gridlock;,. more so .than dte preseot,..espec at tiuJes 
when the beach is heavily used. : 

3. The project violates the pubUc policy for access set 
forth in the California Coastal Act and reduces access 
monumeMally 

4~ The project negatively impact& parking- while~·. 
City claims it is adding. ~approximately" A60.~ ~it 
is removing_ 155 spaces from lot M which it now calls a 
"temporary" lot and 33 sp;wes in lot 5 leaving a net 
p8lting ··fiom its "appro.ximatd' parking qf . 
"approximately 277 spaces" .In addition, lbe.pro~ 
tequires, according to the City's own E~ parking for 
at least 165 employees .There is no indication if any 
wiU have shared riding or sbared riding incentives. 
When 1he.adculatiom.for 16-5.employees were- it 
was before 1he Inn became a medium sized hotel. and 
1he project only required 628 SPACES THEN - and the 
otr~··retail USES, MEETING· filcilitiea or 8fejtS 
were laler authori7.ecL Later the kiosks w~ 
authorized; · 

S.The unlimited nwnber·ofkiosks-; carts, ·bosinessps 
were authorized by Sections.25.(.c}and 31 of a~t 
resolution (#SnO)passed by the City for this ~ 
project.Each of the unlimited number ofkiosks which 
are ftJJfftorized has up to 300 square feet of 8fl3liug ~ 
no provision for additional.par:kiag-Only needing,~ 
approval of the City Manager (known to be soley J 

interested in the profit motive in this project wfthooGOASTAL COMMISSIO~ 
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consideration to coastal acces.•).Addltional req_uired 
parting could be up to 1700 spaces if the current code 
wereeuf&~·lf enty the ·623spaees wtJtJJd: be 1 

requin::d. Thua:without those tha:e would be a~ 
computed as follows: -- · ; 
4'61t•A:pptoximate""number 'ofparldilg places in ae 

., project 
.. LESS': -183( I55M33'foj5) 

L.BSS:-l6S(Bmployeta cart)#dalmed· ill~ 
inadequate EJR;leaving ooly. 1.12.iddlttoal[ spaces .... 
instead of 628 spaces, a 512 SP.BCC deficit without evbt 
considering 
~·> •mljmi1aJRIBt1beref~havinsseada&, 
(b) modings.now allo\Ned for 90 or IBOI'e peopk;at 
the hotel or convention- type center ( called an "Im\" ·by 
the developers ror purposes offfiis appliCation)· l • 
{c) .witional·emp~reqtJI!ed for~ 
andevqnts 
{d) the p.tins deficit dufio&.tlle.)'81B.'S· of.ceastnldipn 
when the lSS spaces of lot M and 33 SJJ&IZS· of IQf. r 
will be eliminated without replacement and the other 
lots (e.g. lots 7 and 8) will be elimhwed or exclusiVely 
dedicated for construction·,· Slor8p; construdiCf . 
persoanel.padcingand displataDeDt of poliee aWl. fire 
facilities -r personneL J 

l 

6. 1be·Cityl's·credibility Jtas.to-btquestionalsinee it:JS 
the City investment and.proflt tbaf.appears to be tpe 
driving force as a partner in this veo.tum- a cost to~ 
Coastal Access in traffic and pmtiog for example. 'llle 
City is·not an impaltial•abiter. of file filets and ~t 
n~ to enforee its. own Certified Local. Coastpl 
Plan in this particular development/work projcct..Fbr 
example it (a)uses the word "temporary" fOI' the lbt 
whieB had ISS spaees and will ~~miMI~ (~it COASTAL COMMlSSl. -~-
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BttBckl ~ally thr. npJ1P.I1nnt~ mthAI' than dil'ftr.ting 
your focus on the facts,and (c) it calls a 40 plus room 
hotel with· convention type meetiag facilities an ~,., . 

7-. Certain JotS(in the land:.Uie·plaa)dllt wf.re ..-..,le 
for beach. parking are no. longer. a¥iilable; · 

8. Increasing number of bars in the area~ince the-last 
inadequate downtown parking study in 1997, ~ 
the available·~fiKbncla ~; 

P. ~ n'RI'Mr Qf.~·(Aft-lil!ll.rnrP.WAII-tn-•~f 
the bcadl)oftm cm.th~ YIIIC.Wl'ickciJd, -.;.1~bc<la~d­

with more frequency since the EIR and Parking stddy, 
make traffic and parking already below acceptable l 
Joyels; 

lO Valet·parldng is·using public· pMidn3 both~ it 
stores the cars and.wbere the.pick ups are. The V~et 
parking si~ on ·- · · .:. 

i 

Manhattan Beach·Bivd. ·sometimes takes as ·many •J 2 
spaces a.wa.y. fiQmlleach. socrs aDd.-theD takes parlc.\ye 
spaces from public areas where it stores the-cars 
requiring ~ft·goers to pay $12~00 or more plus tipJ.to 
~ lbe ~ iH1tuhxl t.u be nee Of at least afforda't1c 
to everyone •. Section 30213 .of the. Coastal Act Jirote.Gts 
"lower cost visitor and recreational facilities" md staies 
"Developments providing recreational opportunities are 
preferred, 

ll.'Ibc·envlronmeotal dfect·oftMincreased smoellljd 
the construction where .nO oontrols have even been 

- 1/- COASTAL COMMISSION 
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OODSi.cJered in the materials and are unmitipted and 
should be a concern of the Coastal Commissioil; 

12. Tho-City of.MtmhatiM Beach, the·apptiamt·~ 
hal areputatk)Dfel frequcatlf. ~ tbe~of -· 
California Citizens and taxpayers;, including viohltions 
of notice periods, failure of notice, violations of its o*n 
eoctes .. For example the eity· failed-to give·the ~ 
notice for appeal.ofthe.Planrring.Commission in Jts 
decision of July 16,2002 and under law would ha're· to 
be refem:d bade to City Council after tile appropriite 

. appeal period 

l3.1be· CunmlatiYe·fitiluRs·ef.dleCity to:enf~ 
Plfkin8 requiumeots.ror rast.foOcl.prqjects..m u.e.~ 
area.For example only a month or· two ago, the city · 
pennitted 1100 Manbattan Ave to demolish a rn.oclest 
liSC'(Wbich had required~ SJ*el}t&a....M 
1arger ~.which ordioarity wOuld requke·~.c--
spaces.City ·only required 6 spaces instead o~4 
causing another de&it in the beadt parking of28 
spaces. 

