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1. CHANGES TO STAFF REPORT 
 
Commission staff recommends clarifications to the staff report dated 8/21/15 in the following 
section of the staff report: Section III (Local Government Actions) and Section IV (Findings and 
Declarations). Section Language to be added to the findings and conditions is shown in underlined 
text, and language to be deleted is identified by strike-out. 
 

A. Section III. Local Government Actions, Page 6, second paragraph, after the sixth 
sentence, add the following: 

 
…However, the appellant affirms that he spoke at the hearing in opposition to the project, 
and that the minutes were incorrectly recorded. On August 25, 2015, Commission Staff 
received confirmation from the City and a corrected copy of the City Council hearing 
minutes certifying that the appellant spoke at the local hearing. On July 7, 2015, the City 
Council adopted Resolution 15-0045 and approved Local Coastal Development Permit 
No. CA 15-20 for… 

 
B. Section IV. Finding and Declarations, Sub Section C.  Substantial Issue, Page 16, 

second to last paragraph, first sentence, remove and add the following: 
 

The on-street metered parking in Downtown Manhattan Beach is used by both beach-
goers and the customers of the thriving downtown businesses, although the City limits 
use of the on-street parking spaces to a five two hour maximum... 

 
2. CORRESPONDENCE RECEIVED 

 
A. Supplemental letter to Appeal No. A-MNB-15-0049 from William Victor, the appellant. 

Letter attached. 
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B. Letter from Marisa Lundstedt, the City of Manhattan Beach’s Community Development 

Director, in support of the proposed project as approved by the City of Manhattan Beach 
and in response to Appeal No. A-5-MNB-15-0049. Letter attached.  
 

C. Letter from Kelly Stroman, the Executive Director of the Downtown Manhattan Beach 
Business & Partners Association, in support of the proposed project as approved by the 
City of Manhattan Beach and in response to Appeal No. A-5-MNB-15-0049. Letter 
attached.  
 

D. Letter from Martha Andreani, a Manhattan Beach resident, in opposition to the proposed 
project as approved by the City of Manhattan Beach. Letter attached.  













 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

    September 2, 2015 
 
To: California Coastal Commission 
       All Commissioners 
       South Coast Rep- Roberto Uranga 
       Executive Director- Dr. Charles Lester 
 
Cc: Mayor, Mark Burton 
       City Manager, Mark Danaj 
       Community Development Director, Marisa Lundstedt 
       Traffic Engineer, Erik Zandvliet  
  
       
  
Dear California Coastal Commission, 

 
 On behalf of the Downtown Manhattan Beach Business & Professionals Association (aka. 
DBPA) I am writing to you regarding Coastal Permit number A-5-MNB-15-0049, Applicant City of 
Manhattan Beach and/or DBPA, and the subsequent appeal by Mr. Bill Victor to be considered as ITEM 
NO: W 27a at the meeting of the California Coastal Commission on Wednesday, September 9, 2015.  
We appreciate you attention to detail and mindfully respect all efforts to ensure and uphold the integrity 
of our beautiful California Coastal areas. I would like to draw your attention to a few key points to 
consider and strongly urge you to find NO negligible impact to public access and that substantial issue 
does NOT exist as the appellant raises NO significant questions. We respectfully request you vote YES 
and approve and uphold permit A-5-MNB-15-0049. 
 Since the origin of the Downtown Manhattan Beach Valet program in 1999 many changes to the 
landscape, mix of business use, thriving business district, popularity as a destination, density of 
employment and residential living and demographics have occurred, thus resulting in an exponentially 
increasing demand for parking in Downtown Manhattan Beach. It is the intent of the DBPA to expand 
the valet program and thus offer increased access to the coastal area by creating a minimum of 130 
parking spaces in a private area that are NOT accessible by the public, other than through the use of the 
valet program offered. 
 It is important to note that Mr. Victor’s appeal was filed on Friday, July 31, 2015 (not Monday, 
July 31 as stated in the report) ONE day BEFORE the commencement of the expanded valet program, 
on August 1, 2015, that was approved by the City Council, acting as stewards for the CA Coastal 
Commission in such matter. In other words, the new locations and hours had not commenced, thus 
giving no merit to Mr. Victor’s claims. It is also important to note a correction to the Staff Report is in 



order. Regarding Public Access on pg. 16, para.5; public parking at street or pier lot meters in the 
surrounding area is allowed for TWO HOURS ONLY, not 5 hours as stated. This is relevant, and the 
two-hour limitation is one of the key reasons why we have encouraged expanded valet options. The 
public valet increases the access for those wishing to access the area and allows them to enjoy the area 
for a longer period of time as ALL DAY Valet parking is offered on both Saturday and Sunday starting 
at 12pm and 11am respectively… this clearly increases access from 2 hours to all day and provides a 
viable cost effective solution.  The $11 cost is nominal when compared to a $53 parking ticket for an 
expired meter. 
 The Upper and Lower, North and South Beach/Pier lots contain a combined 118 parking spaces. 
These are completely accessible, not encumbered by the valet program, and are metered spots that 
require a car to vacate the spot after two hours. The spaces that the valet require to operate safely and 
effectively pale in comparison to the pier spaces mentioned above and to the 130 spots that are created 
by the valet program permitted under the matter at hand. The $11 flat valet fee is also significantly lower 
than the $12.50 maximum fee that was approved in the original valet agreement in 1999. Many things 
have changed in 15 years including the cost of doing business, liability insurance, minimum wage and 
the like, yet the current $11 flat fee set forth is less than the max proposed 15 years ago in 1999. The $11 
fee is responsible, fair, and does not prevent access to the coastal area. 
 It is the intent of the DBPA to provide a safe, cost effective, beneficial parking option to the 
public. The valet program is a public program and is available to everyone. Whether enjoying the coastal 
area, the business district, or using the valet to park during a visit to a residence within the area it clearly 
increases access. In the first 3 days of the expanded valet program, over 440 cars were parked. 
There is a demand and we have provided a solution, not a problem. The valet provides a safe alternative, 
increases access and actually keeps cars off the residential streets and from circling repeatedly on the 
streets and alleys of the coastal area. Please vote YES and allow the valet program to continue as set 
forth as it behooves all of us to increase access to our beautiful beach town. Thank you for your 
consideration. 
 
