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Staff Report

City of Manhattan Beach

TO: Honorable Mayor Montgomery and Members of the City Council
THROUGH: David N. Carmany, City Manager

FROM: Richard Thompson, Community Development Director
Esteban Danna, Assistant Planner

DATE: January 18, 2011
SUBJECT: Consideration of an Appeal of the Planning Commission’s Decision for a Use

Permit Amendment Denying the Hotel the Option to Charge Overnight Guests for
Overnight Valet Parking at 3501 N Sepulveda Boulevard (Belamar Hotel).

RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends that the City Council conduct a public hearing and uphold the Planning
Commission’s decision and deny the Belamar Hotel the option to charge valet parking to overnight
registered guests, approve a reduction in off-site parking spaces, approve parking and directional
signs, and adopt Resolution No. 6292 Version 1 (Exhibit A).

FISCAL IMPLICATION:
There are no fiscal implications associated with the recommended action.

BACKGROUND:

The subject site is occupied by the Belamar Hotel and is currently governed by Resolution No.
4814. The site consists of a 127 room hotel, 1,320 square foot lounge, and 3,575 square feet of
conference/dining rooms and restaurant. The parking study submitted by the applicant states that
the site has 74 marked parking spaces and 36 valet aisle spaces. The hotel holds an agreement with
the adjacent property located at 3621 N. Sepulveda Boulevard to provide an additional 17 spaces in
a parking easement area that is available on evenings, weekends, and holidays, for a total of 110
spaces during weekdays, and 127 spaces on weeknights and all day on weekends and bank
holidays.

On November 4, 2009, the applicant submitted an application to amend the current use permit
which, among other conditions, requires the hotel to provide complimentary valet parking to all
patrons as well as reserve 50 parking spaces at an off-site parking facility. The applicant proposed
to remove the conditions prohibiting them from charging for valet parking and requiring off-site
parking. The applicant requested to allow the hotel to charge only registered overnight guests for
valet parking and provide complimentary valet parking to all other patrons.
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At its regular meeting on February 24, 2010, the Planning Commission conducted and closed a
public hearing and discussed the application. Most residential neighbors expressed that the hotel is
a good neighbor and makes efforts to address their concerns. Neighbors were mainly concerned
that charging overnight guests for parking would result in more hotel guests parking in
neighborhood streets. Hotel guests driving through and parking on residential streets was cited as
occasionally being a concern. Other concerns included employees and valet operators parking cars
on neighborhood streets.

The Planning Commission discussed the item and concluded that they did not feel comfortable
allowing the hotel to charge its overnight guests for parking since it may increase the number of
guests parking in and around the neighborhood. The Commission was in favor of reducing the
satellite parking requirement from 50 to 18 spaces as substantiated by the applicant’s parking
demand study and the City Traffic Engineer. The Commission voted (5-0) to continue the
discussion at a later date once the applicant had a chance to explore other options (Exhibit E).

Since the hearing, the applicant has taken steps to address the neighbors and Commissioners’
concerns and has diligently worked with staff to revise their application.

On December 8, 2010, the Planning Commission reviewed the revised application (Exhibit F), held
a public hearing, and adopted Resolution PC 10-10 (5-0), reducing the number of required satellite
parking spaces to 18, denying the hotel the option to charge overnight guests for overnight parking,
and approving a neighborhood directional/parking signage program, which includes signs in the
public right-of-way (Exhibit D). At the meeting, the applicant proposed the valet charge on a trial
basis only and although the neighbors were receptive to this idea, the Planning Commission did not
approve it. The Commission were concerned that allowing the hotel to charge for overnight guest
parking would increase the likelihood that some hotel guests will park in the surrounding
neighborhood streets.

On December 23, 2010, pursuant to Manhattan Beach Municipal Code Section 10.100, the
applicant appealed the Planning Commission’s decision (Exhibit C).

DISCUSSION:

Valet Parking

The applicant’s appeal requests the option to charge only overnight guests for valet parking.
Patrons using other hotel services, such as the restaurant or meeting/banquet rooms would continue
to receive complimentary valet parking services. It is the opinion of the City Traffic Engineer that
the valet parking charge would not significantly change parking habits for overnight registered
guests. However, a valet parking fee for lounge, restaurant or banquets/special event guests would
discourage many hotel visitors from utilizing the on-site parking spaces and thus increase the use
of street parking spaces, and therefore this charge is not proposed.

As heard in the public testimony at the December 8, 2010 Planning Commission meeting and as a
result of the hotel’s positive relationship with the neighborhood, many of the hotel’s neighbors are
in favor of allowing the hotel to charge overnight registered guests for valet parking on a trial
basis. The Commission discussed the possibility of allowing the hotel to charge valet for a trial
period, but no details were presented at the meeting to implement the proposal and they therefore
did not support that recommendation.
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As an option, the City Council could consider using an annual Entertainment Permit as an effective
mechanism to regulate paid valet parking for overnight guests. An Entertainment Permit is
currently required by the governing resolution for the large gatherings on the site. Annually, the
hotel would be able to request approval to charge overnight registered guests for valet parking and
the Entertainment Permit would be used to review parking and traffic impacts each year. The
Director of Community Development would have the ability to deny or modify this part of the
Entertainment Permit after review from other City departments and neighbor input if the Director
determines that there are significant traffic, parking, or other related impacts to the neighborhood
due to the valet parking charge. Valet parking for all other hotel activities would remain
complimentary. Staff has prepared a second resolution (Version 2) for the City Council’s
consideration that would allow charging overnight hotel guests for valet parking through the
annual Entertainment Permit (Section 2, Condition 3, page 4 of Exhibit B).

Public Input

A public notice (Exhibit G) for the project was mailed to the property owners within 500 feet of the
site and published in the Beach Reporter newspaper. Staff did not receive comments from
neighbors regarding the proposed appeal.

CONCLUSION:

The applicant appealed the Planning Commission decision to deny the hotel the option to charge
overnight guests for valet parking. The Commission adopted Resolution PC 10-10, which requires
the implementation of a directional/parking sign program in the neighborhood and allows a
reduction of required off-site parking spaces, but denies the hotel the option to charge overnight
guests for valet parking. The City’s Traffic Engineer determined that as long as parking or
operational conditions do not change, the current number of parking spaces available to the hotel is
sufficient to meet its parking needs and that the valet parking charge would not significantly
change parking habits for overnight registered guests. Resolution No. 6292 incorporates the
conditions established by Resolution PC 10-10 and rescinds and replaces all of the previous
resolutions of approval on the site, incorporating all of the applicable conditions of those
resolutions as well as modified and new conditions.

Staff recommends that the City Council conduct the public hearing and adopt Resolution No. 6292,
upholding the Planning Commission’s decision to deny the hotel the ability to request annual
approval to charge overnight registered guests for valet parking.

ALTERNATIVES:
The alternatives to the Staff recommendation include:

a) Modify the Planning Commission’s decision and approve the reduced off-site parking,
directional sign program, and allow the hotel the option to charge registered overnight
guests for valet parking through an annual Entertainment Permit.

b) Send the annual valet parking proposal back to the Planning Commission for review and
recommendation.
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Attachments:
Exhibit A — Resolution No. 6292 Version 1 Upholding Planning Commission’s Decision

Exhibit B — Resolution No. 6292 Version 2 Modifying Planning Commission’s Decision

Exhibit C — Appeal Application

Exhibit D — Planning Commission Resolution No. PC 10-10

Exhibit E — Planning Commission Minutes dated February 24, 2010 and December 8, 2010

Exhibit F — Planning Commission Staff Reports and Attachments dated February 24, 2010
and December 8, 2010

Exhibit G — Public Notice
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RESOLUTION NO. 6292

VERSION 1

RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
MANHATTAN BEACH UPHOLDING THE PLANNING COMMISSION'S
DECISION FOR A USE PERMIT AMENDMENT TO DENY THE HOTEL
THE OPTION TO CHARGE OVERNIGHT GUESTS FOR OVERNIGHT
VALET PARKING, REDUCE OFF-SITE PARKING REQUIREMENTS,
AND ALLOW PARKING AND DIRECTIONAL SIGNS IN THE PUBLIC
RIGHT-OF-WAY AT 3501 N SEPULVEDA BOULEVARD (BELAMAR
HOTEL).

THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF MANHATTAN BEACH, CALIFORNIA, DOES

HEREBY RESOLVE AS FOLLOWS:

SECTION 1. The City Council of the City of Manhattan Beach hereby makes the

following findings:

A.

The site consists of a 127 room hotel, 1,320 square foot lounge, and 3,575 square feet of
conference/dining rooms and restaurant. There are 74 marked parking spaces and 36 valet
aisle spaces on the site. The hotel holds an agreement with the adjacent property located at
3621 N. Sepulveda Boulevard to provide an additional 17 spaces in a parking easement area
that is available in evenings, weekends, and holidays, for a total of 110 spaces during
weekdays and 127 spaces on weeknights and all day on weekends and bank holidays.

This Resolution, upon its effectiveness, constitutes the Use Permit for the subject hotel and
supersedes all previous resolutions, including Resolution Nos., PC 10-10, 4814, 4489, 4488,
3441, BZA 88-12, BZA 88-11, BZA 83-48, BZA 83-47, and BZA 75-38.

On November 4, 2009, the applicant submitted an application to amend the current use permit
which, among other requirements, requires the hotel to provide complimentary valet parking to
all patrons as well as reserve 50 parking spaces at an off-site parking facility. The applicant
requested to allow the hotel to charge only registered overnight guests for valet parking and
provide complimentary valet parking to all other patrons.

At its regular meeting on February 24, 2010, the Planning Commission conducted and closed a
public hearing and discussed the application. Most neighbors expressed that the hotel is a good
neighbor and makes efforts to address their concerns. Neighbors were mainly concerned that
charging overnight guests for parking would result in more hotel guests parking in neighborhood
streets. Guests driving through and parking on residential streets was cited as occasionally
being a concern. Other concerns included employees and valet operators parking cars on
neighborhood streets.

The Commission discussed the item and concluded that they did not feel comfortable allowing
the hotel to charge its overnight guests for parking since it may increase the number of guests
parking in and around the neighborhood. The Commission was in favor of reducing the satellite
parking requirement from fifty spaces to eighteen in accordance with the Institute of
Transportation Engineers’ (ITE) parking generation rates. The Commission voted (5-0) to
continue the discussion at a later date once the applicant had a chance to explore other
options.

Since the hearing, the applicant took steps to address some of the neighbors and
Commissioners’ concerns and has diligently worked with staff to revise their application.

On December 8, 2010, the Planning Commission reviewed the revised application, held a
public hearing, and adopted Resolution PC 10-10 (5-0), reducing number of required satellite

EXHIBIT A-
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Res. 6292 Version 1

parking spaces, denying the hotel the option to charge overnight guests for overnight parking,
and implementing a neighborhood directional/parking signage program.

Pursuant to applicable law, the Planning Commission of the City of Manhattan Beach
advertised and conducted public hearings, where testimony was invited and received on
February 24 and December 8, 2010 to consider an application for a Use Permit Amendment to
discontinue the requirement for a satellite parking facility, allow courtesy parking and directional
signs in the public right-of-way, and to allow the hotel to charge registered guests for valet.