l4.i Mr. ebal'les·Poaaer; Coastal Commisaim ~ 
P.mgram.Analyst;, on November .16,2000 · the 
City of Manhattan Beach of many of these concemsJ 
when commenting on the on the Draft EIR. (an Exhibit 
to the FEIR.); ·it appears the ·Coastal Commissioll wa..-. 
falsely assured .by the City. that tbtiC concei'Ds. woliid 
be mitigated. For example, · J 

· the Cit)'· stated!"The ·project will'aa:onunodate ·tile 
anticipated~ demandt offtte proposed ~i'tc 
Center and Metlox uses in on-site underground Dik1Da 
structures" See FBlR - J-

• 

• 
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lS. On November·lS, 2000·; dtet:alifumia·~ent 
ofTransportation.advised in a Jetter. to Mr..Ricbatd 
Thompson of the Ci~ ofManbattan·Beach that t!al 
Trans had seriOus conaDS indiCating 1flal:1he 
-.cmnulative impads.m State F.:ilities aumot be .l 

justified. without JN\jor. improvements .to. alleViate.the 
over capacity conditions which eJdst. on both the suie 
Highway System and local toads" and tfie fetter 
008DliCIIling on the EIR indicated· that· it ~ooul~-only ·je 
accomplished. by widening tbe.roaiaway.~' whidl bas pot 
been· done aa far. as I can·~i'"'l!lease ~1-.J 
coftecti011 of pictures taken m·pest·lwO )'eai'S wuan;-r 
impovCm.ents.bave been made.aod.the.sltUaiioa ~~ 
ooly be 11@8DW$ed. by dais. publli!.warks proji 

I 

16. Toxic concerns were commented upon by the 
Department of Toxic Suhstanees , the Unit Cllief of 
Southem·Califomia Cteanu}H)rJaatious, on~ 
25,2000.a1Jout the bistaric soil conta'Dinatioll at..tpe 
Metlox pottery site. The City responded by statmg that 
"If during construction of the proja.1, contaminationlis 
suspected. construction in dle·area should·stnp ... '' ~ut 
1here is.no.provisioa in the FEllfto. do sampliog. ~ 
testing during the construction at any intervt\ls J 
whatsoever. It is and should be a concern of the Coastal 
Commission pursuant to the Coaslal Aet ·to~ req~ a 
procedure to msure the. safely ofheachgoers and.Qre 
public using the resources especially during the J 
anticipated long construction periods, in view of the 
~·that the FEIR·acknowledges the toxic hisloJy ot:~e 
stte, and . also that asbestos is acknowJMged as likeJY 
in the buildings to be demolished in this public worlis 
project; Certainly there should already be completed 

~ S"~ COASTAL COMMISSION 

EXHIBIT# /0 
PAGE Gt OF s 

Ud 11:21 2002 Ll-l~O 



testina for asbestos, silica aDd fibrous materials which 
would have a serious f1ea1tli and safety impact upOn 
headJgoers, residents·aad etrtl8 ·the·.appliaaRts- 'W!8IS 

to come.AJthou&b. design WGik hai.Contiraied ttaa'ii;­
no mention of any testing for~ silica and J 
fibrous materials wbich muld and shoukfhave tJeen 
dGD.e allady .It suggests tbat It may '::ti 
since there is .no evidence of.mj tiDie · 1Dr 
the testing and possible removal iB city prepared j 
JDiterials distnOutedby applicant 

.. 7. "f'hct£ity ·will be "tenlpolriy" eliminaliag ~ 
parking. lots,. lots 7 .and.~. b exaple, during tlle 
different construction phases of this public·wmks 

• 

project and do not appear tQ diSclose this to thel • 
E!~'J'he Met~·~·~ailablc·totheJ'IIl'Yc 
which I.have.seen.does not bave a. schedule to sbqw 
bow hag ibfte tempgnry oloaiAgt wW f.lb. ia tbt 
ovendl oonS1ruction schedules .In filet the constructiOn 
schedules-havenol,beeu·mMe avallabl&to tile publie pr 
Commissioft lO my.kDowledge :Ibiise faii1Kel ~f . 
disclosure by the City are additional examples 'of its 
hilfOIY and growing reputatioo Ol vio!atiiJ.g its OWn 
cuck:t, llbtJ3Ing tbe pamiD lf&R!d "Y 1'1111 ~ 
{e.g. Valet )8king. taking many llliOm public sp1q5 
away than represented in the applications ·fur thost 
permits )and in addition violating again this Ceitilied 
LCP witb what·· wiH probably be lhe W'OI'!R an4 ~ 
im;lanrblc: CIXliiDPie or iJ:Itaf&zaMZ with '-:h ~. 
~ItS\\. made lp' 
tbe Staff'. in reviewing whatever portions of 1he fiGs 
that has~ supplied to the Commission .. and J COASTAL COMMISS~ 
respect:fWJy request the Cammi5sioo to grunt deny ttils • 
permit Of JP.11Dt sufficent-C!Jadi~ SO that this JJF8.tflHIBIT # /0 
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does in fact comply with the Certified Local Coastal 
Plan .. COASTAL COMMISSION 

.Resfw;t r..lly, • 
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• Specializing in the South Bay since 1976 
• Specializing in the Unique and EXt:iting 617 

Panorama Format since 1990 
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October 15, 2002 

California Coastal Commission 

South Coast District Office 

Attn: Charles R. Posner 

Coastal Program Analyst 

200 Oceangate, tom Aoor 

Long Beach, CA 90802-4416 

Re: Medox Project in Manhattan Beach 

Dear Mr. Posner, 

As a longtime business owner in Manhattan Beach I am concerned with the development 

of our downtown area. I have been watching the progress of the Medox site through its 

many phases over the years. I have been pleased with the continued downsizing of the 

project, and my feeling is that it is still too big and unnecessary. 

At this time however I am most concerned with the projects parking. 

As a downtown M.B. business owner I have felt that Metlox project has been 

underparked from the start, especially with the traffic congestion that will be generated. 