Respectfully, 
 
Kelly Stroman 
Executive Director 
Downtown Manhattan Beach  
Business & Partners Association 
 







STATE OF CALIFORNIA - NATURAL RESOURCES AGENCY                                                                             EDMUND G. BROWN, JR., Governor 
 

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
South Coast Area Office 
200 Oceangate, 10th Floor 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4302 
(562) 590-5071 

 

 

   
 

 
 

 

STAFF REPORT:  APPEAL – SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE 
  
Appeal Number:  A-5-MNB-15-0049 
 
Applicant: City of Manhattan Beach and/or Downtown Manhattan Beach 

Business & Professional Association (DBPA) 
 

Local Government:  City of Manhattan Beach 
 

Local Decision:  Approval with Conditions 
 

Appellant: William Victor, A Law Corporation 
 

Project Location: Manhattan Avenue & Manhattan Beach Blvd, City of Manhattan 
Beach, Los Angeles County 

 

Project Description: Appeal of City of Manhattan Beach Local Coastal Development 
Permit (CDP No. CA 15-20) for the modification to the existing valet 
parking program of the Downtown Manhattan Beach area, which 
includes an increase in valet rates ($9 to $11), two (2) additional valet 
drop-off/pick-up stations, and expansion of the valet operating hours 
at all existing and proposed valet locations. 

 

Staff Recommendation: Determine that a substantial issue exists.  
 

SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
The appellant asserts that the operation of the City of Manhattan Beach valet parking program already 
discourages public coastal access by making it more difficult for beach goers to find affordable parking 
spaces in Downtown Manhattan Beach near the coast. Therefore, the appellant is contending that the 
City-approved expansion of the program will further negatively impact public coastal access by 
increasing drop-off/pick-up locations, operational hours, and increased valet rates thereby displacing 
affordable public parking for beach users. The local coastal development permit approving the expanded 
valet parking program lacks any conditions to ensure the protection of public parking necessary to support 
public access to the coast. Therefore, the staff recommends that the Commission, after public hearing, 
determine that the appeal does raise a substantial issue with respect to the project’s conformity to the 
Manhattan Beach Certified Local Coastal Program (LCP) and the public access policies of the Coastal 
Act. The motion to carry out the staff recommendation is on page four. If the Commission adopts the 
staff recommendation, a de novo hearing will be scheduled at a future Commission meeting in Southern 
California. 
 

Appeal Filed:       07/31/15   
49th Day:       09/18/15 
Staff:              M. Alvarado-LB 
Staff Report:       08/21/15 
Hearing Date:           09/09/15 
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IMPORTANT NOTE:  The Commission will not take testimony on this “substantial issue” 
recommendation unless at least three commissioners request it. The Commission may ask questions 
of the applicant, any aggrieved person, the Attorney General or the executive director prior to 
determining whether or not to take testimony regarding whether the appeal raises a substantial issue. 
If the Commission takes testimony regarding whether the appeal raises a substantial issue, testimony 
is generally and at the discretion of the Chair limited to 3 minutes total per side. Only the applicant, 
persons who opposed the application before the local government (or their representatives), and the 
local government shall be qualified to testify during this phase of the hearing. Others may submit 
comments in writing. If the Commission finds that the appeal raises a substantial issue, the de novo 
phase of the hearing will occur at a future Commission meeting, during which it will take public 
testimony.  
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I. MOTION AND RESOLUTION - SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE  
 
Motion: I move that the Commission determine that Appeal No. A-5-MNB-15-0049 raises NO 

Substantial Issue with respect to the grounds on which the appeal has been filed 
under § 30603 of the Coastal Act. 

 
Staff recommends a NO vote. Failure of the motion will result in a de novo hearing on the 
application and adoption of the following resolution and finding. Passage of this motion will result 
in a finding of No Substantial Issue and the local action will become final and effective.  The 
motion passes only by an affirmative vote of the majority of the Commissioners present. 
 
Resolution: 

 
The Commission hereby finds that Appeal No. A-5-MNB-15-0049 presents a 
SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE with respect to the grounds on which the appeal has been filed 
under § 30603 of the Coastal Act regarding consistency with the City of Manhattan Beach 
LCP and the public access policies of the Coastal Act. 
 

II. APPELLANT’S CONTENTIONS 
 

On July 7, 2015, after the public hearing, Manhattan Beach City Council adopted Resolution No. 15-0045 
and approved Local Coastal Development Permit No. CA 15-20 for: 
 

“…a modification to the existing valet parking program (“Project”) for the downtown 
Manhattan Beach area. The project would establish two valet parking stations: 1) on the 
north side of the 100 block of Manhattan Beach Boulevard between Ocean Drive and 
Manhattan Avenue, and 2) on the west side of Manhattan Avenue between 9th Street and 10th 
Street. The project will also permit weekday valet service between 6:00 p.m. and 12:00 
midnight, Saturday valet service between 12:00 noon and 12:00 midnight, and Sunday valet 
service between 11 a.m. and 10 p.m. at all existing and proposed valet locations within 
Downtown Manhattan Beach”.  

 
The City’s approval of Local Coastal Development Permit No. CA 15-20 includes the following 
conditions: 
 

1. The project shall be in substantial conformance with the information submitted to, and 
approved by the City Council on July 7, 2015.  
 

2. Interpretation. Any questions of intent or interpretation of any condition will be resolved 
by the City Council. 
 

3. Inspections. The Community Development Department Staff shall be allowed to inspect 
the site subject to 24-hour advance notice.  
 

4. Effective Date. This Resolution shall become effective when all time limits for appeal as 
set forth in MBMC Section 10.100.030, and the City of Manhattan Beach Local Coastal 
Program – Implementation Program Section A.96.160 have expired; and, following the 
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subsequent Coastal Commission appeal period (if applicable) which is 10 working days 
following notification of final local action.  
 

5. The subject Coastal Development Permit will be implemented in conformance with all 
provisions and policies of the Certified Manhattan Beach Local Coastal Program (LCP) 
and all applicable development regulations of the LCP – Implementation Program.  

 
6. Pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21089(b) and Fish and Game Code section 

711.4(c), the project is not operative, vested or final until the required final fees are paid.  
 

7. The applicant agrees, as a condition of approval of this project, to pay for all reasonable 
legal expert fees and expenses of the City of Manhattan Beach, in defending any legal 
actions associated with the approval of this project brought against the City. In the event 
such a legal action is filed against the project, the City shall estimate its expenses for 
litigation. Applicant shall deposit said amount with the City or enter into an agreement 
with the City to pay such expenses as they become due.  

 
On July 31, 2015, William Victor filed an appeal of the Local Coastal Development Permit No. CA 15-20 
asserting that the approval of the Downtown Valet Parking Program Expansion is inconsistent with the 
certified LCP and will negatively impact public access to the coast (Exhibits 2 & 3). 
 
 The appellant’s appeal raises the following issues: 
 

1. The Expansion of the City-approved Downtown Valet Parking Program, including an 
increase in drop-off/pick-up locations and operational hours, will cumulatively displace a 
significant number of public parking spaces that are necessary to support public access to 
the beach. 