On December 8, 2010, the Planning Commission adopted Resolution PC 10-10 to reduce the
requirement for off-site parking to 18 spaces, to allow parking and directional signs in the public
right-of-way, and to deny the option to charge overnight registered guests for valet parking.

On December 23, 2010, the applicant appealed the Planning Commission’s decision to prohibit
the hotel from charging valet parking for overnight registered guests only.

Pursuant to applicable law, the City Council of the City of Manhattan Beach advertised and
conducted a public hearing, where testimony was invited and received on January 18, 2011 to
consider the appeal to the Planning Commission decision.

Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), and the Manhattan Beach CEQA
Guidelines, this application is Categorically Exempt, Class 1, Section 15301, California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines.

. The proposed change will not individually nor cumulatively have an adverse effect on wildlife
resources, as defined in Section 711.2 of the Fish and Game Code.

The property is located within Area District Il and is zoned CG, Commercial General. The
surrounding private land uses consist of General Commercial to the north and east, Senior
Citizen Residential to the south and single-family residential to the west on Oak Avenue and
beyond. The vehicular entrance to the hotel is located off of Oak Avenue.

. The General Plan designation for the property is General Commercial.

Based upon State law, and Manhattan Beach Municipal Code (MBMC) Section 10.84.060,
relating to the Use Permit application for the hotel and its related uses, the following findings are
hereby made:

1. The proposed location of the use is in accord with the objectives of this title and the
purposes of the district in which the site is located;

The proposed location of the use is in accord with the objectives of the Zoning
Ordinance and the purposes of the district in which the site is located. The property is
located within the CG district. The proposed uses are consistent with MBMC Section
10.16.010 of which states that the district is intended to provide opportunities for
commercial retail uses for a full range of retail and service businesses as well as
professional office uses. The proposed changes to the use permit will not change the
current use of the property. A hotel use and the incidental activities associated with
such use is allowed at the subject location.

2. The proposed location of the use and the proposed conditions under which it would be
operated or maintained will be consistent with the General Plan; will not be detrimental
to the public health, safety or welfare of persons residing or working on the proposed
project site or in or adjacent to the neighborhood of such use; and will not be
detrimental to properties or improvements in the vicinity or to the general welfare of the
city;

The proposed changes to the use permit is consistent with the General Plan, is not
detrimental to the public health, safety or welfare or persons residing or working on the
proposed project site or in the adjacent neighborhood of such use: and is not
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detrimental to properties or improvements in the vicinity or to the general welfare of the
City since the proposed changes to the use permit are not deemed detrimental to
properties in the vicinity as there will be no major change in current operational
conditions. The directional and parking signage in the public right-of-way will protect the
adjacent residential neighborhood from intrusion of hotel guests driving through and
parking in the residential area.

The General Plan of the City of Manhattan Beach poses certain goals and policies
which reflect the expectations and wishes of the City with respect to land uses.
Specifically, the project is consistent with the following Goals and Policies of the
General Plan:

Goal LU-6.1: Support and encourage small businesses throughout the City.

Goal LU-6.2: Encourage a diverse mix of businesses that support the local tax base,
are
beneficial to residents, and support the economic needs of the community.

Goal LU-6.3: Recognize the need for a variety of commercial development types and
designate areas appropriate for each. Encourage development proposals
that meet the intent of these designations.

Goal LU-6.4; Recognize the unique qualities of mixed-use areas and balance the needs
of both the commercial and residential uses.

Goal 1-3: Ensure that adequate parking and loading facilities are available to
support
both residential and commercial needs.

3. The proposed use will comply with the provisions of this title, including any specific
condition required for the proposed use in the district in which it would be located; and

The existing uses comply with the conditions required for the district in which it is
located. There will be no changes to the current use at the subject site.

4. The proposed use will not adversely impact nor be adversely impacted by nearby
properties. Potential impacts are related but not necessarily limited to: traffic, parking,
noise, vibration, odors, resident security and personal safety, and aesthetics, or create
demands exceeding the capacity of public services and facilities which cannot be
mitigated.

The proposed amendment to the use permit does not adversely impact nearby resident
or commercial properties as they related to traffic, parking, noise, vibration, odors,
personal safety, aesthetics, or create demands exceeding the capacity of public
services and facilities which cannot be mitigated. Based on the City’s Traffic Engineer
analysis, the existing parking lots (110 parking spaces) can satisfy all peak parking
times on weekdays and weekends for a fully occupied hotel under worst-case
conditions as long as the parking agreement with the property at 3621 N. Sepulveda
Boulevard (17 parking spaces), or similar off-site facilities, remains and a valet system
is utilized. Additionally, the hotel is required to provide an additional 18 off-site parking
spaces as recommended by the Institute of Transportation Engineers’ (ITE) parking
generation rates as approved by the Community Development Department. The
directional and parking signage will help mitigate any potential adverse parking and
traffic impacts to the residential neighborhood, and will be designed not as advertising,
but as identification, directional, and informational signhage.

SECTION 2. Based on the foregoing findings the City Council of the City of Manhattan
Beach hereby UPHOLDS the Planning Commission decision and approves the subject Use Permit
Amendment subject to the following conditions:
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Res. 6292 Version 1

Condition No. 1 of Resolution No. 4814 is incorporated into this resolution unmodified to read:
The hours of operation for private dining use in the Garden Room and outdoor patios shall be
restricted to Sunday through Thursday, 9:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m. and between 9:00 a.m. and
11:00 p.m. Friday and Saturday. The use of the Garden Room and outdoor patio areas shall be
restricted to private parties only and said use shall be limited to total occupancy of 125 persons
at any one time.

Condition No. 2 of Resolution No. 4814 is incorporated into this resolution (modified) to read:
The applicant shall obtain an annual Class | Entertainment Permit for the entire site in
accordance with MBMC Section 4.20.

Condition No. 4 of Resolution No. 4814 is incorporated into this resolution (modified) to read:
The hotel management shall maintain appropriate signage to indicate that complimentary
parking is available and that guests should not park in residential neighborhoods. Location of
signs shall be reviewed and approved by the Community Development Department.

Condition No. 5 of Resolution No. 4814 is incorporated into this resolution (modified) to read:
The hotel management shall provide a valet attendant in the vicinity of the driveway adjacent to
Oak Avenue at all of business to direct patrons to on-site parking and to discourage patron
parking in the residential neighborhoods.

Condition No. 7 of Resolution No. 4814 is incorporated into this resolution (modified) to read:
Hotel management shall provide evidence to the Community Development Department that it
has finalized an agreement allowing the hotel to make use of a minimum of eighteen (18)
parking spaces at a nearby off-site location.

Condition (j) of Resolution No. 3441 is incorporated into this resolution (modified) to read: Hotel
and City shall enter into an overpass agreement containing conditions 8-13, originally included
in Resolution No. 3441.

Condition (a) of Resolution No. 3441 is incorporated into this resolution unmodified to read:
Indemnify and hold harmless the City of Manhattan Beach from any and all liability for injury to
persons or property arising out of such use.

Condition (b) of Resolution No. 3441 is incorporated into this resolution unmodified to read:
Obtain an insurance policy designating the City of Manhattan Beach as an additional insured
providing public liability and property damage insurance in a combined single liability of one
million dollars and a certificate as to said insurance filed with the City at all times that the permit
is in effect; failure to maintain said policy of insurance shall be grounds for revocation of this
permit.

Condition (c) of Resolution No. 3441 is incorporated into this resolution unmodified to read:
Acknowledge that by use of the conditional use permit the permittee owns the overpass
structure; if the permit is cancelled, revoked or abandoned, the permittee shall remove the
structure.

Condition (d) of Resolution No. 3441 is incorporated into this resolution unmodified to read:
Permit is subject to cancellation or revocation upon determination by the City Council that any
conditions of the permit are either not met or violated.

Condition (f) of Resolution No. 3441 is incorporated into this resolution (modified) to read:
Payment of a monthly charge or levy for use of public right of way shall be required as
determined by the Director of Finance Department.

Condition (g) of Resolution No. 3441 is incorporated into this resolution unmodified to read: No
entertainment in or on the overpass will be permitted.

Employees shall not be permitted to park on City streets. Evidence of employee parking on City
streets shall be a violation of the Conditional Use Permit.
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Employees beginning their work shift after 6 pm on weekdays or at any time on Saturdays,
Sundays and federal bank holidays shall park in the parking lot easement located at 3621 N.
Sepulveda Boulevard, or other nearby off-site location as approved by the Community
Development Department, unless the easement area is fully occupied.

An Employee Rideshare Program shall be instituted and maintained for all employees that
encourages carpooling or other alternative transportation modes. The program shall include
customary incentives and other features to effectively reduce single-occupancy vehicle usage.
The program shall be submitted to Community Development Department and to the City Traffic
Engineer for review and approval.

All available on-site spaces, including off-site easement parking spaces when available, shall
be utilized by the valet service before parking any vehicles in aisles or blocking other vehicles.

Disabled parking spaces shall not be obstructed by valet service or parked cars at any time.

A directional and parking sign program shall be implemented in the surrounding neighborhood
discouraging hotel parking in the residential neighborhood to the satisfaction of the Community
Development Department.

The project shall be in substantial conformance with the project description and plans submitted
to, and approved by the City Council on January 18, 2011. Any other substantial deviation from
the approved plans and project description must be reviewed by the Director of Community
Development to determine if review and approval by the Planning Commission is required.

All provisions of the Use Permit are subject to review by the Community Development
Department 6 months after approval and yearly thereafter.

This Use Permit shall lapse two years after its date of approval, unless implemented or
extended pursuant to MBMC Section 10.84.090.

Pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21089(b) and Fish and Game Code section
11.4(c), the project is not operative, vested or final until the required filing fees are paid.

The applicant agrees, as a condition of approval of this project, to pay all reasonable legal and
expert fees and expenses of the City of Manhattan Beach, in defending any legal action brought
against the City within 90 days after the City's final approval of the project, other than one by the
Applicant, challenging the approval of this project, or any action or failure to act by the City
relating to the environmental review process pursuant to the California Environmental Quality
Act. In the event such a legal action is filed against the City, the City shall estimate its expenses
for the 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.
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SECTION 3. The City Clerk shall make this Resolution reasonably available for public
inspection within thirty (30) days of the date this Resolution is adopted.

SECTION 4. The City Clerk shall certify to the adoption of this Resolution and
thenceforth and thereafter the same shall be in full force and effect.

PASSED, APPROVED, and ADOPTED this 18" day of January, 2011.

Ayes:
Noes:
Absent:
Abstain:

Mayor, City of Manhattan Beach, California

ATTEST:

City Clerk



RESOLUTION NO. 6292

VERSION 2

RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
MANHATTAN BEACH MODIFYING THE PLANNING COMMISSION’S
DECISION FOR A USE PERMIT AMENDMENT ALLOWING THE
HOTEL THE OPTION TO CHARGE OVERNIGHT GUESTS FOR
OVERNIGHT VALET PARKING, TO MODIFY OFF-SITE PARKING
REQUIREMENTS, AND TO ALLOW PARKING AND DIRECTIONAL
SIGNS IN THE PUBLIC RIGHT-OF-WAY AT 3501 N SEPULVEDA
BOULEVARD (BELAMAR HOTEL).

THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF MANHATTAN BEACH, CALIFORNIA, DOES

HEREBY RESOLVE AS FOLLOWS:

SECTION 1. The City Council of the City of Manhattan Beach hereby makes the

following findings:

A.

The site consists of a 127 room hotel, 1,320 square foot lounge, and 3,575 square feet of
conference/dining rooms and restaurant. There are 74 marked parking spaces and 36 valet
aisle spaces on the site. The hotel holds an agreement with the adjacent property located at
3621 N. Sepulveda Boulevard to provide an additional 17 spaces in a parking easement area
that is available in evenings, weekends, and holidays, for a total of 110 spaces during
weekdays and 127 spaces on weeknights and all day on weekends and bank holidays.

This Resolution, upon its effectiveness, constitutes the Use Permit for the subject hotel and
supersedes all previous resolutions, including Resolution Nos., PC 10-10, 4814, 4489, 4488,
3441, BZA 88-12, BZA 88-11, BZA 83-48, BZA 83-47, and BZA 75-38.

On November 4, 2009, the applicant submitted an application to amend the current use permit
which, among other requirements, requires the hotel to provide complimentary valet parking to
all patrons as well as reserve 50 parking spaces at an off-site parking facility. The applicant
requested to allow the hotel to charge only registered overnight guests for valet parking and
provide complimentary valet parking to all other patrons.

At its regular meeting on February 24, 2010, the Planning Commission conducted and closed a
public hearing and discussed the application. Most neighbors expressed that the hotel is a good
neighbor and makes efforts to address their concerns. Neighbors were mainly concerned that
charging overnight guests for parking would result in more hotel guests parking in neighborhood
streets. Guests driving through and parking on residential streets was cited as occasionally
being a concern. Other concerns included employees and valet operators parking cars on
neighborhood streets.

The Commission discussed the item and concluded that they did not feel comfortable allowing
the hotel to charge its overnight guests for parking since it may increase the number of guests
parking in and around the neighborhood. The Commission was in favor of reducing the satellite
parking requirement from fifty spaces to eighteen in accordance with the Institute of
Transportation Engineers’ (ITE) parking generation rates. The Commission voted (5-0) to
continue the discussion at a later date once the applicant had a chance to explore other
options.

Since the hearing, the applicant took steps to address some of the neighbors and
Commissioners’ concerns and has diligently worked with staff to revise their application.

On December 8, 2010, the Planning Commission reviewed the revised application, held a
public hearing, and adopted Resolution PC 10-10 (5-0), reducing number of required satellite

EXHIBIT B-
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parking spaces, denying the hotel the option to charge overnight guests for overnight parking,
and implementing a neighborhood directional/parking signage program.

Pursuant to applicable law, the Planning Commission of the City of Manhattan Beach
advertised and conducted public hearings, where testimony was invited and received on
February 24 and December 8, 2010 to consider an application for a Use Permit Amendment to
discontinue the requirement for a satellite parking facility, allow courtesy parking and directional
signs in the public right-of-way, and to allow the hotel to charge registered guests for valet.

On December 8, 2010, the Planning Commission adopted Resolution PC 10-10 to reduce the
requirement for off-site parking to 18 spaces, to allow parking and directional signs in the public
right-of-way, and to deny the option to charge overnight registered guests for valet parking.

On December 23, 2010, the applicant appealed the Planning Commission’s decision to prohibit
the hotel from charging valet parking for overnight registered guests only.

Pursuant to applicable law, the City Council of the City of Manhattan Beach advertised and
conducted a public hearing, where testimony was invited and received on January 18, 2011 to
consider the appeal to the Planning Commission decision.

Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), and the Manhattan Beach CEQA
Guidelines, this application is Categorically Exempt, Class 1, Section 15301, California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines.

. The proposed change will not individually nor cumulatively have an adverse effect on wildlife
resources, as defined in Section 711.2 of the Fish and Game Code.

The property is located within Area District Il and is zoned CG, Commercial General. The
surrounding private land uses consist of General Commercial to the north and east, Senior
Citizen Residential to the south and single-family residential to the west on Oak Avenue and
beyond. The vehicular entrance to the hotel is located off of Oak Avenue.

. The General Plan designation for the property is General Commercial.

Based upon State law, and Manhattan Beach Municipal Code (MBMC) Section 10.84.060,
relating to the Use Permit application for the hotel and its related uses, the following findings are
hereby made:

1. The proposed location of the use is in accord with the objectives of this title and the
purposes of the district in which the site is located;

The proposed location of the use is in accord with the objectives of the Zoning
Ordinance and the purposes of the district in which the site is located. The property is
located within the CG district. The proposed uses are consistent with MBMC Section
10.16.010 of which states that the district is intended to provide opportunities for
commercial retail uses for a full range of retail and service businesses as well as
professional office uses. The proposed changes to the use permit will not change the
current use of the property. A hotel use and the incidental activities associated with
such use is allowed at the subject location.

2. The proposed location of the use and the proposed conditions under which it would be
operated or maintained will be consistent with the General Plan; will not be detrimental
to the public health, safety or welfare of persons residing or working on the proposed
project site or in or adjacent to the neighborhood of such use; and will not be
detrimental to properties or improvements in the vicinity or to the general welfare of the
city;

The proposed changes to the use permit is consistent with the General Plan, is not
detrimental to the public health, safety or welfare or persons residing or working on the
proposed project site or in the adjacent neighborhood of such use: and is not
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detrimental to properties or improvements in the vicinity or to the general welfare of the
City since the proposed changes to the use permit are not deemed detrimental to
properties in the vicinity as there will be no major change in current operational
conditions. The directional and parking signage in the public right-of-way will protect the
adjacent residential neighborhood from intrusion of hotel guests driving through and
parking in the residential area.

The General Plan of the City of Manhattan Beach poses certain goals and policies
which reflect the expectations and wishes of the City with respect to land uses.
Specifically, the project is consistent with the following Goals and Policies of the
General Plan:

Goal LU-6.1: Support and encourage small businesses throughout the City.
Goal LU-6.2: Encourage a diverse mix of businesses that support the local tax base,

beneficial to residents, and support the economic needs of the community.

Goal LU-6.3: Recognize the need for a variety of commercial development types and
designate areas appropriate for each. Encourage development proposals
that meet the intent of these designations.

Goal LU-6.4; Recognize the unique qualities of mixed-use areas and balance the needs
of both the commercial and residential uses.

Goal 1-3: Ensure that adequate parking and loading facilities are available to
both residential and commercial needs.

The proposed use will comply with the provisions of this title, including any specific
condition required for the proposed use in the district in which it would be located; and

The existing uses comply with the conditions required for the district in which it is
located. There will be no changes to the current use at the subject site.

The proposed use will not adversely impact nor be adversely impacted by nearby
properties. Potential impacts are related but not necessarily limited to: traffic, parking,
noise, vibration, odors, resident security and personal safety, and aesthetics, or create
demands exceeding the capacity of public services and facilities which cannot be
mitigated.

The proposed amendment to the use permit does not adversely impact nearby resident
or commercial properties as they related to traffic, parking, noise, vibration, odors,
personal safety, aesthetics, or create demands exceeding the capacity of public
services and facilities which cannot be mitigated. Based on the City’s Traffic Engineer
analysis, the existing parking lots (110 parking spaces) can satisfy all peak parking
times on weekdays and weekends for a fully occupied hotel under worst-case
conditions as long as the parking agreement with the property at 3621 N. Sepulveda
Boulevard (17 parking spaces), or similar off-site facilities, remains and a valet system
is utilized. Additionally, the hotel is required to provide an additional 18 off-site parking
spaces as recommended by the Institute of Transportation Engineers’ (ITE) parking
generation rates as approved by the Community Development Department. The
directional and parking signage will help mitigate any potential adverse parking and
traffic impacts to the residential neighborhood, and will be designed not as advertising,
but as identification, directional, and informational sighage.
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SECTION 2. Based on the foregoing findings the City Council of the City of Manhattan

Beach hereby UPHOLDS the subject appeal of a Planning Commission decision and approves the
subject Use Permit Amendment subject to the following conditions:

1.

10.

Condition No. 1 of Resolution No. 4814 is incorporated into this resolution unmodified to read:
The hours of operation for private dining use in the Garden Room and outdoor patios shall be
restricted to Sunday through Thursday, 9:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m. and between 9:00 a.m. and
11:00 p.m. Friday and Saturday. The use of the Garden Room and outdoor patio areas shall be
restricted to private parties only and said use shall be limited to total occupancy of 125 persons
at any one time.

Condition No. 2 of Resolution No. 4814 is incorporated into this resolution (modified) to read:
The applicant shall obtain an annual Class | Entertainment Permit for the entire site in
accordance with MBMC Section 4.20.

As part of the Class | Entertainment Permit, the hotel may request approval to charge overnight
registered guests only for valet parking. Upon renewal of the permit, pursuant to MBMC Section
4.20, this provision of the Entertainment Permit may be denied or modified by the Director of
Community Development after review from other City departments and neighbor input if the
Director determines that there are significant traffic, parking, or other related impacts to the
neighborhood due to the valet parking. Valet parking for all other hotel activities must remain
complimentary.

Condition No. 4 of Resolution No. 4814 is incorporated into this resolution (modified) to read:
The hotel management shall maintain appropriate signage to indicate that complimentary
parking is available and that guests should not park in residential neighborhoods. Location of
signs shall be reviewed and approved by the Community Development Department.

Condition No. 5 of Resolution No. 4814 is incorporated into this resolution (modified) to read:
The hotel management shall provide a valet attendant in the vicinity of the driveway adjacent to
Oak Avenue at all of business to direct patrons to on-site parking and to discourage patron
parking in the residential neighborhoods.

Condition No. 7 of Resolution No. 4814 is incorporated into this resolution (modified) to read:
Hotel management shall provide evidence to the Community Development Department that it
has finalized an agreement allowing the hotel to make use of a minimum of eighteen (18)
parking spaces at a nearby off-site location.

Condition (j) of Resolution No. 3441 is incorporated into this resolution (modified) to read: Hotel
and City shall enter into an overpass agreement containing conditions 8-13, originally included
in Resolution No. 3441.

Condition (a) of Resolution No. 3441 is incorporated into this resolution unmodified to read:
Indemnify and hold harmless the City of Manhattan Beach from any and all liability for injury to
persons or property arising out of such use.

Condition (b) of Resolution No. 3441 is incorporated into this resolution unmodified to read:
Obtain an insurance policy designating the City of Manhattan Beach as an additional insured
providing public liability and property damage insurance in a combined single liability of one
million dollars and a certificate as to said insurance filed with the City at all times that the permit
is in effect; failure to maintain said policy of insurance shall be grounds for revocation of this
permit.