The M.B. Downtown businesses have been promised more parking for years and were 

told that the Medox site would hold the solution. So far the business community has had 

to struggle, not only to obtain additional parking from the project but to preserve the 

spaces now available. 

The city did finally decide a second level of parking was practical and needed. I was 

under the impression that most of that second level was to be for downtown business 

employee and general public parking, to relieve some of the stress the project will create, 

it now appears that may not be the case. 

With the Metlox project in its most recent format with expanded outside dinning areas, 

moveable kiosks, several additional businesses and expanded hotel size, I am afraid that 

the location is now, desperately underparked. 

To preserve the original intent of the development of the Metlox site, 'To enhance 

downtown Manhattan Beach, minimize congestion and be a benefit to all', I suggest The 

Coastal Commission not approve the Medox permit until all downtown parking issues are 

• 

;t:~ you for your attention to this matter. 

;1,.;;. Post COASTAL COMMISSION 
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fi'Harry A. Ford, Jr. 
, · S4 Village Cirele, Manhattan Beach, California 90266-7222 USA 

Phone & Fax: (310-546-5117) 
· E-mail: HarryFordManBch@aol.com 

• August 29, 2002- via U.S. Mail with attachments, and via fax to Chuck Posner withoutGUIYRE? s~'CoO~'f"~ eu.on 

California Coastal Commission, and Chuck Posner, Coastal Program Analyst 
200 Oceangate, lOth Floor, Long Beach, CA 90802-4416 AUG 3 0 l002 

CALIFORNIA" 
COASTAL COMMI~~ION Dear California Coastal Commission, and Chuck Posner: 

Re: Permit Number: A-5-MNB-02-257; This Letter is FOR the appeal of the Manhattan Beach 
Mettox project public parking, Civic Center parking, and against approval of this major 
public works project without a current Parking Management Plan for the Downtown 
Manhattan Beach Coastal zone that demonstrates with empirical data that Downtown 
parking supply exceeds demand, and explains in detail all relevant items required by A.64. 

Summary: The City of Manhattan Beach has had five years to prepare a Downtown Parking Management Plan 
(MBMC 1 0.64. and Section A.64 of Chapter 2 of the Implementation Plan - Policy II.B.5 All required parking 
shall be provided on the Metlox site), and demonstrates with empirical data of parking demand and supply, with 
monitoring data, that the cumulative Downtown parking supply (as required by CEQA but was not a part of the 
Metlox EIR) exceeds demand. They failed to do so. The City had previously done parking studies in 1984, 1990 
(selected pages attached), and 1997 but chose not to update those to provide the necessary information to make 
an informed decision on all the details of the Downtown parking (including the status of the parking loopholes 
in the Code). The last time the City added public parking in the Veteran's Parkway (Lots 7 and 8 also not in the 

•

appealable area) the Coastal Commission had to come in and have the City remove parking meters in Lot 8 
now free) and make other parking changes. Since there is no Parking Management Plan with documentation of 

all the aspects of the Downtown parking (and the Code is now out of date with the new parking) and how it will 
operate permanently. and during construction. a substantial issue exists as there is inadequate documentation 
that the City is in compliance with A.64, LUP. and LCP and CEQA which provides for a cumulative parking 
analysis of this last opportunity to address the vezy serious Downtown parking issues. The Coastal Commission 
should require the City to prepare a documented Parking Management Plan, which is accordance with CEQA, 
before the project is approved. If not, the City will continue to expand parking demand through intensifications 
of use as they have since 1990 (retail to restaurants or fast food with bars and entertainment and outdoor dining 
with no new parking in apparent violation ofCEQA to not approve intensifications of the same type in the same 
area without and EIR) which will be in conflict with the Policy I.C.2; The City shall maximize the opportunities 
for using available parking for weekend beach use. Below is some additional detail. 

1) Lack of accurate accounting of all Downtown parking supply and demand (No updated plan): The City has 
never provided the updated information to accurately show that Downtown parking supply exceeds demand. 
There are many demands that the City has not adequately addressed, and without a parking plan for 
Downtown it is unacceptable conjecture to suggest that supply exceeds demand. Here are some examples: 

• 

a) The City is losing 33 spaces in Lot 5 and 155 in Lot M that are heavily utilized (City does not have 
monitoring that they said they would do on a quarterly basis when the 1997 parking study was presented 
on 2/17/98; details provided with EIR comments by myself and Dave Arias). 

b) The 160 parking spaces that are supposedly required for 63,580 of high intensity commercial use, along 
with 40,000 SF of public use is laughable. This is more than the 15% allowed by Code. The City has a 
conflict of interest in that it is providing basically free parking to the developer, and spending up to $17 
million to control the Metlox development, and getting 25% of the future NOI of the project. The project 
is providing about one-half as much parking as currently exists Downtown6 whi£h is heavily utilized. .,..1., r.iXHMI~----~ ...,.., 4 
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c) The City did a 1997 parking study, but did not update it to show that Cumulative parkina sYRPlY exceeds " 

demand. before and with the Metlox project. Without an updated plan, there is no relevant information to ~ 
make an informed decision. Some of the key items in that study that have still not been addressed are a) 
The loopholes in the Code that have, and continue to allow (11 00 Manhattan Ave. e--mail attached) • 
heavy intensification of use Downtown without any more parking, or parking in lieu fees per Code (free 
parking to developers that now costs $11.8 million, plus financing costs), b) The 1997 parking study 
survey of 200 residents and businesses indicated 69% of residents said there was not adequate parking 
Downtown, and 81% of businesses said there was not adequate parking Downtown, only S 1% of 
employees used merchant parking spaces (hundreds of employees who need merchant passes?), etc. The 
1997 parking study, along with the Metlox analysis, had numerous items that understated demand like 
not showing the one space per 3S SF for entertainment, and the one space per 75 SF for fast food. The 
City Council and staff are sticking their heads in the sand instead of planning (General Plan update?). 

d) The Metlox EIR indicates that there are 165 employees, that should need merchant parking passes and 
along with all the customers and visitors to the Metlox and Civic Center Town Squares will only use 160 
spaces. This is laughable. Where is a summary of all the existing parking, and future Code needs for 
Metlox (40 Inn special permits not available to public, 32 permits for H20, events in public square, 
outdoor dining and seating, added fast food (bakery and ice cream parlor and more outdoor dining with 
no parking) added entertainment since EIR, added conference room at Inn, added events in Inn up to 60 
people without and approval, etc), and merchant waiting list (1 00 people plus employees who park in 
free Lot 8 and free residential areas), etc. and how that is going to fill up the 460 spaces on Metlox? 
There has never been any detail of the current cumulative Downtown parking supply versus demand. 