 
2. With the increase in Valet parking fees, the City-approved Downtown Valet Parking 

Program is cost prohibitive for beach goers. 
 

3. The operation of the City-approved Downtown Valet Parking Program is unsafe due to 
double- and triple- parking and blocking of alleys by the valets. 

 
4. The City Council’s resolution fails to explain that the approval of the permit and the 

contract with the vendor is limited to one year. 
 

5. The City of Manhattan Beach is the applicant, or a co-applicant, and should have been set 
forth as the applicant on the City’s Resolution No. 15-0045. 

 
6. Residents and Residential property owners did not receive notice of the hearing as required 

under the LCP notice provisions. 
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III. LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACTIONS 

On June 11, 2015, the Parking and Public Improvements Commission (PPIC) reviewed the 
applicant’s request for the expansion of the existing Downtown Valet Parking Program, and 
recommended approval to the City Council. On June 19, 2015, the applicant submitted to the City of 
Manhattan Beach Community Development Department a Master Application Form for the 
proposed project. The application was assigned Coastal Development Permit (CDP) No. CA 15-20. 

The City records indicate that a public hearing was held before the Manhattan Beach City Council 
for the Adoption of Resolution No. 15-0045 for the approval of Local CDP No. CA 15-20 on July 7, 
2015. At the hearing, this item was introduced by City Clerk Liza Tamura. The City Traffic 
Engineer Erik Zandvleit provided the PowerPoint presentation and responded to City Council 
questions. Mayor Burton then opened the public hearing for public comment. The hearing minutes 
specify that two proponents spoke in support of the project and three opponents (not including the 
appellant) spoke against the approval of the resolution. However, the appellant affirms that he spoke 
at the hearing in opposition to the project, and that the minutes were incorrectly recorded. On July 7, 
2015, the City Council adopted Resolution 15-0045 and approved Local Coastal Development 
Permit No. CA 15-20 for: 
 

“…a modification to the existing valet parking program (“Project”) for the downtown 
Manhattan Beach area. The project would establish two valet parking stations: 1) on the 
north side of the 100 block of Manhattan Beach Boulevard between Ocean Drive and 
Manhattan Avenue, and 2) on the west side of Manhattan Avenue between 9th Street and 10th 
Street. The project will also permit weekday valet service between 6:00 p.m. and 12:00 
midnight, Saturday valet service between 12:00 noon and 12:00 midnight, and Sunday valet 
service between 11 a.m. and 10 p.m. at all existing and proposed valet locations within 
Downtown Manhattan Beach”.  

The City Council meeting minutes contained in the City records indicates that the resolution was 
amended by the Council at the hearing on July 7, 2015 to limit the duration of the project contract to 
one year.  

The City Council’s decision was not appealable at the local level.  

On July 17, 2015, the Commission's Long Beach office received the City's Notice of Final Local 
Action for Local Coastal Development Permit No. CA 15-20, the subject of this appeal.  The 
Commission's ten working-day appeal period commenced on July 18, 2015.  On Monday, July 31, 
2015, the last day of the appeal period, the Commission received Mr. Victor’s appeal of the City's 
approval (Exhibit 2). No other appeals were received prior to the end of the appeal period on July 
31, 2015.  
 
Previous Local Government Actions  
The City’s approval of Local CDP Permit No. CA 15-20 is the subject of this appeal.  As previously 
stated, the City Council approved the Local CDP No. CA 15-20 to expand the existing Downtown Valet 
Parking Program on July 7, 2015.  The Downtown Valet Program was initiated in 1999 and has been in 
operation for approximately 15 years prior to the proposal approved by Local Coastal Development 
Permit No. CA 15-20. 
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The appellant, William Victor, originally brought his concerns with the Manhattan Beach Downtown 
Valet Parking Program to the attention of Commission staff in June of 1999, and to the attention of the 
Commission at its August 10, 1999 meeting in Los Angeles.  The appellant complained that a City–
approved valet parking program was usurping much-needed public beach parking spaces in Downtown 
Manhattan Beach.  In response to the appellant’s concerns, Commission staff requested that the City of 
Manhattan Beach forward any information that was available regarding the alleged implementation of a 
Downtown Valet Parking Program in Manhattan Beach.  The City responded by forwarding a copy of 
Local CDP No. CA 99-17 to the Commission’s Long Beach office. 
 
Local Coastal Development Permit No. CA 99-17, approved by the Manhattan Beach City Council on 
May 18, 1999, permitted United Valet Parking, Inc. to implement a valet parking program that uses 
eleven on-street public parking spaces for two vehicle drop-off/pick-up zones located at: 1) the north side 
of Manhattan Beach Boulevard, east of Morningside Drive; and 2) the east side of Manhattan Avenue at 
12th Street, north of Manhattan Beach Boulevard.  Valet vehicle storage areas were permitted on the third 
level of City Lot No. 3 located on the corner of Morningside Drive and 12th Street, and on the private 
parking lots owned by Union Bank and Washington Mutual.  The approval did not include permission for 
the valets to use any parking spaces located within the four upper and lower pier public parking lots 
located adjacent to the pier and beach. 
 
On Saturday, August 21, 1999, a Commission staff member visited Downtown Manhattan Beach and 
confirmed that the valet parking program was being implemented consistent with the terms of Local 
Coastal Development Permit No. CA 99-17.  On August 31, 1999, Commission staff issued a written 
letter to William Victor concluding that Local Coastal Development Permit No. CA 99-17 was properly 
issued consistent with the City’s certified LCP, and that the local permit was not appealable to the 
Commission because the approved valet parking program, including all drop-off and pick-up zones and 
parking reservoirs, was located outside of the appealable area of the coastal zone1. Because the appealable 
area is closer to coastal resources, adverse impacts to public coastal access are more significant within 
this area.  
 
On November 16, 1999, the Manhattan Beach City Council approved Local Coastal Development Permit 
Nos. CA 99-41 and CA 99-41A that would expand the previously City-approved Downtown Valet 
Parking Program to the Downtown area located south of Manhattan Beach Boulevard, which is within the 
appealable area of the coastal zone   The City’s approval of Local Coastal Development Permit No. CA 
99-41 was the subject of a previous appeal (Appeal No. A-5-MNB-99-453).  William Victor appealed the 
City’s approval of CDP No. CA 99-41 to the Coastal Commission in 1999.  On February 15, 2000, the 
Coastal Commission held a public hearing on the item and found substantial issue based on the 
contentions of the appellant. The de novo hearing for A-5-MNB-99-453 was held on April 13, 2000. At 
this hearing, the Coastal Commission approved with conditions the De Novo Coastal Development 
Permit No. A-5-MNB-99-453 for: 

 

                                         
1 The inland boundary of the appealable area of the City’s coastal zone, located 300 feet from the inland extent of the 
beach, has been mapped within the Manhattan Avenue right-of-way. 