Condition (c) of Resolution No. 3441 is incorporated into this resolution unmodified to read:
Acknowledge that by use of the conditional use permit the permittee owns the overpass
structure; if the permit is cancelled, revoked or abandoned, the permittee shall remove the
structure.
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Condition (d) of Resolution No. 3441 is incorporated into this resolution unmodified to read:
Permit is subject to cancellation or revocation upon determination by the City Council that any
conditions of the permit are either not met or violated.

Condition (f) of Resolution No. 3441 is incorporated into this resolution (modified) to read:
Payment of a monthly charge or levy for use of public right of way shall be required as
determined by the Director of Finance Department.

Condition (g) of Resolution No. 3441 is incorporated into this resolution unmodified to read: No
entertainment in or on the overpass will be permitted.

Employees shall not be permitted to park on City streets. Evidence of employee parking on City
streets shall be a violation of the Conditional Use Permit.

Employees beginning their work shift after 6 pm on weekdays or at any time on Saturdays,
Sundays and federal bank holidays shall park in the parking lot easement located at 3621 N.
Sepulveda Boulevard, or other nearby off-site location as approved by the Community
Development Department, unless the easement area is fully occupied.

An Employee Rideshare Program shall be instituted and maintained for all employees that
encourages carpooling or other alternative transportation modes. The program shall include
customary incentives and other features to effectively reduce single-occupancy vehicle usage.
The program shall be submitted to Community Development Department and to the City Traffic
Engineer for review and approval.

All available on-site spaces, including off-site easement parking spaces when available, shall
be utilized by the valet service before parking any vehicles in aisles or blocking other vehicles.

Disabled parking spaces shall not be obstructed by valet service or parked cars at any time.

A directional and parking sign program shall be implemented in the surrounding neighborhood
discouraging hotel parking in the residential neighborhood to the satisfaction of the Community
Development Department.

The project shall be in substantial conformance with the project description and plans submitted
to, and approved by the City Council on January 18, 2011. Any other substantial deviation from
the approved plans and project description must be reviewed by the Director of Community
Development to determine if review and approval by the Planning Commission is required.

All provisions of the Use Permit are subject to review by the Community Development
Department 6 months after approval and yearly thereafter.

This Use Permit shall lapse two years after its date of approval, unless implemented or
extended pursuant to MBMC Section 10.84.090.

Pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21089(b) and Fish and Game Code section
11.4(c), the project is not operative, vested or final until the required filing fees are paid.

The applicant agrees, as a condition of approval of this project, to pay all reasonable legal and
expert fees and expenses of the City of Manhattan Beach, in defending any legal action brought
against the City within 90 days after the City's final approval of the project, other than one by the
Applicant, challenging the approval of this project, or any action or failure to act by the City
relating to the environmental review process pursuant to the California Environmental Quality
Act. In the event such a legal action is filed against the City, the City shall estimate its expenses
for the 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.
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SECTION 3. The City Clerk shall make this Resolution reasonably available for public
inspection within thirty (30) days of the date this Resolution is adopted.

SECTION 4. The City Clerk shall certify to the adoption of this Resolution and
thenceforth and thereafter the same shall be in full force and effect.

PASSED, APPROVED, and ADOPTED this 18" day of January, 2011.

Ayes:
Noes:
Absent:
Abstain:

Mayor, City of Manhattan Beach, California

ATTEST:

City Clerk
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Re: Appeal of Planning Commission
Decision/Belamar Hotel, 3501 N. Sepulveda Blvd
(Applicant: Belamar Hotel, LLC)

[Honorable Mayor and Members of the City Council :

Belamar Hotel, LLC (*‘Belamar”) does hereby appeal the Planning Commission decision of
December 8, 2010 approving certain amendments to the existing Conditional Use Permit (CUP)
for the operation of the Belamar Hotel, 3501 N. Sepulveda Blvd, Manhattan Beach.

Belamar submitted an application to amend its current CUP which, among other conditions,
requires: (1) that the hotel provide complimentary valet parking to all patrons; and (2) that the
hotel maintain 50 off-site parking spaces. The original amendment application was to allow a
valet parking charge and to remove the condition requiring off-site parking.

At the February, 2010 meeting of the Planning Commission, the staff and most neighbors
expressed that the hotel is a good neighbor and makes every effort to address their concerns.
However, the Commission was reluctant to allow a charge for overnight parking and to remove
all the off-site parking. Based on the Commission discussion, Belamar requested additional time
to work with its neighbors and staff.

On December 8, 2010, Belamar returned to the Planning Commission and presented a revised
amendment request which it had worked out after consulting with City staff and with certain
neighbors. The new proposal would require 18 off-site parking spaces, create a directional
signage program (as a mitigation to benefit the neighbors and not something that Belamar would
otherwise request), and allow a charge for valet parking for overnight guests only.

During the Planning Commission hearing, and in the interest of further compromise, Belamar
agreed to a trial period for the overnight parking charges. As proposed, at the end of the trial
period the City would be able to evaluate the effectiveness of the valet program and modify it, if
necessary.

This compromise appeared to be acceptable to many of the neighbors and to the staff, as
evidenced by the public testimony. However, the Planning Commission acted to approve the

EXHIBITC
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Mayer Brown LLP operates in combination with our associated English limited liability partnership
and Hong Kong partnership (and its associated entities in Asia) and is associated with Tauil & Chequer Advogados, a Brazi
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amendment application only in part. The Commission approved the 18 oft-site parking spaces
and the directional signage program, but denied the overnight parking charge. The amendments
as approved by the Planning Commission are unacceptable to Belamar.

The remaining issue on appeal is the charge for valet parking for overnight guests. The Belamar
presented its arguments that the potential impact on the neighborhood for parking comes not
from overnight guests, but from event and restaurant patrons only. Event and restaurant patrons
will continue to enjoy free valet services. Overnight guests rely on the on-site parking as a
matter of convenience and safety. These guests are notified of, and accustomed to, parking fees.
Most significantly, in the opinion of the city traffic engineer, overnight guests are not going to be
motivated to park on the street to avoid a parking fee and would not impact neighborhood
parking.

This limited parking charge is an important issue for Belamar as a source of revenue, and, given
that the hotel already incurs the expense of valet parking services, such revenue would have a
significant impact upon the hotel’s economics. In addition to your considerations of good land
use planning and traffic management, Belamar requests this approval as an important
opportunity for the City Council to support local business.

For these reasons, and upon further evidence and argument to be presented at the hearing, by
which time we will have sought out City staff and our neighbors for additional input, Belamar
respectfully requests that the decision of the Planning Commission be overturned in part, and
that the requested amendment to allow an overnight parking charge be approved.

Sincer

imothy B. McOsker

cc: John Mackel, Larkspur Hotels and Restaurants
Esteban Dana, City of Manhattan Beach

28838799.1 09085202



) )

A :
MASTER APPLICATION FORM

CITY OF MANHATTAN BEACH
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT

Office Use Onl
Date Submmed:/ﬂf} 1o

Received By:

250\ erm\\/eo{p\ Bivd. F&G Check Submitted:

Project Address

PPN : 411%-00% - 029

Legal Description

CG GG 7

General Plan Designation Zoning Designation Area District

For projects requiring a Coastal Development Permit, select one of the following determinations '
Project located in Appeal Jurisdiction Project not located in Appeal Jurisdiction
D Major Development (Public Hearing required) D Public Hearing Required (due to UP, Var,,

Minor Development (Public Hearing, if requested) etc.)
No Public Hearing Required

Submitted Application (check all that apply)
Appeal to PC/PWC/BBA/CC :k AbS () Use Permit (Residential)
( ) Coastal Development Permit ( ) Use Permit (Commercial)
( ) Environmental Assessment ( ) Use Permit Amendment
( ) Minor Exception ( ) Variance
( ) Subdivision (Map Deposit)4300 ( ) Public Notification Fee / $65
( ) Subdivision (Tentative Map) ( ) Park/Rec Quimby Fee 4425
( ) Subdivision (Final) ( ) Lot Merger/Adjustment/$15 rec. fee
() Subdivision (Lot Line Adjustment) ( ) Other

Fee Summary: Account No. 4225 (calculate fees on reverse)

Pre-Application Conference: Yes No Date: Fee:
Amount Due: $ (less Pre-Application Fee if submitted within past 3 months)
Receipt Number: Date Paid: Cashier:

Applicant(s)/Appellant(s) Information

Bolawav Hobel, LLC

Name
cfo V2S5 €. Siv Evancig Drake Blvd. Suite 700 l,mr\ée‘awr, CA NA4a%0
Mailing Address "

AH'OVV\G\,’

Appl/canr(s)/AppeI/ant(s) Relationship to Property
Tim McOskev 2\3) 729 - G| 02/+m009\<6v@ wa 7crb vown. Co
Contact Person (include relation to app/tcant/appellant) Phone number / e-mail

250 Gonth Gvavd Ave. 25t Floov Los A\nqclcs CA AooTi

< WWWW 713) 2291-5102

Adplicant(s)/Appeliant(s) Muh’ Phone number

Complete Project Description- including any demolition (attach additional
pages if necessary)

P\ppdml of phow nction - see aH’mc\neo{ YPaqes
AN T ! -/

' An Application for a Coastal Development Permit shall be made prior to, or concurrent with, an
application for any other permit or approvals required for the project by the City of Manhattan
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Dear Anne, Diane, Mark, Josh and Jason,

I'd like to begin with Happy New Year to all of you and thank you for participating in the Planning
Commission meeting on December 8". Regrettably | was unable to attend in person, but | have since
learned of the outcome that was not in our favor. It was great to hear that you were generally
complimentary of our efforts to minimize the neighborhood parking impact by hotel guests. My door is
always open to discuss any concerns you may have or if you have suggestions that could make our
parking operations even less impactful.

The purpose of my email today is to let you know that we have appealed the decision to the City Council
and the City set a tentative date of January 18" for the appeal. In support of our appeal, we submitted a
letter to the City. Attached is that letter for you to read if you haven'’t already seen it.

The second purpose of this email is to offer another meeting in person with all of you, prior to the
meeting on the 18". I am suggesting January 11" or 12" in‘the early evening around 5:30 pm at the
hotel if that would be convenient. If these dates or time do not work for you and you are agreeable to
meet, please let me know a time that works for you and I'll try to make it work. You could also
participate by phone if that would be easier for you. We would like to explore how a trial period for
overnight parking might work that you could support.

Thank you and once again Happy New Year. | look forward to hearing back from you.

Tom Beedon

General Manager

Belamar Hotel

3501 N Sepulveda Bivd

Manhattan Beach, CA 90266
310-750-0302 Office Direct
310-750-0333 Office Direct Private Fax
310-750-0300 Hotel Direct

www.TheBelamar.Com



RESOLUTION NO. PC 10-10

RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY
OF MANHATTAN BEACH, CALIFORNIA, APPROVING A
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT AMENDMENT AND RESCIND CITY
COUNCIL RESOLUTION NOS. 3441 AND 4814 FOR AN EXISTING
HOTEL LOCATED AT 3501 SEPULVEDA BOULEVARD, IN THE
CITY OF MANHATTAN BEACH (BELAMAR HOTEL)

THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF MANHATTAN
BEACH DOES HEREBY RESOLVE AS FOLLOWS:

Section 1. The Planning Commission of the City of Manhattan Beach hereby makes the following
findings:

A.