e) You have to ask yourself why the City didn't update the 1997 Parking Management Plan? It should be 
obvious that parking supply, even with the new parking will not exceed demand. This will just continue 
to reduce beach parking. The Phase ill implementation plan showed a) Metlox a pottery manufacturer 
with 140 beach parking (where are those in the total of 460?), b) Local Banks (Bank of America 31 
spaces are posted as private, as are the 17 spaces across from Good Stuff, and c) the 157 parking spaces • 
at the Civic Center are problematic as they are shown as being shared with Metlox. So where is the plan 
that shows where these 370 beach parking spots are? Where are the protected parking spots as specified 
in the LCP and how are they protected if the City keeps intensifying uses that take Up that parking? 

2) City apparent History of now followina rules: As noted above, the Coastal Commission had to make the City 
take the meters out of the free Lot 8 the last time parking was added Downtown (non appealable area as 
precedent for supporting this appeal). The City had paid events on the beach, even though they were 
prohibited. The City is still using public lot 3 for valet parking (???), even though the Coastal Commission 
objected. The City did not implement the various changes approved by the Coastal Commission for 
temporary events, nor submit info for hearings. For example, at the August 11111 A VP tournament there was 
VIP parking which was in the Northwest Pier lot. Of course the City also had the 10,000 person Chevron 
Grand Prix event on the same Sunday, along with the normal churches near Downtown, and the huge tennis 
tournament at the County club, and Concerts in the park. Where is the City plan as to what it is going to do 
with the plethora of special events during the 3-year construction period with reduced parking? Also refer to 
my E-mail on the new development at 1100 Manhattan Ave. that is only provided 6 parking spaces for a 34 
Code demand in the SW parking quadrant that was 78 spaces short in the 1997 parking study, and has had 
more intensifications since there. Also it appears the City is putting aside secure parking at the Civic Center 
(questions not answered) for a new group of City council, managers, etc. that have not had secure parking 
(}low is this maximizing beach parking?) as well as over the last few years the City has added many new 
reserved spaces at City Hall. So where is the public parking at City Hall that is not reserved and how does it 
compare to the 157 spaces in the implementation plan? If you look at the analysis I prepared of the original 
uses and the 306 parking spaces required for the safety facility in the EIR (1995 analysis) and the current 
uses there is only one parking space per every 389 SF on a heavily used Civic Center with Safety facility, • 
City Hall and larger library and cultural arts center, and no new public spaces. This is clearly inadequate. 
Answer there is no plan, and there is no detail. so how is the City in compliance witb£M ftm¥ jtld Code? 



l) ·Policy I.A.1; The City shall maintain the existing vertical and horizontal accessways in the Manhattan Beach 
Coastal Zone (Pedestrian Friendly): Again, the City has added sidewalk dining (alcohol, etc. not enforced), 
benches, and other items on the main public sidewalks on Manhattan Beach Blvd., and other key streets that 
make the already narrow sidewalks extremely congested. For example, the Manhattan Beach Pizzeria has 

• 
benches with dining (no parking) and a take out window which as many as 20 people line up at on the 
narrow public sidewalk. Also dogs, strollers, bikes, valet parking stands, etc. all have come to restrict the 
accessways. How much room is there on Metlox, and where is the bus stop for public transportation? 

4) Items submitted for the public hearing records on this matter which should be part of the record: I submitted 
the following documents which if the Coastal Commission did not receive, they do not have a complete 
record; a) extensive comment letter (November 19, 2000) with attachments for the EIR with significant 
parking detail which was not addressed, b) June 18, 2002 letter with attachments for the June 26, 2002 
Planning Commission hearing, c) June 26, 2002 letter with attachments hand delivered to the June 26, 2002 
Planning Commission hearing, d) July 9, 2002 letter with attachments for the continued July 10, 2002 
Planning Commission hearing, and e) July 16, 2002 letter hand delivered to the City Council meeting for 
their public hearing, These letters with attachments have many details, with supporting documentation of the 
various parking issues that have not been addressed with a cumulative parking plan for Downtown to 
demonstrate that supply exceeds demand, now and in the future with the loopholes in the Code. 

5) Coastal Commission Appeals: Since the beginning of this project many years ago the City staff has always 
indicated there would be no appeals to the Coastal Commission, even when the EIR had two parking levels. 
Now out of the blue, including after the hearings on the parking structure, the staff report says " ... the 
decision on public parking structure is appealable to the State Coastal Commission." There was no 
documentation on this issue in the City file 

6) No Parking Area Plan: Since I already provided extensive documentation that the City does not have a 
cumulative Downtown parking plan for the EIR and public hearings on this appeal, those should be part of 

• 

the record the Coastal Commission staff have received and reviewed to insure that the City is in fact in 
compliance with the LUP, LCP, and Code section A.64. 

If the Coastal Commission does not support this appeal the City will likely continue to operate without a 
Downtown Parking management plan and make the same mistakes that other cities have made in ruining their 
beach Downtowns and running out the local serving businesses by not providing adequate, accessible, and 
affordable parking to the residents who used to use the many businesses that have alreadv cone out of 
business. The trend of the last 10 years since the 1990 parking plan will likely continue with Downtown 
becoming a regional draw (economic analysis for Metlox said 2/3 of customers from outside Manhattan Beach) 
with retail and other less intense uses being replaced by more profitable bars, entertainment, fast food, CRIME. 
and less resident serving businesses and more parking in the adjoining residential neighborhoods. Thanks for 
your consideration of my comments and suggestions, and looking forward to seeing the answers to your 
requiring the City to do a proper plan. The $14 million Safety facility is already 7 years behind the original 
completion date, and the total costs have escalated to nearly $40 million (with reduced scope) mainly due the 
City's own mistakes. If the Metlox project is delayed, it will further delay the Safety facility which should have 
been done years ago and before the Metlox project as planned since 1995. The City should have done the 7 year 
old phased plan and built the Safety facility first, and not subject the City to years of construction, and likely 
business defaults, without a clear plan up front. How can the public comment on "smoke and mirrors''? 