A-5-MNB-15-0049  
Appeal –Substantial Issue  

  
8 

“Implementation of a downtown valet parking program with the vehicle drop-off/pick 
up station located on the west side of Manhattan Avenue between 10th Street and 11th 
Street.” 

 
The Coastal Commission’s approval of the De Novo Coastal Development Permit No. A-5-MNB-99-453 
includes the following conditions: 
 

1. Vehicle Drop-off/Pick-up Station 
 One vehicle drop-off/pick-up station, utilizing a maximum of five (5) public on-street parking 

spaces, is permitted on the west side of Manhattan Avenue between 10th Street and 11th Street in 
Manhattan Beach during the following times: from 6pm until 12am (midnight) on Tuesdays, 
Wednesdays, Thursdays and Fridays; and from 11am until 12am (midnight) on Saturdays and 
Sundays. At all other times, and at all times when the vehicle drop-off/pick-up station is not in 
operation, all public on-street parking spaces located on the west side of Manhattan Avenue 
between 10th Street and 11th Street shall be available for use by the general public on a first-come, 
first-serve basis consistent with all applicable City parking regulations.  Any proposed change in 
the location of the vehicle drop-off/pick-up station, or change in the times of operation, shall be 
submitted to the Executive Director to determine whether an amendment to this permit is 
necessary pursuant to the requirements of the Coastal Act and the California Code of Regulations. 

 
2. Vehicle Storage/Parking 
 
 The storage of vehicles by valets is prohibited in the following locations: 
 

a) the public parking areas identified on Exhibit #2 of the staff report dated March 24, 2000, 
including but not limited to, the public parking lots located at the terminus of Manhattan 
Beach Boulevard near the pier and all levels of public parking structures; 

 
b) on public rights-of-way and in on-street parking spaces (except for loading and  
 unloading at the vehicle drop-off/pick-up station described by Special Condition One above); 
 
c) any private parking area associated with a commercial use during normal business hours; and, 
 
d) any location where the storage of a vehicle would cause a hazard or threat to public safety. 

 
3. Valet Parking Terms 

 
 The 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. 

 
Over the last 15 years, the City has indicated that the number of valet drop-off/pick-up locations have 
ranged from two to three locations over the years, with a maximum of 16 metered street spaces displaced 
during valet operations.  According to the City, the Downtown Business & Professional Association 
(DBPA) and valet operator currently use only two of the approved (existing) locations: 
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1. East side of Manhattan Avenue between Center Place and 12th street (5 spaces), and 
2. West side of Manhattan Avenue between 10th Place and 11th Street (5 spaces) 

 
Moreover, the City-approved valet parking fees have ranged from $2.50 for the first hour/$1.00 for each 
additional twenty minutes/$12.50 maximum in 1999 to the current flat rate of $9.00. The operational 
hours have generally remained unchanged. 
 
Previously, the valet program has made use of the following vehicle storage locations, providing up to 
250 spaces: 
 

Third level of City Lot No. 3 located on the corner of Morningside Dr. & 12th St.; 
Private parking lot owned by Union Bank (400 Manhattan Beach Blvd.) 
Private parking lot owned by Chase Bank (201 Manhattan Beach Blvd.) 
Three-level private parking lot owned by Skechers (228 Manhattan Beach Blvd.) 

 
Currently, however, the valet program only makes use of the Skechers Office Building (approximately 
110 spaces) and the Chase Bank lot (20 spaces) for a total of approximately 130 off-street valet parking 
spaces. 

 
At present, the applicant is requesting to expand the existing Downtown Valet Parking Program further 
by establishing two new valet parking stations and implementing increases in operational hours and valet 
rates from a flat rate of $9 to $11 at all existing and proposed valet locations. This request is the subject 
proposal of this appeal. 
 
IV. APPEAL PROCEDURES 

 
After certification of Local Coastal Programs, the Coastal Act provides for limited appeals to the Coastal 
Commission of certain local government actions on coastal development permits.  Developments 
approved by cities or counties may be appealed if they are located within the mapped appealable areas, 
such as those located between the sea and the first public road paralleling the sea or within three hundred 
feet of the mean high tide line or inland extent of any beach or top of the seaward face of a coastal bluff.  
Furthermore, developments approved by counties may be appealed if they are not designated "principal 
permitted use" under the certified LCP.  Finally, developments which constitute major public works or 
major energy facilities may be appealed, whether approved or denied by the city or county [Coastal Act 
Section 30603(a)]. 
 
Under Section 30603(a)(1) of the Coastal Act, the proposed project site is located in an appealable area 
by its location within three hundred feet of the inland extent of the beach. 
 
Section 30603(a)(1) of the Coastal Act states: 
 
 (a) After certification of its Local Coastal Program, an action taken by a local 

government on a Coastal Development Permit application may be appealed to the 
Commission for only the following types of developments: 
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  (1) Developments approved by the local government between the sea and the first 

public road paralleling the sea or within 300 feet of the inland extent of any 
beach or of the mean high tide line of the sea where there is no beach, 
whichever is the greatest distance. 

 
The grounds for appeal of an approved local coastal development permit in the appealable area are stated 
in Section 30603(b)(1), which states: 
 
 (b)(1) The grounds for an appeal pursuant to subdivision (a) shall be limited to an allegation 

that the development does not conform to the standards set forth in the certified 
Local Coastal Program or the public access policies set forth in this division. 

 
The action currently before the Commission is to find whether there is a "substantial issue" or "no 
substantial issue" raised by the appeal of the local approval of the proposed project.  Section 30625(b)(2) 
of the Coastal Act requires a de novo hearing of the appealed project unless the Commission determines 
that no substantial issue exists with respect to the grounds for appeal. 
 
If Commission staff recommends a finding of substantial issue, and there is no motion from the 
Commission to find no substantial issue, the substantial issue question will be considered moot, and the 
Commission will proceed to the de novo public hearing on the merits of the project.  The de novo hearing 
will be scheduled at the same hearing or at a subsequent Commission hearing.  A de novo public hearing 
on the merits of the project uses the certified LCP as the standard of review.  In addition, for projects 
located between the first public road and the sea, findings must be made that any approved project is 
consistent with the public access and recreation policies of the Coastal Act.  Sections 13110-13120 of the 
California Code of Regulations further explain the appeal hearing process. 
 
If the Commission decides to hear arguments and vote on the substantial issue question, proponents and 
opponents will have three minutes per side to address whether the appeal raises a substantial issue.  The 
only persons qualified to testify before the Commission at the substantial issue portion of the appeal 
process are the applicants, persons who opposed the application before the local government (or their 
representatives), and the local government.  Testimony from other persons must be submitted in writing. 
 