The Board of Zoning Adjustment of the City of Manhattan Beach conducted a public
hearing pursuant to applicable law to consider the revocation or modification of a
Conditional Use Permit Amendment, with companion Zone Variance, previously
approved for conversion of a 448 square foot storage room to a full service kitchen, and
utilization of an existing 2,220 square foot recreation/meeting room, commonly known
as the Garden Room, and a 2,468 square foot patio for private dining/banquets.

The subject Conditional Use Permit Amendment granted said use in addition to the
continuation of use of a 127 room hotel, with incidental 6,000 square foot public
restaurant/lounge, including an overpass room spanning Valley Drive,

After duly processing said application and holding a public hearing thereon, the Board
of Zoning Adjustment adopted its Resolution No. 91-8, on April 23, 1991, approving
the Conditional Use Permit and Zone Variance Amendments with certain conditions.

. Within the time permitted by law and pursuant to the provisions of former section 10-

3.1614 of the Manhattan Beach Municipal Code, Barnabey’s (Belamar) appealed
certain conditions imposed by the decision of the Board of Zoning Adjustment as
reflected in Resolution No. 91-8.

The Council of said City pursuant to the provisions of former section 10-3.1614 of the
Municipal Code held a public hearing on June 4, 1991, receiving and filing all written
documents and hearing oral argument for and against, and sustained the decision of said
Board and granted approval for said Conditional Use Permit and Zone Variance
Amendments.

The Conditional Use Permit and Zone Variance applications were properly made to the
Board of Zoning Adjustment pursuant to the provisions of former section10-3.1608 of
the Manhattan Beach Municipal Code, and thereafter the appeal was timely filed.

The Council of said City adopted Resolution No. 4814 on June 18, 1991.

. Pursuant to applicable law, the Planning Commission of the City of Manhattan Beach

advertised and conducted public hearings, where testimony was invited and received on
February 24 and December 8, 2010 to consider an application for a Use Permit
Amendment to discontinue the requirement for a satellite parking facility, to allow parking
and directional signs in the public right-of-way, and to charge registered hotel guests valet
parking at 3501 N. Sepulveda Boulevard.

Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), and the Manhattan Beach
CEQA Guidelines, this application is Categorically Exempt, Class 1, Section 15301,
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines.
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The proposed change will not individually nor cumulatively have an adverse effect on
wildlife resources, as defined in Section 711.2 of the Fish and Game Code.

. The property is located within Area District I and is zoned CG Commercial General. The
surrounding private land uses consist of General Commercial to the north and east, Senior
Citizen Residential to the south, and single-family residential to the west.

. The General Plan designation for the property is General Commercial.

. This Resolution, upon its effectiveness, constitutes the Use Permit for the subject hotel and
supersedes all previous resolutions, including Resolution Nos., 4814, 4489, 4488, 3441,
BZA 88-12, BZA 88-11, BZA 83-48, BZA 83-47, and BZA 75-38.

. Based upon State law, and MBMC Section 10.84.060, relating to the Use Permit
application for the hotel and its related uses, the following findings are hereby made:

a) The proposed location of the use is in accord with the objectives of this title and
the purposes of the district in which the site is located;

The proposed location of the use is in accord with the objectives of the Zoning
Ordinance and the purposes of the district in which the site is located. The
building is located within the CG district. The proposed uses are consistent with
Section 10.16.010 of the Manhattan Beach Municipal Code which states that the
district is intended to provide opportunities for commercial retail uses for a full
range of retail and service businesses as well as professional office uses. The
proposed changes to the use permit will not change the current use of the
property. A hotel use and the incidental activities associated with such use is
allowed at the subject location.

b) The proposed location of the use and the proposed conditions under which it
would be operated or maintained will be consistent with the General Plan; will
not be detrimental to the public health, safety or welfare of persons residing or
working on the proposed project site or in or adjacent to the neighborhood of
such use; and will not be detrimental to properties or improvements in the
vicinity or to the general welfare of the city;

The proposed changes to the use permit is consistent with the General Plan, is not
detrimental to the public health, safety or welfare or persons residing or working
on the proposed project site or in the adjacent neighborhood of such use: and is not
detrimental to properties or improvements in the vicinity or to the general welfare
of the City since the proposed changes to the use permit are not deemed
detrimental to properties in the vicinity as there will be no change in current
operational conditions. The directional and parking signage in the public right-
of-way will protect the adjacent residential neighborhood from intrusion of hotel
guests driving through and parking in the residential area.

The General Plan of the City of Manhattan Beach poses certain goals and policies
which reflect the expectations and wishes of the City with respect to land uses.
Specifically, the project is consistent with the following Goals and Policies of
the General Plan:

Goal LU-6.1: Support and encourage small businesses throughout the City.
Goal LU-6.2: Encourage a diverse mix of businesses that support the local

tax base, are beneficial to residents, and support the
economic needs of the community.



c)

d)

RESOLUTION NO. PC 10-10

Goal LU-6.3: Recognize the need for a variety of commercial development
types and designate areas appropriate for each. Encourage
development proposals that meet the intent of these
designations.

Goal LU-6.4: Recognize the unique qualities of mixed-use areas and
balance the needs of both the commercial and residential
uses.

Goal I-3: Ensure that adequate parking and loading facilities are
available to support both residential and commercial needs.

The proposed use will comply with the provisions of this title, including any
specific condition required for the proposed use in the district in which it would
be located; and

The existing uses comply with the conditions required for the district in which it is
located. There will be no changes to the current use at the subject site.

The proposed use will not adversely impact nor be adversely impacted by
nearby properties. Potential impacts are related but not necessarily limited to:
traffic, parking, noise, vibration, odors, resident security and personal safety,
and aesthetics, or create demands exceeding the capacity of public services and
Sacilities which cannot be mitigated.

The proposed amendment to the use permit does not adversely impact nearby
resident or commercial properties as they related to traffic, parking, noise,
vibration, odors, personal safety, aesthetics, or create demands exceeding the
capacity of public services and facilities which cannot be mitigated. Based on the
City’s Traffic Engineer analysis, the existing parking lots can satisfy all peak
parking times on weekdays and weekends for a fully occupied hotel under
worst-case conditions as long as the parking agreement with the property at
3621 N. Sepulveda Boulevard, or similar off-site facilities, remains and a valet
system is utilized. The directional and parking signage will help to mitigate any
potential adverse parking and traffic impacts to the residential neighborhood,
and will be designed not as advertising, but as identification and informational
signage.

Section 2. The Planning Commission of the City of Manhattan Beach hereby APPROVES the
subject use permit amendment application to reduce the requirement for off-site parking to 18
spaces, to allow parking and directional signs in the public right-of-way, and to deny the option
to charge overnight registered guests for valet parking subject to the following conditions:

1.

Condition No. 1 of Resolution No. 4814 is incorporated into this resolution unmodified
to read: The hours of operation for private dining use in the Garden Room and outdoor
patios shall be restricted to Sunday through Thursday, 9:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m. and
between 9:00 a.m. and 11:00 p.m. Friday and Saturday. The use of the Garden Room
and outdoor patio areas shall be restricted to private parties only and said use shall be
limited to total occupancy of 125 persons at any one time.

Condition No. 2 of Resolution No. 4814 is incorporated into this resolution unmodified
to read: The applicant shall obtain an Entertainment Permit for the entire site in
accordance with Ordinance 1775 adopted by the City Council, February 2, 1988.

Condition No. 4 of Resolution No. 4814 is incorporated into this resolution unmodified
to read: The hotel management shall maintain appropriate signage to indicate
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“Complimentary Parking — Do Not Park in Residential Neighborhoods.” Location of
signs shall be approved by the Community Development Department.

Condition No. 5 of Resolution No. 4814 is incorporated into this resolution unmodified
to read: The hotel management shall provide a valet attendant in the vicinity of the
driveway adjacent to Oak Avenue at peak hours of business to direct patrons to on-site
parking and to discourage patron parking in the residential neighborhoods.

Condition No. 7 of Resolution No. 4814 is incorporated into this resolution (modified)
to read: Hotel management shall provide evidence to the Community Development
Department that it has finalized an agreement allowing the hotel to make use of a
minimum of eighteen (18) parking spaces at a nearby off-site location as recommended
by the Institute of Transportation Engineers’ (ITE) parking generation rates and
approved by the Community Development Department.

Condition (a) of Resolution No. 3441 is incorporated into this resolution unmodified to
read: Indemnify and hold harmless the City of Manhattan Beach from any and all
liability for injury to persons or property arising out of such use.

Condition (b) of Resolution No. 3441 is incorporated into this resolution unmodified to
read: Obtain an insurance policy designating the City of Manhattan Beach as an
additional insured providing public liability and property damage insurance in a
combined single liability of one million dollars and a certificate as to said insurance
filed with the City at all times that the permit is in effect; failure to maintain said policy
of insurance shall be grounds for revocation of this permit.

Condition (c) of Resolution No. 3441 is incorporated into this resolution unmodified to
read: Acknowledge that by use of the conditional use permit the permittee owns the
overpass structure; if the permit is cancelled, revoked or abandoned, the permittee shall
remove the structure.

Condition (d) of Resolution No. 3441 is incorporated into this resolution unmodified to
read: Permit is subject to cancellation or revocation upon determination by the City
Council that any conditions of the permit are either not met or violated.

Condition (e) of Resolution No. 3441 is incorporated into this resolution (modified) to
read: All noise emanation from the subject property across residential property lines
shall not exceed the noise level set forth in the Municipal Code.

Condition (f) of Resolution No. 3441 is incorporated into this resolution (modified) to
read: Payment of a monthly charge or levy for use of public right of way shall be
required as determined by the Director of Finance Department.

Condition (g) of Resolution No. 3441 is incorporated into this resolution unmodified to
read: No entertainment in or on the overpass will be permitted.

Condition (j) of Resolution No. 3441 is incorporated into this resolution (modified) to
read: Hotel and City shall enter into an overpass agreement containing the foregoing
conditions originally included in Resolution No. 3441.

Employees shall not be permitted to park on City streets. Evidence of employee parking
on City streets shall be a violation of the Conditional Use Permit.

Employees beginning their work shift after 6pm on weekdays or at any time on
Saturdays, Sundays and federal bank holidays shall park in the parking lot easement
located at 3621 N. Sepulveda Boulevard, or other nearby off-site location as approved
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by the Community Development Department, unless the easement area is fully
occupied.

- An Employee Rideshare Program shall be instituted and maintained for all employees

that encourages carpooling or other alternative transportation modes. The program shall
include customary incentives and other features to effectively reduce single-occupancy
vehicle usage. The program shall be submitted to Community Development Department
and to the City Traffic Engineer.