~~cy"' L Ham.y ttlrv ... 

•

Hany A. Ford, Jr. 

xhibits attached. 
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CENTRAL BUSINESS DISTRICT • 
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- off-street parking 

COASTAL COMMISSION 

EXHIBIT# 12 • 
PAGE 9 OF !I 



• 
320 5Ut Street. Manhattan Beach, CA 90266 

F~hona:310l376-27B1 Noble & Kay Ford 

RECEIVED 
South Coast Region 

SEP 0 4 2002 

CAliFORNIA 
,.,_ Noble&Ka)'Fon:S -1""\1.\~TAI (()MMI~~!r 

.... 111 1 

rt 

• •Ca ·--

• 

RE: Pennft No. A-6-MNB-020257, Sept 9. '2002. ham No. MON 15a 

we favor uses for this sfte tiC Hmlt t.he number of employees {when! \1111 they park?). The 
cunent prqe,::t lacks a plan to manage partdng and the i'aaase in tratfic. we ~Biaild that 
the project • c;:urran1ty approved by the Plw~ Commiaion involves more irdanlive uaM than 
01iginally assumed in the study 1hat famed the basis far the BR We hcpe you will tonliderthe 
&miling of b8ach ac:ces& duefD eJdnlmG conga&1ion importantand·that,OU will require~ 
change& and downalzlng·flthla Mallax proJect 

- - -· . . 

Parking and trarric 88 major iliuM i1 Manhattan Beach. On 8 dilly basis, C8(B 1Jying to f88Ch 
dcNmiDvvn restannts and/or the baac:h ~ chrtriccongaslicrs. n. only way midanta 
can get home is 1D 1raVer.iE! lhe '1iir seclian and avoid Manha~an Beactt Blvd., which often is 
baCked up as far as the signal at Poinsettia (fitat Signal west of Sepulveda.) 1'heie is vety limited 
partcing and people make Blagal U-tums whun thay -spor a place, oftlln in RtSidantial areas. Tha 
amal &1lwC5 &mal6tlee~& doser 1D 1he beach are conges1ed wilh legaly pa'ked· cars, l1"'fti1g 
them ciftk:ult and SQPaetirrRJS jmpassabJe ehr tbr people tJyln,g m 1-.ch 1hlllr I1ISiderJce$ or for 
emergeocyvehlde&. 

As currently cortfGured, the referenced P'OJeot w11 severely Impact 1he alrvady dJmnlc ~ pmbllm_ If 
access is a problem for •esidenls. haw can 1he beactl be truly open 8111 available to tM geneml pubic? 
We dcl11 need an ER to tell us this. As JBl!lldents we ate af:Jie to walk molt pliiCeS but tJihel$ who mu5t 
drfw to the beach must conf1ont the hassle to tJnrJ pai1CJng. You ShOUld see tb& patldng 011 the hlly s1re1ts 
above VaHey Drive opa sunny day. If a spot Is vacatecr, theie is t4n~ waiting to taflie I! The3e are 
~ ttyit(J to vitiit the '"pJIJiic"' beaches wllh their t.rllles. 

/ldd/6 r i!,!l:J 



Dennis .Duke" Noar 
25CJ.3s" Stl aet 

HerTnc.a Belch, ca 90254 
31D-311J..5425 

September 3, 2002 

VIA FAX 

den.duJdate.net 

..,_ ... P!RMIT NO: A·I-MNIHI2·257 
SIP I IM .. t, 20021TEM NO: 1511 

.. 

• 

Dear CIHfomla Coastal Commissioners, • 

My name Is .Dennis "Duke" Noor,.allfelong resident rl 
the SOUth lay area, InCluding Manhltlan and ttanlDII 
Beaches. I have been tn front of you before an 
-Issues, but I may not be able tD join you on 
September rJh, therefore, please accept this later· as my 
s1ncae opposition w anv-permit for the 
proposed •Mettox Project" In the downtown arell of 
Manhattan Beach. Also, please allow any and au appellants 
tD be heard on this precedent setting matter. 

As the proJett wiH negatively Impact parking in the 
entire downtown •zone•, It will also Umlt the regional 
taxpayers right to move freely In the area or be able to use 
the "public" beaches that we are trying so hard to preserve. e 

EXHIBIT# I y 
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lhe Increase of bars and restaurants In the.,., plus 
tf1e Valet pll1clng system that Is now In place, only adds tD 
the ar.gestlon and Umits the public's •right to PISS fnlatf In 
the tmpactad zone. · 

Nat tD mention the erMronmental effec1 ct llr pollutiOn, 
consbuctton rMteriiiS, eb:. (tor the building of the project) 
that have not ·beal considered (at all) In the proa:H. 

The Metlox Project IS a stllcdy commerdll wnb.n 
between the Oly and the dew!loper. Pl-. represent ell of 
us that care about beach ·aca!!B and • .,_... the appeals that 
have been flied before you on this ·~ss~e. 

I have spert 52 years here along california's Coast and 
we must preserve It and the means tD get to 1t. 

Thank you very much, 

Dennis 0 Duke11 Noor 

COASTAL COMMISSI::J 

EXHIBIT# l&f.l" 
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ICIIIB 00&8r A.IBl 

200 ocu•...&B~~ 1om r.r.ooa 
U. PACR1 CA.. 90802 

DBU.· -· 108111. . • 

03881'02 

DfiftWCI pEIIIITjr IJ.-5...-..o20257 • tJ.EP.r. 01.2002 - Ullll I BinS&. 
i 
I 

I IOIIL1J l.ln 1.'01 rAn 'l'ltt8 Oft!OI'tUirn m :a::euas llY ca&.u 
I 
I 

CHUIMS I""_.'IDDG !II '111!LG1 !piOJIC!• 
I 

Dl Oft' ~ •SifAJJ. 1\Mi• qu&LI.rl' 0!' IIDBArr.61l BUal IS Al.JIIIDf 

I 
A tiiiiiC 0P DB PAs'r.. OUI DB~ S'DBB'I'8· AD Ull••...,-m ·wr.m OVBDW1if 'DAI'I'IC 

• 

...: DB II&JOII. 'J:J.IBJOUIII'ADS (1ilSBCUIS .BL'VD1 AVIAUOR). 001. AD. QDALlft IS :.r.t 'IIBU. 
I 

rr USD m 11 AS A DSDL't. 1 
I 

!II! ruiLlC IS ,., PDSSID AS l'r lS m 1'I1D '8U.C11 PARI I C. !II 
I 

liBILOX PIOJIC'f WILL ORLY ~ DE raJBia. 