The Commission will then vote on the substantial issue matter.  It takes a majority of Commissioners 
present to find that no substantial issue is raised by the local approval of the subject project. 
 
V. FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS 
 
A.  PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND BACKGROUND 
 

The applicant proposes to expand the existing valet parking program of the Downtown Manhattan Beach 
area. The applicant is requesting two new valet parking stations to be located in the appealable area of the 
Coastal Zone on 1) the north side of Manhattan Beach Boulevard between Ocean Drive and Manhattan 
Avenue and 2) the west side of Manhattan Avenue between 9th Street and 9th Place (Exhibit 1). The latter 
of the two newly proposed valet station will be located within the public right-of-way entrance to the 
Manhattan Beach Pier. In addition, the proposed modification to the existing valet program will increase 
operational hours and increase valet rates from a flat rate of $9 to $11 at all existing and proposed valet 
locations. 
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Resolution 15-0045 for Local Coastal Development Permit No. CA 15-20 approves: 
 

“…a modification to the existing valet parking program (“Project”) for the downtown 
Manhattan Beach area. The project would establish two valet parking stations: 1) on the 
north side of the 100 block of Manhattan Beach Boulevard between Ocean Drive and 
Manhattan Avenue, and 2) on the west side of Manhattan Avenue between 9th Street and 10th 
Street. The project will also permit weekday valet service between 6:00 p.m. and 12:00 
midnight, Saturday valet service between 12:00 noon and 12:00 midnight, and Sunday valet 
service between 11 a.m. and 10 p.m. at all existing and proposed valet locations within 
Downtown Manhattan Beach”. (See Exhibit 5) 
 

As mentioned above, the proposed project includes modifications to the existing valet locations 
within the appealable and non-appealable area of the Manhattan Beach Coastal Zone. 
Consequently, the applicant is proposing to modify the original intent of the Coastal Commission-
approved-with-conditions Coastal Development Permit (CDP No. A-5-MNB-99-453), which was a 
De Novo approval to expand the Downtown valet parking program that established the valet 
station currently located on the west side of Manhattan Avenue between 10th Street and 11th Street 
(Exhibit 1, page 2).  
 
This De Novo CDP No. A-5-MNB-99-453 was the approval following a 1999 appeal of the Local 
CDP No. CA 99-41 that would expand the previously City-approved downtown valet parking 
program closer to the coast and into the appealable area of the Manhattan Beach Coastal Zone as 
previously mentioned in Section III of this staff report. 
 
Current Conditions 
There is a joint agreement between the City of Manhattan Beach, Downtown Manhattan Beach Business 
and Professional Association (DBPA) and Crimson Parking, Inc. (“valet operator”) to set the terms and 
conditions to operate a valet program on City Streets (Exhibit 6). The DBPA contracts with the Operator 
to provide the valet parking services; and in turn, the valet operator contracts with the private parking lot 
owners for the use of private parking lots. As previously mentioned in Section III, the existing Downtown 
Valet Parking Program operates using up to four (4) drop-off/pick-up locations in the City pursuant to the 
previous City-approved Coastal Development Permits (CDP) Nos. CA 99-17, CA 99-41A, CA 01-48 and 
the Coastal Commission-approved CDP No. A-5-MNB-99-453 (CDP No. CA 99-41).  
 
Up to six valet drop-off/pick-up stations have been approved as part of the existing Downtown Valet 
Parking Program prior to the current proposed expansion. At least two of the approved valet stations are 
alternative locations for the primary locations.  The City has indicated that the number of valet drop-
off/pick-up locations have ranged from two to three locations over the years, with a maximum of 16 
metered street spaces displaced during valet operations.  According to the City, the DBPA and valet 
operator currently use only two of the City- and Coastal Commission-approved, existing locations and 
hours: 
 

Existing 
Location # Spaces Days Hours 

East side of Manhattan Avenue 
between Center Place and 12th 

5 Wednesday -Saturday 6pm – Midnight 
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Street (1142 Manhattan Avenue) 
West Side of Manhattan Avenue 
between 10th Street and 11th Street  
(1017 Manhattan Avenue) 
 

5 Wednesday-Saturday 6pm – Midnight 

 
The City-approved valet parking fees have ranged from $2.50 for the first hour/$1.00 for each additional 
twenty minutes/$12.50 maximum in 1999 to the current flat rate of $9.00. The operational hours have 
generally remained unchanged. 
 
Previously, the valet program has made use of the following vehicle storage locations, providing up to 
250 spaces. At present, however, the valet program only makes use of the Skechers Office Building 
(approximately 110 spaces) and the Chase Bank lot (20 spaces) for a total of approximately 130 off-street valet 
parking spaces. The same vehicle storage areas are used for all of the City-approved vehicle drop-off/pick-up 
stations. 
 
Proposed Changes 
As previously mentioned, the applicant proposes the addition of two new valet drop-off/pick-up stations. 
Furthermore, the applicant proposes an increase in operational hours and an increase in the flat fee rate. 
  
Pursuant to Resolution No. 15-0045, the Valet stations are proposed to be operated at the following 
locations and hours: 

Proposed 
Location # Spaces Days Hours 

East side of Manhattan Avenue 
between Center Place and 12th 
Street (Existing) 

5 Monday-Friday 6pm – Midnight 
Saturday Noon – Midnight 
Sunday 11am – 10 pm 

West Side of Manhattan Avenue 
between 10th Street and 11th Street  
(Existing) 

5 Monday-Friday 6pm – Midnight 
Saturday Noon – Midnight 
Sunday 11am – 10 pm 

North Side of Manhattan Beach 
Boulevard between Ocean Drive 
and Manhattan Avenue  
(Proposed) 

4 Monday-Friday 6pm – Midnight 
Saturday Noon – Midnight 
Sunday 11am – 10 pm 

West Side of Manhattan Avenue 
between 9th Street and 9th Place 
(Proposed) 

4 Monday-Friday 6pm – Midnight 
Saturday Noon – Midnight 
Sunday 11am – 10 pm 

 
The existing drop-off/pick-up stations each occupy five on-street metered parking spaces. The two 
proposed drop-off/pick-up stations will each occupy four on-street metered parking spaces. Consequently, 
a total of 18 on-street metered parking spaces will be occupied during Valet hours of operation. The valet 
stations are available to the public during non-operational hours. 
 
The valet parking program will be open to the general public with the City-approved valet parking flat 
rate fee of $11 per the Valet Parking Agreement between the City, DBPA, and the valet operator made on 
July 7, 2015 (Exhibit 6) 
 
The City-approved valet parking program does not include any type of discounted parking rates that may 
be obtained pursuant to a parking validation system.  The same parking rates apply to all patrons of the 
valet parking program. 
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The City-approved valet parking program does not permit the valets to use any on-street public parking 
other than the parking spaces that are occupied by the valet drop-off/pick-up stations.   
 