. All available on-site spaces, including off-site easement parking spaces when available,

shall be utilized by the valet service before parking any vehicles in aisles or blocking
other vehicles.

- Disabled parking spaces shall not be obstructed by valet service or parked cars at any

time.

- A directional and parking sign program shall be implemented in the surrounding

neighborhood discouraging hotel parking in the residential neighborhood to the
satisfaction of the Community Development Department.

The project shall be in substantial conformance with the project description and plans
submitted to, and approved by the Planning Commission on December 8, 2010. Any
other substantial deviation from the approved plans and project description must be
reviewed by the Director of Community Development to determine if review and
approval by the Planning Commission is required.

Procedural Requirements

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

All provisions of the Use Permit are subject to review by the Community Development
Department 6 months after occupancy and yearly thereafter.

This Use Permit shall lapse two years after its date of approval, unless implemented or
extended pursuant to 10.84.090 of the Municipal Code

Pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21089(b) and Fish and Game Code section
11.4(c), the project is not operative, vested or final until the required filing fees are paid.

The applicant agrees, as a condition of approval of this project, to pay all reasonable
legal and expert fees and expenses of the City of Manhattan Beach, in defending any
legal action brought against the City within 90 days after the City's final approval of the
project, other than one by the Applicant, challenging the approval of this project, or any
action or failure to act by the City relating to the environmental review process pursuant
to the California Environmental Quality Act. In the event such a legal action is filed
against the City, the City shall estimate its expenses for the 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.

At any time in the future, the Planning Commission or City Council may review the Use
Permit for the purposes of revocation or modification. Modification may consist of
conditions deemed reasonable to mitigate or alleviate impacts to adjacent land uses.



RESOLUTION NO. PC 10-10

Section 3. Pursuant to Government Code Section 65009 and Code of Civil Procedure Section
1094.6, any action or proceeding to attack, review, set aside, void or annul this decision, or
concerning any of the proceedings, acts, or determinations taken, done or made prior to such
decision or to determine the reasonableness, legality or validity of any condition attached to
this decision shall not be maintained by any person unless the action or proceeding is
commenced within 90 days of the date of this resolution and the City Council is served within
120 days of the date of this resolution. The City Clerk shall send a certified copy of this
resolution to the applicant, and if any, the appellant at the address of said person set forth in the
record of the proceedings and such mailing shall constitute the notice required by Code of Civil
Procedure Section 1094.6.

I hereby certify that the foregoing is a full, true, and
correct copy of the Resolution as adopted by the
Planning Commission at its regular meeting of
December 8, 2010 and that said Resolution was
adopted by the following vote:

AYES:
NOES:
ABSTAIN:

ABSENT:

LAURIE B. JESTER
Acting Secretary to the Planning Commission

Sarah Boeschen
Recording Secretary



Commissioner Seville-Jones.

A motion was MADE and SECONDED (Lesser/Seville-Jones) to APPROVE the minutes of
January 13, 2010, as amended.

AYES: Andreani, Lesser, Paralusz, Seville-Jones, Chairman Fasola
NOES: None.
ABSENT: None.
ABSTAIN:  None.

D. AUDIENCE PARTICIPATION
None.
E. PUBLIC HEARINGS

01/13/10-2  Consideration of a Use Permit Amendment to Discontinue Requirement for
a Satellite Parking Facility and to Require Registered Hotel Guests to Use
Paid Valet Parking at 3501 North Sepulveda Boulevard (Belamar Hotel)

Assistant Planner Danna summarized the staff report. He indicated that the site is developed
with a 127 room hotel that includes 1,320 square feet of lounge area and 3,575 square feet of
conference room and restaurant area. He indicated that the parking study submitted by the
applicant states that the site has 74 marked parking spaces and 36 additional spaces available
for use as valet parking. He stated that the hotel holds an agreement with the adjacent property
at 3621 North Sepulveda Boulevard for use of an additional 17 parking spaces on evenings after
6:00 p.m., on weekends, and on bank holidays. He commented that the current Use Permit
requires the hotel to provide complimentary valet service to all patrons and requires that 50
spaces be retained at the site located at 850 Sepulveda Boulevard. He stated that the proposal is
to amend the current Use Permit to charge overnight guests for valet service and to remove the
condition requiring off-site parking.

Assistant Planner Danna commented that the applicant’s parking report indicates that
eliminating the requirement for 50 off site spaces would not change the current parking
conditions on the site. He said that the City Traffic Engineer has determined that although the
existing parking supply does not meet the current Code requirements, the parking lots can
satisfy all peak parking demand times on weekdays and weekends with the hotel at full
occupancy. He stated that the Traffic Engineer has also determined that the existing condition
requiring 50 off-site spaces may be suspended as long as the hotel operation remains
significantly unchanged and the parking easement for the use of the 17 off-site spaces remains
available. He said that the Traffic Engineer has indicated that charging for valet parking would
not significantly change parking habits for overnight guests; however, a valet parking fee for
restaurant use and special events guests would discourage visitors from using the on-site spaces
and increase the use of street parking by hotel visitors. He said that the Traffic Engineer has
recommended special conditions that would be tied to the use of the property which are
included in the draft Resolution. He commented that a public notice for the hearing was mailed
to the property owners within 500 feet of the subject site and published in the Beach Reporter.
He indicated that staff received two letters in opposition to the proposed amendments. He
stated that the Traffic Engineer has determined that the current number of parking spaces
available to the hotel is sufficient for the parking demand provided that the parking and
operational conditions of the hotel do not change significantly.
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In response to a question from Commissioner Lesser, Assistant Planner Danna said that there
have been complaints by the neighbors regarding parking under the previous ownership of the
hotel.

Commissioner Lesser said that he is concerned with the parking demand during times when the
hotel is full to its maximum occupancy. He asked regarding whether off-site parking may be
needed when the hotel is at full occupancy.

Assistant Planner Danna said that the Traffic Engineer has determined that the number of
parking spaces that would be provided without an additional 50 off-site spaces would be
sufficient. He pointed out that the City can review the site a year after approval to make any
necessary modifications.

Commissioner Lesser asked whether it has been taken into consideration that hotel guests may
park on the adjacent streets if they learn that there is a charge for valet parking. He asked if
there is any method proposed to encourage guests to pay the fee for valet parking rather than
park on the street.

Assistant Planner Danna said that a condition is included to provide for a review of the site
after six months or a year.

Commissioner Andreani commented that the proposal to charge overnight guests for parking
does not seem unusual based upon hotels she has visited in other cities. She said, however, that
she is not certain of the practice in Manhattan Beach. She asked whether there are other hotels
in the City which charge for overnight parking.

Assistant Planner Danna indicated that the Marriott does charge for parking.

In response to a question, Acting Director Jester pointed out that many projects which have
multiple uses are granted parking reductions. She commented that hotel and restaurant uses
frequently have shared parking because they have different peak times.

In response to a question from Chairman Fasola, Assistant Planner Danna indicated that 246
parking spaces would be required if the hotel were to be built today, and the requirement from
the Institute of Traffic Engineers (ITE) is for 145 parking spaces. He indicated that the existing
parking includes 110 parking spaces with an additional 17 parking spaces available during
evenings and weekends.

Commissioner Seville-Jones asked regarding the wording of the signage indicating that
overnight guests would be charged a fee for valet service and that it would be free for short-
term guests. She asked whether being made aware that other guests are not being charged
would make overnight guests feel that they are being treated differently.

Assistant Planner Danna pointed out that it is common practice for hotels to charge overnight
guests for parking. He stated that the intent of the signage would be to encourage people who
are attending events at the hotel to use the valet service by informing them that they would not
be charged.

Chairman Fasola asked regarding the wording of the signs that would be placed on Oak Avenue
to discourage hotel guests from parking within the neighborhood as required in Condition 19 of
the draft Resolution.
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Assistant Planner Danna said that the signs along Oak Avenue may include language which
indicates that complimentary valet parking is available for hotel events.

In response to a question from Chairperson Fasola, Acting Manager Jester stated that the
Seaview Inn and the El Porto Motel are located in residential neighborhoods.

John Mackel, general counsel for the hotel operator, indicated that they are glad to be part of
the community and want to work with the neighbors. He said that they attempt to be good
participants in the communities in which they are located. He commented that their company
acquired the hotel at the end of 2006, and their operation is oriented toward business travelers.
He pointed out that most business travelers are generally quiet and do not tend to create
disturbances. He pointed out that charging for valet service would generate substantial revenue
for the hotel. He commented that the current off site parking arrangement is tenuous, which is a
challenge in attempting to attract lenders to invest in the hotel. He indicated that they would
support a condition requiring hotel employees to park on site. He said that there would also be
a condition regarding ride sharing.

Tim McOsker, an attorney with Mayer Brown LLP, representing the applicant, said that the
original conditions requiring additional off-site parking and free valet service were intended to
mitigate the impact of the hotel operation on the adjacent neighbors. He stated that the owners
are working very hard to communicate with the neighbors and to comply with the spirit of the
conditions. He pointed out that they now do not have access to the 50 off-site parking spaces
previously allotted by Allied Signal, as that site is now part of Plaza El Segundo. He indicated
that the current owner of the hotel found that the additional spaces were not used and are not
necessary for the hotel operation. He indicated that they hired a consultant to conduct a
comprehensive parking study. He stated that the conclusions of the parking study show that all
cars can be accommodated even with full occupancy at the hotel.

Mr. McOsker said that their original application was for elimination of the requirement to
maintain 50 off-site spaces and for the owners to have the ability to charge all hotel guests for
valet parking. He indicated that after further input from the City, they later amended the
application to request elimination of the off-site parking requirement and to request the ability
to charge only overnight guests for valet service. He said that the City’s Traffic Engineer
agrees with the applicant’s parking consultant that all parking for the hotel can be
accommodated without the additional 50 off-site parking spaces and that charging for overnight
parking would not impact the adjacent neighborhood. He stated that the staff has drafted
conditions that they feel are fair. He indicated that there would be a condition included that
employees shall not park on the adjacent streets, and evidence of employees parking on the
street would be a violation of the Conditional Use Permit. He said that they are working on
establishing a ride share program. He stated that there is also a condition that the project shall
be in substantial conformance with the project description submitted to the Commission and
that any substantial deviation from the approved plans must be reviewed by the Director of
Community Development. He said that there is also a condition that the City reserves the right
to modify valet parking operations if parking conditions on City streets worsen as determined
by the Traffic Engineer. He pointed out that those conditions allow staff and the Commission
the ability to exercise their discretion.

Tom Beedon, the general manager of the hotel, said that they attempt to run a successful
business and want to reach out to the neighbors. He commented that they have put a large
amount of money into making changes to the hotel based on the feedback that they have
received from the neighbors. He indicated that their goal was to base the operation of the hotel
toward business travelers, and they built a meeting center to accommodate their business
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customers. He stated that they renovated the ballroom in the courtyard area to provide
soundproofing in order to mitigate noise impacts to the neighbors. He commented that they
have also hosted block parties for the adjacent neighbors.

Commissioner Lesser pointed out that the Commissioners need to be concerned about any
changes a future owner may make to the hotel, as the conditions of the Use Permit remain with
the property once it is sold.