W& A&1 l:R 'DID IIDD Of SC*K fOlK 01' ADJUDICUIOB .&8 l!!BT.LOX IB Ill 

til! COIIIOIIIS wrm 'KA.JIII&ftAW BUpR' S Cii.!UIID J.OCAL CQI.SUL PIIOGIAV 1DI. !Ill ACCESS . 
BIQU IRIHBI'l"S Oi" tiiB COI.S'EAL AC'll. 

I 
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Califomia.-Co.i$tal Commission 
South Coast Area 
FAX# 562-590-5084 

R.e~ Permit #A-S-.MNB-02-251 
Hearing Date: 9 9 li 
Item # Ja'••• l ia * 

.MaDbattan Beach Residents Association-Opposition 
RobertS. Caldwellp Presiclent 

9 .. J .. Q2 

The residents ofManhaUan Beach am gneetly concerned with the ttaffic and parkins 
problems that exist in our city. The City Council is progressing towards more 
development resulting in m&S$ive traftio congestion which will advezsely dect tbo$e 
peoplf! scckiDg access to the ocean and parking for their cars. The Metlox project will 
not povide any additional parkiag for beachsocn as the project itself utilizes all tbe 
available parldng it creates for employees~ hotel and~ pests and mall shoppers. 

The Metlo:x. project is eliminating 188 padcing spaces now available for the public to use 
in pini1J8 access to the ocean and beaches.. It will also create a traftic nigbtmam for · 
which the council member$ admowledgc tbat they do not have a solutio~ a fact 
confirmed by the E1R study. 

The primary s'l:met aoocss to the ocean and pier is JtJianbattan Beach Blvd. and this street 
nar.rows to one tnd:lic lane approxjmately % tttilo east of the beacbes and without any 
possibility ofwiden:itJJ. :Beach access bop down at this point already as evidenced by 
the enclosed pi¢1:UleS and the Metlox projoct is 1/8* mile west of this DII1'0Wing which 
means havoc will be generated by the development. Access to tho ooeam wiD be so 
impacted tbat bcachgoers will be meed with parking l/2mile from the beach and auryin,g 
picnic accessories the remaining distance. 

A solution to this problem would be to tell the city to forego any commercial 
development and build an undeiground parklng ~with an open space walking 
park on the surface level. This would add parking for visitors. Ietain 188 lost parki'Oi 
spaces and provide the public with open space instead of a hotel/shopping mall complex 
for wtdch there isn't any need. 

Robert S. Caldwell 
President-Manhattan Beach R.:sidems A~~tion 

COASTAL COMMISSION 

EXHIBIT# ~~ 
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RESIDENTS FOR A QuALITY CITY 
P.O. Box 1882 

Manhattan Beach, CA 90267 
Phone 310-546-2085 

Fax 31 Q-546-4965 

September 4, 2002 

Honorable Sara J. Wan, Chair 
Members and Alternate Members of 

the California Coastal Commission 
South Coast Area Office 
200 Oceangate, 1:0th Floor 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4302 

Re: Item M15a, Sept. 9 meeting 
Appeal No. A-5-MNB-02-257 
Metlox Commercial Development 

Dear Commissioners: 

RECEIVED 
South Coast Region 

SE? u 6 200l 

CAUFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSIC'f 

Our group, one of the appellants in the above referenced 
appeal, concurs with the staff report in that the appeal does 
raise a substantial issue. However, at last night's city 
council meeting the city manager told the city council 
that the city was nevertheless forging ahead with the engineering 
and working drawings for the Metlox.project with construction 
expected to begin in January of 2003. He said that, after 
discussions with Coastal Commission staff, he felt that the 
city need only prepare a parking management plan. 

A parking management plan will do little to mitigate the 
huge parking deficit that this project creates. 

As noted in the papers supporting our appeal, parking and 
traffic congestion has gotten progressively worse near the pier 
in Manhattan Beach. This is due to the city council's policy 
of allowing an intensification of commercial use (second story 
additions, retail converted to restaurant/bar use, etc.) with 
no corresponding increase in off-street parking except for.the 
156 parking spaces that the city installed on the Metlox site 
in 1998. 

The city is Peady to commence replacement of its police 
and fire facilities (adjacent to the Metlox site) which will 
eliminate the some 150 public parking spaces (to be replaced 
with underground "secured" parking) which are also alilrrently 
used for beach parking. Elimination of the Metlox parking 
will be the coup de grace for beach parking in downtown Man­
hattan Beach. Anyone wishing to visit the state owned pier 
or use the beach in the vicinity of the pier will then be 
required to use the expensive downtown valet parking service 

• 

• 

COASTAL COMMISSION. 

EXHIBIT#_.-..17....._~ 
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Coastal Commission 
September 4, 2002 
Page 2 

or spend.considerable time drivinq.around (and adding to the 
already severe parking congestion) looking for a parking 
space. 

The Coastal Commission, of course, is not obligated to 
approve every project presented to·it. The Metlox project 
is strictly a commercial development made appealable by the 
downtown merchants' insistance that the project also include 
parking to replace the 156 space Metlox parking installed by 
the city f? 1998 shortly after it completed its·~urchase of 
the site.- However, the project, as it is presently proposed, 
creates a greater demand for parking than it presently provides. 
Unfortunately, our city council has no interest in alleviating the 
the parking shortage and tr~ffic congestion downtown nor does it care 
about coastal access for beach goers. 

Enclosed is a photo, taken on a weekday in February of 
2000, showing the Metlox and civic center sites. As can be 
ascertained from the photo, the non-metered parking spaces 
behind city hall and the police and fire stations and along 
Ardmore are pretty much filled. The Metlox parking (Lot M) 
and Lot 5 parking (to the immediate west of Lot M) are only 
partially filled - probably because the spaces are metered. 