B.  FACTORS TO BE CONSIDERED IN SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE ANALYSIS 
Section 30625 of the Coastal Act states that the Commission shall hear an appeal of a local government 
action unless it finds that no substantial issue exists with respect to the grounds on which the appeal has 
been filed.  The grounds for an appeal identified in Public Resources Code section 30603 are limited to 
whether the development conforms to the standards in the certified LCP and to the public access policies 
of the Coastal Act. 
 
The term “substantial issue” is not defined in the Coastal Act or its implementing regulations.  Section 
13115(b) of the Commission’s regulations simply indicates that the Commission will hear an appeal 
unless it “finds that the appellant raises no significant questions”.  In previous decisions on appeals, the 
Commission has been guided by the following factors. 
 

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

 
2. The extent and scope of the development as approved or denied by the local government; 
 
3. The significance of the coastal resources affected by the decision; 
 
4. The precedential value of the local government’s decision for future interpretations of its LCP; 

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

 
Even when the Commission chooses not to hear an appeal, appellants nevertheless may obtain judicial 
review of the local government’s coastal permit decision by filing petition for a writ of mandate pursuant 
to Code of Civil Procedure, Section 1094.5. 
 
Staff is recommending that the Commission find that a substantial issue does exist for the reasons set 
forth below. 
 
C.  SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE ANALYSIS  
As stated in Section IV of this report, the grounds for appeal of a coastal development permit issued by 
the local government after certification of its Local Coastal Program (LCP) are specific.  In this case, the 
local coastal development permit may be appealed to the Commission on the grounds that it does not 
conform to the certified LCP or the public access policies of the Coastal Act.  The Commission must then 
decide whether a substantial issue exists in order to hear the appeal. 
 
In this case, the appellant alleges that the approval of the proposed project is inconsistent with the 
certified LCP and will negatively impact public access to the coast (Exhibits 2 & 3). 
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The appellant’s appeal raises the following issues: 
 

1. The Expansion of the City-approved Downtown Valet Parking Program, including an 
increase in drop-off/pick-up locations and operational hours, will cumulatively displace a 
significant number of public parking spaces that are necessary to support public access to the 
beach. 

 
2. With the increase in Valet parking fees, the City-approved Downtown Valet Parking 

Program is cost prohibitive for beach goers. 
 

3. The operation of the City-approved Downtown Valet Parking Program is unsafe due to 
double- and triple- parking and blocking of alleys by the valets. 
 

4. The City Council’s resolution fails to explain that the approval of the permit and the contract 
with the vendor is limited to one year. 

 
5. The City of Manhattan Beach is the applicant and should have been set forth as the applicant 

on the City’s Resolution No. 15-0045. 
 
6. Residents and Residential property owners did not receive notice of the City Council’s 

meeting as required under the LCP notice provisions. 
 
The City Council, in approving Local Coastal Development Permit No. CA 15-20, found that the valet 
parking program is consistent with the following policies of the certified LCP: 
 
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 I.C.1: The City shall maintain and encourage the expansion of commercial district 

parking facilities necessary to meet demand requirements. 
 
Policy I.C.3  The City shall encourage additional off-street parking to be concentrated for 

efficiency relative to parking and traffic system.  
 
Policy I.C.10: Concentrate new parking in the Downtown Commercial District to facilitate joint 

use opportunities (office and weekend beach parking uses). 
 
The following policies of the certified LCP are also relevant to the proposed project: 
 
Policy I.B.7: The City shall provide adequate signing and directional aids so that beach goers 

can be directed toward available parking. 
 
Policy I.C.2: The City shall maximize the opportunities for using available parking for weekend 

beach use. 
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Policy I.C.8: 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, 
shall be protected to provide beach parking… 

 
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. 
 
Policy II.A.3: Encourage the maintenance of commercial area orientation to the pedestrian. 
 
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 cost of 
constructing sufficient parking spaces.  Maximize use of existing parking facilities 
to meet the needs of commercial uses and coastal access. 

 
The following public access policies of the Coastal Act are relevant. 
 
Section 30210 of the Coastal Act states, in part: 

 
...maximum access, which shall be conspicuously posted, and recreational opportunities 
shall be provided for all the people consistent with public safety needs and the need to 
protect public rights, rights of private property owners, and natural resources areas from 
overuse. 
 
 

Section 30212.5 of the Coastal Act states: 
 

Wherever appropriate and feasible, public facilities, including parking areas or 
facilities, shall be distributed throughout an area so as to mitigate against the impacts, 
social and otherwise, of overcrowding or overuse by the public of any single area. 

 
Section 30213 of the Coastal Act states: 
 

Lower cost visitor and recreational facilities shall be protected, encouraged, and, 
where feasible, provided.  Developments providing public recreational opportunities 
are preferred. 
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Public Access 
As previously stated, the City found that the valet parking program is consistent with specific policies of 
the certified LCP (Policies I.A.2, I.C.1, I.C.3, and I.C.10) that encourage safe traffic flows, increased 
parking supplies, and shared parking opportunities (Exhibits 4 & 5).   
 
The City’s analysis, however, does not support how the expansion of the program closer to the Manhattan 
Beach Pier and to the beach will continue to encourage increased parking supplies for beach-users. 
 
The appellant states that the operation of the existing City of Manhattan Beach valet parking program 
discourages public coastal access by making it more difficult for beach goers to find affordable parking 
spaces in Downtown Manhattan Beach near the coast. Therefore, the appellant asserts that the City-
approved expansion of the program will further negatively impact public coastal access by displacing 
additional affordable public parking spaces necessary to support public coastal access.  
 
The local approval clearly approves for the additional displacement of affordable on-street metered 
parking for the establishment of two (2) new valet parking drop-off/pick-up stations within the appealable 
area of the coastal zone2. The displacement of public parking within the appealable area is significant 
because of the area’s closer proximity to coastal resources. For instance, one of the newly proposed drop-
off/pick-up stations will be located on the north Side of Manhattan Beach Boulevard between Ocean 
Drive and Manhattan Avenue, which is within the entrance to the Manhattan Beach Pier and is near The 
Strand, or the boardwalk (Exhibit 1). This station is also between the first public road and the sea and 
currently provides on-site metered street parking to the public. Because of its proximity to the pier, the 
beach, and the Lower Pier Parking lot (Lot #10), these on-street metered parking spaces are some of the 
most sought out affordable public parking spaces in the downtown area, especially in the summer and 
during the weekend. Therefore, occupying these on-street parking spaces currently available to the public 
could adversely impact public access to coastal resources.  
 