In response to a question from Commissioner Lesser, Mr. McOsker pointed out that the prior
owner did acquire the use of 50 off-site spaces at alternative locations when the use of the
parking lot at Allied Signal was lost. He indicated, however, that he does not have information
regarding the use of the spaces at the Allied Signal lot by the previous owner.

In response to a question from Commissioner Lesser, Sarah Drobis, Gibson Transportation
Consulting, Inc., said that their parking study took place on a weekend when the hotel was at
full occupancy and when a wedding was occurring which maximized the use of the event space.

Commissioner Seville-Jones asked whether any thought was given as to how hotel guests
would react to signage which indicates that parking is complimentary for short term visitors but
not for overnight guests.

Ms. Drobis said that her understanding is that it is customary for hotels to charge for overnight
parking. She pointed out that the signage would be intended to encourage hotel visitors who
are not staying at the hotel to use the valet service rather than parking on the street.

Commissioner Seville-Jones said that she understands that many hotels charge for valet service
in areas that are not near residents and where there are no alternatives for parking. She
indicated, however, that there are neighborhood streets adjacent to the subject property where
overnight guests of the hotel could park in order to avoid paying the fee.

Ms. Drobis indicated that the hotel would provide notice to their business customers regarding
the charge.

Chairman Fasola asked regarding the current parking conditions of the hotel.
Ms. Drobis said that they did observe employees and visitors parking on Oak Avenue when the
parking study was conducted. She pointed out that the draft Resolution includes a condition

that all hotel employees would be required to park on site.

Commissioner Paralusz asked regarding the method the valet would use to distinguish between
a short term guest and an overnight guest.

Mr. McOsker commented that the valet charge would be included on the hotel bill rather than
paid to the valet operator.

In response to a question from Commissioner Seville-Jones, Mr. Beedon said that they would
accommodate a guest who requests that the valet charge be taken off of their bill.

Chairman Fasola opened the public hearing,
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Audience Participation

Dottie Carey, a resident of Oak Avenue, said that the conditions in the neighborhood have
improved since the new owner has operated the hotel. She stated that the general manager does
communicate with the neighbors and has made improvements to the hotel. She commented,
however, that there will be more of an issue of hotel guests parking on the neighborhood streets
if the hotel charges for valet service. She suggested that parking meters be installed which
would discourage hotel guests from parking on the adjacent streets. She commented that the
former owner of the hotel used the 50 off-site parking spaces at the satellite lot to shuttle
employees. She asked whether the parking study included employee parking in considering
times that the hotel is at full capacity.

Beth Emery, a resident of EIm Avenue, said that the operators have been good neighbors. She
commented, however, that she does feel there would be a potential significant impact to the
adjacent residents if the hotel charges for valet service. She stated that she has witnessed what
she believes were employees of the hotel parking in the neighborhood. She commented that she
also has witnessed a valet parking a car in the neighborhood on two occasions. She said that
she always attempts to save her company from a valet charge if possible when she travels on
business. She commented that the Marriott hotel does charge a parking fee, and the
surrounding businesses have become very adamant about not allowing parking for the Marriott
on their properties. She stated that she does believe there would be an impact to the neighbors
if the hotel charges for valet service.

In response to a question from Commissioner Lesser, Ms. Emery said that she understands that
the City needs to be friendly to businesses; however she does not feel that the proposals to
charge for valet service and to eliminate the requirement for off-site parking should be granted.

Ann Rose, a resident of Elm Avenue, said that the applicant has been a good neighbor. She
commented that traffic for the hotel is currently very light because of the slow economy;
however, parking problems could become worse once the economy improves.

Josh Cooperman, a resident of Elm Avenue, said that the hotel has been a good neighbor;
however, he does not feel the subject proposals for charging for valet service and for
eliminating the off-site parking requirement should be approved. He said that there has been a
parking issue in the adjacent neighborhood when larger events have occurred at the hotel. He
said that Mr. Beedon has always called him back when he has made complaints. He
commented that parking on the adjacent streets is impacted when there are large events at the
hotel. He stated that he has witnessed the valets parking cars on the adjacent streets, and he has
seen employees parking on the street. He stated that the condition requiring employees on site
would be unenforceable. He pointed out that people will park on the adjacent streets if they
have the option of parking for free rather than paying for valet service. He said that it would be
very difficult to differentiate between hotel guests that are visiting for a short term or staying
overnight. He commented that the off-site parking is not currently utilized because hotel guests
are not made aware that it is available.

Jason Love, a resident of Qak Avenue, said that he has observed hotel guests parking on the
adjacent street when the valet parking is full. He stated that he is not certain whether it was
taken into account in the parking calculation that employees would be required to park on site
which would reduce the amount of available parking for hotel guests. He commented that he
has witnessed employees of the hotel parking on the adjacent streets. He said that consideration
was not given to having time limits for parking or placing meters on the adjacent streets to
encourage visitors of the hotel to use the valet.
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Mr. Beedon commented that Mr. Cooperman has talked to him regarding hotel employees
parking on the street. He pointed out that they have designated an area of their lot for employee
parking. He stated that they have contacted a labor attorney to determine whether it can be
made a rule of employment that employees are required to park on site. He indicated that he
was not aware previously of any instances of valets parking cars on the adjacent streets.

Ms. Drobis commented that they did observe hotel employees parking in the neighborhood
when they were conducting the parking study. She said that the study did account for all of the
parking that was observed on the adjacent streets.

Commission Discussion

Commissioner Andreani commented that she feels that the primary problem is regarding the
parking for hotel guests and not the employees. She said that employee parking can be
controlled by the operator. She stated that she is concerned about the number of satellite spaces
that would be available for use by the hotel. She indicated that she concurs with requiring the
ITE standard of 145 parking spaces, as the hotel would not be at maximum capacity at all
hours. She indicated, however, that there is a discrepancy between the 145 as required by the
ITE and the 127 that are available for use by the hotel. She commented that she is not clear
regarding the alternative locations for off-site parking that are available to the hotel and how
they are utilized. She commented that she would like to arrive at a parking solution which
would not exacerbate the problems for the immediate neighbors. She asked whether restriping
of the parking lot was considered in order to add parking spaces. She indicated that the 50
parking spaces which were previously available to the hotel at Plaza El Segundo were most
likely not utilized because they are quite a distance from the hotel. She also suggested the
possibility of guests parking at an off-site facility. She also suggested the possibility of
establishing a residential parking permit program for certain residents on Oak Avenue, Elm
Avenue, and 35" Street. She commented that she would lean toward denying the request to
charge overnight guests for valet service, as there could be an impact to the adjacent residents
from hotel guests parking on the adjacent streets in order to avoid paying the fee.

Commissioner Seville-Jones said that she would support allowing the hotel to retain fewer than
50 off-site spaces but feels that there is a need to retain some off-site parking. She suggested
that the applicant be required to retain 18 off-site spaces for use by the hotel rather than 50 as
currently required since this would be the total spaces required by the ITE standards. She also
suggested that the spaces could be used for employees or valet overflow parking. She
commented that she is concerned that eliminating the requirement for 50 off-site parking spaces
altogether may make it difficult to require that a lesser number of off-site spaces be retained in
the future if necessary. She said that retaining18 off-site spaces would make it possible to
determine whether they are utilized and whether they are necessary in order to accommodate
the parking demand. She said that she is encouraged that the applicant would be able to prevent
employees from parking on the street. She commented that unlike a downtown area where
hotel guests are forced to use valet parking, the subject site is in a residential area where there is
free parking available on the adjacent streets. She suggested that she may be more agreeable to
allowing the applicant to charge for valet service if a permit parking program is established or if
meters are installed on the adjacent streets in order to discourage guests of the hotel from
parking on the street.

Commissioner Paralusz indicated that she feels the number of spaces required by the ITE is
appropriate rather than the City Code requirement. She commented that she is reluctant to
eliminate parking requirements, particularly for a successful business. She said that she would
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also support retaining 18 off-site parking spaces which would match the ITE requirement. She
said that she is also concerned that it would be difficult to require that any off-site spaces be
retained in the future if the requirement for retaining the 50 off-site parking spaces is eliminated
altogether. She commented that she was not aware previously that the Belamar Hotel did not
charge for valet service, and she does not know if hotel guests would be aware that there is no
fee even with signage. She said that she will park on the street when possible in order to avoid
a valet charge. She said that she is not certain that she could support allowing the hotel to
charge overnight guests for valet service.

Commissioner Lesser commended the applicant on their efforts in being a good neighbor to the
residents and also thanked the residents for their input. He stated that the Commission must
consider the future use of the property. He commented that he feels that it seems fair for the
neighboring residents to expect some inconvenience during larger events that may occur
infrequently; however, the concern is the impact to the neighbors if large events occur on a
frequent basis in the future. He stated that his concern is whether larger events at the hotel
would generate more cars than can be accommodated. He commented that he would like more
input from staff as to whether they feel requiring the hotel to retain the use of 18 off-site spaces
would be appropriate. He indicated that the Commission does have concerns with lowering
parking requirements; however their decisions need to be based on clear data. He said that he
would be receptive to a requirement that the hotel retain 18 off-site spaces for overflow parking.
He commented that it is customary for hotels to charge for valet service. He stated that he has
gone to events at the hotel and has parked on the street because there has been a line of cars
waiting for the valet service. He indicated that he also was not previously aware that there was
no charge for valet service at the hotel. He stated that he is concerned with the impact that
would result from the hotel charging overnight guests for valet service and is not certain how it
would be implemented. He pointed out that the wording in the draft Resolution would allow
staff the opportunity to modify the restrictions in the future. He indicated that he would be
receptive to allowing the applicant an opportunity to test charging for valet service in order to
determine the extent of any impacts.

In response to a question from Commissioner Lesser, Acting Director Jester said that the
Commission would have the option of approving the application and directing that the applicant
pursue the possibility of placing a two hour time limit for parking on the adjacent streets, but
there is no guarantee that the parking restrictions would be approved. She said that placing
restrictions on street parking would require review by the Parking and Public Improvements
Commission and City Council.

Commissioner Lesser pointed out that regulating the parking on the street would be a separate
procedure that would be apart from the subject request.

In response to a question from Commissioner Lesser, Acting Director Jester indicated that her
understanding is that the parking study did take into account parking when the hotel was at its
maximum occupancy both with the rooms and a large event. She pointed out that the applicant
currently has contracts for use of 50 off-site parking spaces. She indicated that ITE parking
requirement is used as a comparison in the parking report. She said that a requirement for
retaining 18 off-site parking spaces would be an appropriate number to consider. She
commented that she is uncertain of the exact number of spaces in each of the three off-site lots
that the hotel is currently permitted to use, and it may be appropriate to use one of those lots
although they may have slightly fewer than18 spaces.

Commissioner Paralusz commented that she has a concern with the impact of the hotel charging
overnight guests for valet parking because people would have the option of avoiding the charge

Planning Commission Meeting Minutes of Page 8 of 10
February 24, 2010



by parking in the adjacent neighborhood. She said that requiring paid valet parking for
overnight guests would encourage people to park on the adjacent streets. She said that she is
not inclined to permit the applicant to charge overnight guests for valet service.