Also enclosed is a copy of several pages from the February 
1998 Downtown Manhattan Beach Parking Management Plan Report 
(issaed ~ust prior to the city's installation of the 156 space 
Lot M parking) showing an inventory of 1624 commercial spaces 
downtown (comprising 715 spaces in public lots, 493 private 
spaces and 416 on-street spaces). Included in the report is 
a chart (copy enclosed) showing an estimated parking demand 
(excluding civic center parking demand and beach goer parking 
demand) of 1933 spaces for the commercial land uses downtown. 

Although the city's installation of the 156 space Lot M 
parking in 1998 helped alleviate the downtown parking shortage 
the intensification of commercial uses in the downtown area 
since that time have increased the commercial demand for parking 
far more than the 156 spaces provided in Lot M. 

1. The downtown commercial zoning, adopted by the city prior 
to its LCP, exempted downtown merchants from off-street parking 
requirements to a maximum 1:1 floor area ration. However, a Bus­
iness Improvement District Parking Fund was also created requiring 
the downtown merchants to fund the city's purchase of parking lots 
in the downtown area. Since that time the merchants have contri­
buted millions of dollars but the only new city created parking 
in the downtown area in recent years is the Lot M Metlox parking. 

EXHIBIT# /7 
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Coastal Commission 
September 4, 2002 
Page 3 

At a minimum, the city should be required to retain 
its 156 off-street Lot.Mrparking spaces currently serving 
the existing downtown area and which provide parking for 
beach goers on a regular basis. The:city should not be 
allowed to satisfy this parking requirement through a slight­
of-hand shared parking demand analysis or a parking garage 
management plan. The city recently approved Sketchers• pro­
posed new headquarters on Sepulveda with 4 levels of underground 
parking. The city has the financial resources to provide ample 
off-street parking bo more than cover a-loss of parking, attri­
buted to the project, of Lot M (156 spaces), Lot 5 (40 spaces) 
and the adjoining private parking {16 spaces). This loss of 
parking can be made up through additional levels of underground 
parking at the Metlox site or a reduction in the size and useage 
of the Metlox commercial space. 

Since the city is forging ahead with its Metlox commercial 
development despite the pendency of our appeal we urge you to 
direct the Coastal Commission staff to direct the city to stop 
all work on the project until the merits of our appeal are 
decided. 

Sincerely yours, 

Encl. 
cc: Members, Alternate Members and Non­

voting Members of the Coastal Commission 
Coastal Commission staff 

• 

• 

COASTAL COMMISSION 
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Downtown Manhattan Beach 
Parking l\'Ianagement Plan Report 

Submitted to 

City of Manhattan Beach 

Prepared by 

Meyer, Mohaddes Associates 
3010 Old Ranch Parkway, Suite 350 
Seal Beach, CA 90740 
(562) 799-0200 

February 1998 

J97-044 

~2t\STAL COMMISSION 
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Downtown Manhattan Beach Parlcing Management Plan Reoon 

Key Findings 

Parkini Inyemory 

• There are a total of 1,624 commercial spaces _Downtown (does not include private 
residential parking). Figure ES-1 illustrates Downtown public parking lotS. ES-2 illustrates 
Downtown private parking lOtS and ES-3 shows on-street parking. 

• .26 percent are on-street ( 416 spaces) 

• 44 percent (715 spaces are in public lotS (LotS 1 through 8. the Civic Center and Pier Lots) 

• Almost one-third of all spaces are private (493 spaces) 

• There are more 5-hour meters (167) than 2-hour meters (106) 

• 106 spaces are merchant reserved spaces (Lots 1, 2. 3 and 5) 

Parkina Utilizatjon/Duratjon 

• Parking demand during the summer uses nearly all the available parking supply on peak 
days. During typical non-summer days, parking is available but scanered throughout 
Downtown. Non-summer peak parking demand occurs in the evening at 8 PM and after. 

• On-street parking is heavily utilized during the evenings on weekdays and all day on 
weekends throughout the year (both summer and non-summer seasons). 

• On non-summer days, peak parking over all of Downtown reaches about 60 to 70 percent 
utilization during typical peak hours, leaving over 200 public parking spaces available 
scanered throughout Downtown. Figures ES-4 through ES-7 illustrate where parking was 
available based on field observations at Noon and 8 pm on a typical non summer weekday 
and Saturday. Figures ES-8 and ES-9 illustrate observed parking occupancy by type of space 
over all of downtown for the weekday and weekend. 

• Merchant reserved spaces are fully utilized in LotS 1, 2. 3 and 5 for at least two hours per 
weekday, and merchant spaces in LOts 1 and ::! are fully utilized at least one hour on Saturday 

• Portions of Lot 3 are underurilized throughout much of the day, with 50 to 100 free spaces 
available at various rimes. 

• 

• 

COASTAL COMMISSION 
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OMANHA TT AN BEACH DOWNTOWN EXISTINl. • ARKING DEMAND MODEL- SUMMA~Y PAGI!. . 

Areal Areal 

Square ft Square ft 
or## of Estimated or ##·of Estimated 

Land Use 

1~:::: 
Spaces Units Space~ . 

~ ---···- ·-·- -----

Office 49 15,452 52 

Medical Office I 9,070 45 3,792 19 

Sit-Down Restaurant I 6,615 132 474 9 

Take-Out Restaurant I 1,435 19 4,152 55 

Entertainment/Bar I 13,559 181 0 0 

l{etail Building 5,760 19 10,175 34 

Food/Beverage Retail 0 0 15,267 76 

Personal Services 795 3 0 0 

Banks 6,039 20 5,431 18 

Industrial 0 0 720 1 
···-

Ani!nalllospital 2,861 7 0 0 

SFU 0 0 0 0 

MFU 8 16 88 176 

Total Estimated 
Demand I I 491 I I 440 

.. 

Non-Residential Total 
Ucmand I I 475 I I 26~ 

Note: Does not include Civic Center parking demand. 

COASTAL COMMISSION 

EXHIBIT# lS 
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Areal 

Square ft 
or## of 
Units 

11,900 

5,820 

6,210 

5,004 
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'~ CRAIN & ASSOQATES II ., 
0912712000 .. DRAFT 

II 
• METL.OX AND CMC CENTER SHARED PARKING DEMAND CALCULATlONS 

JUL. Y PROJECT DEMAND 

II 
STANO- JULY 
ALONE INTERNAL MONTHLY ADJUST. 