The on-street metered parking in Downtown Manhattan Beach is used by both beach-goers and the 
customers of the thriving downtown businesses, although the City limits use of the on-street parking 
spaces to a five hour maximum in order to ensure turnover of the parking supply on which many of the 
beach-goers and local businesses are dependent. The City states that the modified valet parking program 
will continue to provide supplementary public parking opportunities in downtown Manhattan Beach by 
efficiently moving vehicles off of the streets and into parking reservoirs that are not usually accessible to 
the general public; therefore, by coordinating shared parking on private property, parking reservoirs 
would be maximized.  
 
Presently, the valet operation occupies 10 on-street metered parking spaces that are not usable by the 
public during the program’s hours of operation at two of the existing drop-off/pick-up locations. In 
conjunction with the two (2) addition proposed drop-off/pick-up locations, a total of 18 on-street parking 
spaces will be occupied by the valet service during operational hours. The valet program currently makes 
use of the Skechers Office Building (approximately 110 spaces) located at 228 Manhattan Beach 
Boulevard and the Chase Bank lot (20 spaces) located at 201 Manhattan Beach Boulevard. These two 
private buildings provide a total of approximately 130 off-street valet parking spaces to store vehicles 
using the valet service. The parking ratio benefit of using the same 130 private parking spaces for the 

                                         
2 The inland boundary of the appealable area of the City’s coastal zone, located 300 feet from the inland extent of the 
beach, has been mapped within the Manhattan Avenue right-of-way. 
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modified valet program will decrease because the private spaces will remain the same but the valet drop-
off/pick-up stations will increase. The City’s findings do not support how the expansion of the program 
will continue to encourage increased parking supplies by proposing an increased number of drop-off/pick-
up stations even though there are fewer off-street parking reservoirs currently available.  
 
Moreover, the appellant argues that the proposed increase in the City’s valet parking program cost rate is 
cost-prohibitive for beach goers. The current flat rate for the valet service is $9; the proposed project will 
increase the flat rate to $11. Therefore, the charge is only increasing by $2 and is not a drastic change 
from the current rate. Compared to the meter rates, however, which currently only charge $1.25 for every 
hour, the increase to $11 is substantial for short-term beach-goers. The question is whether or not the 
demand exists for short-term beach use, and if the increased flat rate will discourage these short-term 
beach users. The City’s analysis does not provide information to support how the valet rate will not have 
an adverse impact to short-term beach-users, which could result in negatively impacting coastal access 
consistent with the LCP and the public access policies of the Coastal Act. Therefore, the appeal does raise 
a substantial issue with respect to the grounds of the appeal. 
 
The appellant has also raised the issue of whether the valet parking drop-off/pick-up stations are safe and 
efficient for traffic flows.  The City’s local coastal development permit approval does not address this 
issue, nor does the local approval include any mitigation measures that address the safety issues raised by 
the appellant.  For instance, the appellant asserts that valets are currently double- and triple- parking on 
the main thoroughfares of the City (Exhibits 2 & 3). The appellant has also provided photographs 
showing vehicles being double-parked at the valet service stations (Exhibit 3). He stresses that 
consequent to the double- or triple-parked cars, sightlines necessary for safe traffic circulation are being 
obscured.    
 
It is noted on the Downtown Manhattan Beach Valet Operation Plan (2015), referenced in the Valet 
Parking Agreement between the City, DBPA, and Crimson Parking Inc. (valet operator) made on July 7, 
2015, that the “vehicle drop-off/pick-up operation shall be parallel to the curb, and may occupy two 
rows” (Exhibit 6). Therefore, the operation plan seems to allow for double-parking. The City has not 
provided an analysis to support that safe and maximum traffic flow will be maintained during the 
operation of the valet program as currently proposed.  
 
The expansion of the valet parking program will not only displace the on-street public parking spaces 
during extended hours of operation, but could also allow for double-parking. Double-parking has the 
potential to adversely impact safety and efficient traffic flow. Maintaining safe and efficient traffic flow is 
particularly important for areas in close proximity to the Manhattan Beach Pier because of the potential 
for high pedestrian and vehicle volume. Consequently, a substantial issue exists because further review is 
necessary to determine the proposed project’s conformance to the Policy I.A.2 of the certified LCP for all 
proposed valet locations to ensure that safe and efficient traffic flow is maintained to permit sufficient 
beach and parking access. 
 
The proposed expansion of the Downtown Valet Parking Program will also increase the days and 
hours of operation. The current hours of operation are Wednesday-Saturday from 6pm to Midnight. 
The applicant is now requesting the valet service to operate every weeknight and offer daytime 
hours of operation on both Saturday and Sunday. The proposed project will permit weekday valet 
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service between 6:00 p.m. and 12:00 midnight, Saturday valet service between 12:00 noon and 
12:00 midnight, and Sunday valet service between 11 a.m. and 10 p.m. at all the existing and 
proposed valet stations. The suggested increase in hours of operation, in addition to establishing two 
new stations closer to the coast, may have a negative impact to public beach access especially in the 
summer and during the weekend. Therefore, a comprehensive review is necessary to evaluate how 
the proposed project subject to the City’s approval of Local Coastal Development Permit No. CA 
15-20 will continue to protect affordable public access as required by the Manhattan Beach certified 
LCP and the public access policies of the Coastal Act.  Therefore, the appeal does raise a substantial 
issue with respect to the grounds of the appeal. 
 
It is important to note that Special Condition 1 of the Coastal Commission-approved De Novo 
Coastal Development Permit (CDP) No. A-5-MNB-99-453 states: 

 
Vehicle Drop-off/Pick-up Station 

 One vehicle drop-off/pick-up station, utilizing a maximum of five (5) public on-street parking 
spaces, is permitted on the west side of Manhattan Avenue between 10th Street and 11th Street in 
Manhattan Beach during the following times: from 6pm until 12am (midnight) on Tuesdays, 
Wednesdays, Thursdays and Fridays; and from 11am until 12am (midnight) on Saturdays and 
Sundays. At all other times, and at all times when the vehicle drop-off/pick-up station is not in 
operation, all public on-street parking spaces located on the west side of Manhattan Avenue 
between 10th Street and 11th Street shall be available for use by the general public on a first-come, 
first-serve basis consistent with all applicable City parking regulations.  Any proposed change in 
the location of the vehicle drop-off/pick-up station, or change in the times of operation, shall be 
submitted to the Executive Director to determine whether an amendment to this permit is 
necessary pursuant to the requirements of the Coastal Act and the California Code of Regulations. 