II SPACES USE 'WALK·INR use PARKING 

~ PARjgNGMTE Rmll FACTQB EACTOR FACTOR t;!E;MANC 

OFFICE 26,411 SF 1 I 300SF 88 O'lf. O'lf. 100% 88 

RETAIL 26,168 SF 5/ 1000 SF 131 10'1f. 5% 75% 84 

II RESTAURANT 6,400 SF 20/ 1000 SF 128 10'1f. 5% 1~ 109 

HOTEL 40 ROOMS 30,780 • 1 I 1 ROOM 40 O'lf. O'lf. 1~ 40 

CMCCENTER ~SF ~. 5% 5% 100'% m 
TOTALS: 186,759 693 596 II 

WEEKDAY ~OTAL SITER PARKING ACCUMULATlONS 

MAXIMUM I TlME 
OF DAY OFFICE RETAIL 

7:00 18 2 2 28 138 188 I 8:00 55 8 5 24 173 265 
9:00 82 24 11 20 256 393 

10:00 88 36 22 16 275 437 

I 11:00 88 58 33 14 275 468 
12:00Noon 79 68 55 12 248 482 

1:00PM 79 76 76 12 248 G1 
2:00 85 80 65 14 267 511 511 
3:00 82 80 65 16 256 499 
4:00 68 72 55 20 212 427 
5:00 41 80 76 24 138 339 
6:00 20 52 98 28 138 336 
7:00 6 48 109 32 138 333 
8:00 6 44 109 36 138 333 
9:00 3 32 109 38 138 320 

10:00 3 30 98 40 138 309 
11:00 0 10 76 40 138 264 

12:00 Mid 0 0 55 40 138 233 

SATURDAY ~OTAL SITE" PARKING ACCUMULATIONS 

TlME 
OF DAY OFFICE RETAIL 

7:00 3 3 2 28 103 139 
8:00 8 8 3 24 124 168 
9:00 12 25 7 20 165 228 

10:00 12 38 9 18 165 2<CO 
11:00 15 81 11 14 208 307 

12:00 Noon 15 71 33 12 208 337 337 
1:00PM 12 80 49 12 1815 318 

2:00 9 84 G 14 124 280 
3:00 6 84 49 18 103 258 
4:00 6 78 48 20 103 254 
5:00 3 83 as 24 103 258 
6:00 3 55 98 28 103 287 
7:00 3 50 104 32 103 :2$2 
8:00 3 48 109 36 103 297 
9:00 0 34 109 38 103 284 c ASTAl COMMISSION-0 32 104 <CO 103 279 

0 11 93 40 103 247 
0 0 76 <CO 103 219 

• Fnxn ...,...., Beech Public s.t.ty Ftllcillllel Rll'liew, Cly of~ Beech end IMc:h Archltect:l, July 5, 19815 EXHIBIT# I') • PAGE 
, 

OF :2.. 



METLOX AND CIVIC CENTER SHARED PARKING DEMAND CAL.Cli!.ATIONS 
DECEMBER PROJECT DEMAND 

STAND-
ALONE INTERNAL 

SPACES USE 'WALK-IN" 
~ PAB!SIHG BAlE !Wll2 FACTOR EACTOR 

OFFICE 26,411 SF 1 I 300 SF 88 0% 0% 

RETAIL 26,168 SF 51 1000 SF 131 10% 5% 

RESTAURANT 6,400 SF 201 1000 SF 128 10% 5% 

HOTEL 40 ROOMS 30,780 1 I 1 ROOM 40 0% 0% 

CMCCENTER iZJI!Q SF -. 5% 5% 

TOTALS: 186,759 693 

WEEKDAY "TOTAL SITE• PARKING ACCUMULATIONS 

TOTAL MAXIMUM 
·TIME CIVIC PARKING PARKING 
OF DAY OFFICE RETAIL RESTAURANT INN CENTER DEMAND DEMAND 
6:00AM :3 0 0 :31 1315 172 

7:00 18 3 2 24 138 185 
8:00 55 11 5 20 138 229 
9:00 82 32 10 17 256 397 

10:00 88 47 20 14 275 444 
11:00 88 77 29 12 275 481 

12:00Noon 79 90 49 10 248 476 
1:00PM 79 100 89 10 248 508 

2:00 85 105 59 12 267 528 528 
3:00 82 105 59 14 ~ 516 
4:00 68 95 49 17 212 .U1 
5:00 41 79 89 20 138 347 
8:00 20 89 88 24 138 339 
7:00 6 63 98 27 138 332 
8:00 6 58 98 31 138 331 
9:00 3 42 98 32 138 313 

10:00 3 40 88 34 138 303 
11:00 0 14 89 34 138 255 

12:00 Mid 0 0 49 34 138 221 

SATURDAY "TTTAL SITE• PARKING ACCUMULATIONS 

TOTAL MAXIMUM 
TIME CMC PARKING PARKING 

OF DAY OFFICE RETAIL RESTAURANT INN CENTER DEMAND DEMAND 
6:00AM 0 0 0 :31 1W 1;54 

7:00 3 3 2 24 103 135 
8:00 9 11 3 20 124 187 
9:00 12 33 6 17 185 233 

10:00 12 50 8 14 185 248 
11:00 15 81 10 12 208 324 

12:00Noon 15 94 29 10 208 354 354 
1:00PM 12 105 '" 10 185 338 

2:00 9 111 '" 12 124 300 
3:00 6 111 '" 14 103 278 
4:00 6 100 '" 17 103 270 
5:00 3 83 59 20 103 288 
6:00 3 n 88 24 103 290 
7:00 3 67 93 27 103 293 
8:00 3 81 98 31 103 296 
9:00 0 '" 98 32 103 277 

10:00 0 42 93 34 103 2n 
11:00 0 14 83 34 103 234 

12:00 Mid 0 0 89 34 103 208 

* From Manhatlan a.ch Public Safety Facilities Review, City of Manhattan Beach .nct Leach Arc:hltecta, July 5, 1995 
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DRAFT 

DECEMBER 
MONTHLY ADJUST, 

USE PARKING 
EACTOR ~MAN~ 

100% 88 
100% 111 

90% 98 
85% 34 
100% m 

806 
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