 
Pursuant to Special Condition 1 of the Coastal Commission-approved De Novo Coastal 
Development Permit (CDP) No. A-5-MNB-99-453, an Amendment to CDP A-5-MNB-99-453 is 
required to modify the times of operation for the valet station located on the west side of Manhattan 
Avenue between 10th Place and 11th Street. This valet location is included in the proposed project, 
which involves an increase in days and hours of operation, and is subject to this appeal.  
 
The appellant alleges that the City Council’s Resolution No. 15-0045 fails to explain that the 
approval of the permit and the contract is limited to one year. The City Council meeting minutes 
contained in the City record indicates that the resolution was amended by the Council at the hearing 
on July 7, 2015 to limit the duration of the contract between the City, the Downtown Business and 
Professional Association (DBPA), and the valet operator to one year. This amendment is only 
recorded in the minutes from the City Council’s hearing and not a part of the final signed 
Resolution, nor does it include a condition to ensure the limit is implemented. Therefore, the extent 
and scope of the development remains unclear. 
 
Other Allegations 
In regards to the appellant’s allegation relating to the applicant, the City representative has indicated 
that the primary applicant is the DBPA, and that the City is in essence the co-applicant because the 
City signed the Owner’s Affidavit for the application. In the City records submitted to the 
Commission’s South Coast District Office, however, it is not explicit whether or not the City of 
Manhattan Beach is a co-applicant with the DBPA. The Resolution No. 15-0045 indicates that the 



A-5-MNB-15-0049  
Appeal – Substantial Issue  

 

 
19 

 

only applicant is the DBPA. The Notice of Final Action submitted to the Commission Staff, 
however, states the applicant is the City. In addition, the Owner’s affidavit in the submitted City 
records is incomplete and is not signed. 
 
The appellant argues that the public was not properly noticed of the hearing as required under the 
LCP provisions. The City, however, made a finding in their staff report that proper public 
notification, consistent with Section A.96.110 (B) of the LCP, was made in preparation for the City 
Council consideration including the public notice of standard public locations (Exhibit 4). It is also 
noted in the staff report that the City staff invited participation from stakeholders through the 
following methods: hand-delivered notices to adjacent property owners, businesses and residents; 
email notification sent by DBPA, special meeting notices posted in approved locations; and city 
website announcement. In addition, the City’s record contains the Proof of Publication dated June 
25, 2015, which demonstrates that the Notice of Public Hearing for Local Coastal Development 
Permit CA No. 15-20 was published by The Beach Reporter. Additionally, proponents and 
opponents (including the appellant) testified at the City Council hearing on July 7, 2015, which 
suggests that proper noticing of the public hearing was provided.  
 
The appellant asserts that the City also failed to notice the public of a Parking and Public 
Improvement Commission (PPIC) hearing on the proposed project. The LCP provisions only require 
the noticing for hearings on the Coastal Development Permit application. The PPIC meeting was 
prior to the submittal of the CDP application. Therefore, the noticing of the PPIC hearing is not a 
significant issue in regards to this appeal. Therefore, the contentions on noticing do not raise a 
substantial issue regarding the project’s conformity with the LCP notice provisions. 

 
Conclusion 
The City’s Notice of Final Local Action for Local Coastal Development Permit No. CA 15-20 
(Resolution No. 15-0045) and accompanying staff reports and file records state that the City 
referenced the policies of the certified Manhattan Beach Local Coastal Program (LCP) and 
concluded that the development, as proposed and conditioned by the City, would be consistent with 
LCP for the Manhattan Beach Coastal Zone. 
 
A substantial issue exists with respect to the project’s conformance with certified LCP and the 
public access Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act, and with the approval of the local coastal 
development permit, because the City-approved project may adversely impact public access to the 
coast.  
 
Only with careful review of the City-approved project can the Commission ensure that coastal 
access is protected. If it finds that a substantial issue exists, the Commission will have the 
opportunity to review and act on the project at the subsequent de novo hearing. Therefore, the 
Commission Staff recommends that the Commission find that a substantial issue exists with respect 
the project’s conformance with the LCP and the public access policies of the Coastal Act, and with 
the approval of Local Coastal Development Permit No. CA 15-20. 
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Applying the five factors listed in the prior section clarifies that the appeal raises a “substantial 
issue” with respect to Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act, and therefore, does meet the substantiality 
standard of Section 30265(b)(2). 
 
The first factor is the degree of factual and legal support for the local government’s decision that the 
development is consistent or inconsistent with the relevant provisions of the certified LCP and the 
public access policies of the Coastal Act. The City referenced four project-related policies of the 
LCP but provided no rational to the finding that the project is consistent with the referenced 
policies. In addition, the City did not reference the public access policies of the Coastal Act. 
Therefore, the City did not substantially support the project’s consistency with the LCP and the 
public access policies of the Coastal Act.  
 
The second factor is the extent and scope of the development as approved or denied by the local 
government. The City-approved development is the expansion of an existing valet parking program, 
which would involve increasing the number of valet stations, increased days and hours of operation, 
and increased valet rates. The extent of the proposed project is not explicitly defined in the adopted 
Resolution No. 15-0045 for the approval of Local CDP No. 15-20, which according to the City’s 
Records was amended by the City Council the hearing to limit the duration of the contract 
agreement between the City, DBPA, and the valet operator to one year.  This amendment is only 
recorded in the minutes from the City Council’s hearing and not a part of the final signed 
Resolution. Therefore, the extent and scope of the development remains unclear. 
 
The third factor is the significance of the coastal resources affected by the decision. The project may 
negatively impact the public coastal access and may not be consistent with the certified LCP and the 
public access policies of the Coastal Act. Therefore, the development could significantly and adversely 
affect coastal resources. 
 
The fourth factor is the precedential value of the local government’s decision for future 
interpretations of its LCP. The project, as approved and conditioned, raises a substantial issue with 
regard to the project’s conformity with the public access policies of the Coastal Act and the certified 
Manhattan Beach LCP and would have the potential to set a negative precedent for future 
development. 
 
The final factor is whether the appeal raises local issues, or those of regional or statewide 
significance. Impacts to coastal resources are important statewide issues. Downtown Manhattan 
Beach is a very popular visitor destination for its beach, particularly in the summer, and its plethora 
of business and commercial facilities, making the protection of its coastal access in this beach town 
a statewide issue. Therefore, the City’s approval does raise issues of statewide significance with 
regards to public coastal access in the Manhattan Beach coastal zone area. 
 
In conclusion, the issues for this appeal relate primarily to the potential impact to public coastal 
access of Manhattan Beach. In this case with regards to public coastal access, the proposed project is 
not in conformity with the certified LCP and the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act. Therefore, 
Commission staff recommends that the Commission find that the appeal raises a substantial issue as 
to conformity with the City of Manhattan Beach LCP and the Chapter 3 public access policies of the 
Coastal Act. 
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