Chairman Fasola indicated that he feels retaining the use of 50 off-site spaces may not be
necessary. He said that he would support reducing the required number of off-site spaces
provided that it can be reviewed by the City and that there is the flexibility to increase the
number in the future if necessary. He stated that he does not feel that he can support allowing
the applicant to charge overnight guests for valet service. He indicated that the subject site is
located within a residential community which requires sensitivity to the neighbors. He
indicated that charging for parking would result in some hotel guests parking on the street. He
commented that he has parked on the street when he has visited the hotel. He also pointed out
that current business at the hotel is slow because of the economy, but parking for the hotel
could become more of an issue as the economy improves.

Acting Manager Jester said that her understanding from the discussion is that there is not
support by the Commissioners for allowing the applicant to charge for valet service and that
there is support for requiring the applicant to maintain 18 or so off-site parking spaces rather
than 50 as currently required. She indicated that staff can modify the draft Resolution to reflect
the position of the Commission.

Commissioner Andreani asked for further clarification regarding the wording of the signage
that would be placed at the hotel to discourage guests from parking on the adjacent streets.

Acting Manager Jester indicated that the wording of the signs would be considered further and
discussed with the City’s Traffic Engineer and the applicant.

Mr. McOsker indicated that they would request flexibility if the Commission decides to
require 18 off-site parking spaces, as it would be very restrictive for them to be forced to retain
parking at a specific location. He commented that he would urge the Commission to allow
them the opportunity to test charging overnight guests for valet service and revisit the issue in
six months or a year to determine whether there are any impacts to the neighbors.

Commissioner Paralusz said that she would not support allowing the applicant to charge
overnight guests for valet service. She said that she is not willing to risk any additional impacts
to the residents resulting from the hotel charging guests for valet service.

Commissioner Seville-Jones stated that she also would not support allowing the applicant to
charge overnight guests for valet service. She indicated that she would consider allowing the
applicant to charge for valet service if it were in conjunction with parking restrictions on the
adjacent streets.

Commissioner Andreani said that she would not support allowing the applicant to charge
overnight guests for valet service.

Commissioner Lesser said that he would be willing to consider the issue of allowing the
applicant to charge overnight guests for valet service in the future if there were limitations
placed on parking along the adjacent streets; however, such a process is not under the
jurisdiction of the Planning Commission.

Chairperson Fasola commented that he also is not in favor of allowing the applicant to charge
overnight guests for valet service because it would impact on the neighbors.
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Mr. McOsker pointed out that the parking on the adjacent streets would be improved by the
condition in the draft Resolution requiring employees to park on site. He also indicated that the
valet charge is the most important part of their application. He said that they feel charging
overnight guests for valet service could be implemented without impacting their business. He
said that they would like the opportunity to have the item continued until the next meeting so
that they can consider their options further.

Chairman Fasola reopened the public hearing.

A motion was MADE and SECONDED to (Seville-Jones/Andreani) to CONTINUE
consideration of a Use Permit Amendment to discontinue requirement for a satellite parking
facility and to require registered hotel guests to use paid valet parking at 3501 North Sepulveda
Boulevard to the meeting of March 10, 2010.

AYES: Andreani, Lesser, Paralusz, Seville-Jones, Chairman Fasola
NOES: None.
ABSENT: None.
ABSTAIN: None

F. DIRECTORS ITEMS
None.
G. PLANNING COMMISSION ITEMS

Commissioner Seville-Jones stated that the joint City Council and Planning Commission
meeting on February 23 was very productive. She said that the issues discussed included the
Tree Ordinance and Use Permits, and the Sepulveda Corridor Guidelines. She indicated that
hopefully within the next year revisions will come forward for the Tree Ordinance and Green
Building Code.

Commissioner Lesser thanked the City Council for a meeting with a broad discussion of issues.

In response to a question from Chairman Fasola, Acting Manager Jester said that Arco has
withdrawn their plans for replacing the service station on Manhattan Beach Boulevard. She
said that they may chose to renovate the existing structure on the site or build a new structure,
same size and location, which would not require a Use Permit rather than to build a new larger
structure.

H. TENTATIVE AGENDA March 10, 2010
I ADJOURNMENT

The meeting was adjourned at 8:50 p.m. to Wednesday, March 10, 2010, in the City Council
Chambers, City Hall, 1400 Highland Avenue.

SARAH BOESCHEN
Recording Secretary
ATTEST:

LAURIE JESTER, Acting Community Development Director
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In response to a question from Commissioner Andreani regarding a donation of materials from
a City historian, Mr. Favaro indicated that such collections are managed by the Library
Commission.

In response to a question from Chairman Fasola, Mr. Favaro said that they feel they have
arrived at the best configuration for maximizing the use of the site while minimizing the
impacts to the neighbors. He said that they are confident that they can create a great room
while restricting ceiling height.

Fred Hungerford, the chief deputy County librarian, said that the new library will have 36
public access computers as well as wireless internet access. He indicated that they also have
online resources on their website. He stated that they will place the adult area on the upper
level to provide an area that is quieter for reading and studying. He commented that they will
be sure that the computer screens are oriented to avoid the glare of the sun.

In response to a question from Commissioner Lesser, Interim City Manager Richard Thompson
said that parking was evaluated through the Facilities Strategic Plan. He stated that the amount
of available parking was considered for the site. He indicated that there are options for
operating the parking lots to allow for additional library parking. He commented that it is not
anticipated that the new library would result in a much greater parking demand.

Jim Amdt, Director of Public Works, pointed out that the project would not require any money
out of the City’s General Fund. He said that there is a target amount for the project’s budget;
however, there are several factors that are yet to be determined. He stated that the project is
partially being funded by money in reserve that the residents have paid to the County for the
library. He said that the fund is at $4.25 million and is increasing by $900,000 per year. He
said that a bond would be necessary to fund additional cost, which factors into the size of the
project. He indicated that the City Council has directed that they do not want money from the
City’s general fund to be used for the library. He indicated that the costs will become further
clarified as the design progresses.

Mr. Hungerford commented that there would be some additional operating costs with the new
structure, as they would need to hire additional library staff and would have additional utility
costs with a larger two story building.

Acting Director Jester indicated that the Planning Commission comments would be forwarded
to the City Council. The Planning Commission will formally hear the library project at a public
hearing in the spring.

At 8:25 a 10 minute recess was taken.
5. PUBLIC HEARINGS

12/8/10-3 Consideration of a Use Permit Amendment to Reduce the Requirement for
a Satellite Parking Facility; Give the Hotel the Option to Charge Overnight
Guests for Overnight valet Parking, and Implement a Neighborhood
Directional/Parking Signage Program at 3501 North Sepulveda Boulevard
(Belamar Hotel)

Acting Director Jester summarized the staff report. She said that staff is recommending that the
Commission adopt the draft Resolution approving the proposal. She commented that the hotel
has 127 rooms with a lounge, conference room and restaurant. She indicated that there are 74
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onsite parking spaces as well as spaces for valet parking in the aisles. She said that there are 17
off-site parking spaces immediately to the north of the subject site as well as an additional 48
offsite satellite parking spaces that are available for use by the hotel. She indicated that the
current Use Permit requires that the hotel provide complementary valet parking to all of the
patrons and provide for 50 off-site satellite parking spaces. She commented that the applicant
is proposing to eliminate the requirement to provide for the additional 50 spaces, as that many
spaces are not needed in order to accommodate the parking demand. She stated that the
applicant is also proposing to change the permit to allow them to charge overnight registered
guests for valet parking. She said that complimentary valet service would be provided for
guests that are visiting or attending events at the hotel. She said that the applicant is also
proposing to add some parking and directional signs. She commented that they would like to
add signs off of Valley to direct drivers to the hotel. She indicated that the applicant has an
agreement with the adjacent property owner for the use of 17 spaces, and they currently have an
agreement to use 48 additional satellite spaces. She commented that there was a detailed
parking analysis provided by the applicant. She indicated that the City’s Traffic Engineer
agreed with the analysis provided by the applicant that the parking as proposed would satisfy
the needs of the hotel. She commented that the applicant is suggesting that 18 satellite spaces
would still be provided.

Acting Director Jester stated that all of the onsite parking is valet, and patrons who are visiting
but not staying overnight at the hotel would continue to receive complimentary valet service.
She indicated that the Traffic Engineer felt that charging for overnight guests would not change
the parking habits of the overnight guests and that it is typical for hotels to charge overnight
guests for parking. She pointed out that staff received two letters from residents with concerns
that charging overnight guests for parking would result in more people parking in the adjacent
neighborhood. She said that the intent of the additional signage is to provide directional signs
to the hotel and not to provide advertising. She commented that the signage is specific to the
subject use because it is immediately adjacent to residences and there are neighborhood
concerns with hotel patrons and employees parking in the adjacent neighborhood. She said that
many of the signs would be collocated on existing sign poles to minimize the visual impact.
She indicated that the applicant has included information on their website and brochure that
complimentary valet parking for events is available. She commented that the hotel subsidizes
an employee transit system which has been very successful in reducing the onsite parking
demand for employees.

In response to a question from Commissioner Lesser, Acting Director Jester stated that 50
satellite parking spaces are required under the existing permit and the proposal is to require 17
satellite parking spaces.

Commissioner Lesser commented that the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) standard
would be to allow for 18 satellite spaces based on the traffic study.

Acting Director Jester said that the ITE standards for the subject site with the mixture of uses at
the hotel would be for 18 satellite parking spaces. She indicated that the City’s Traffic
Engineer, however, felt that 17 spaces would be adequate.

Chairman Fasola commented that his understanding from the traffic count included with the
staff report is that the onsite parking has not been fully utilized.

In response to a comment from Commissioner Lesser, Acting Director Jester said that staff
wanted to ensure that the signs proposed by the applicant would be simply directional signs and
not be used as advertising for the hotel. She commented that the hotel entrance is not visible
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for cars travelling southbound on Valley from Sepulveda Boulevard, and the signs would help
to provide direction to the hotel to avoid people from having to turn around on the adjacent
residential streets.

Commissioner Andreani said that the staff report indicates that the hotel has 127 rooms;
however, Section 1(B) of the Resolution indicated that the hotel has 128 rooms. She also stated
that page 3 of the staff report indicates that there are 48 satellite parking spaces that are
available for use by the hotel; however, 14 spaces at 3405 Sepulveda Boulevard, 8 spaces at
3313 Sepulveda Boulevard and 25 spaces at 3215 Sepulveda Boulevard add up to 47 spaces.

Acting Director Jester commented that the applicant can clarify the number of rooms and
satellite spaces that are available for use by the hotel.

In response to a question from Commissioner Seville-Jones, Acting Director Jester said that the
Commissioners felt that they could support allowing a reduction in the number of satellite
parking spaces at the last hearing for this project. She indicated that a resolution was not
adopted after the last hearing, and language allowing the reduction is included in the subject
draft Resolution.

In response to a question from Commissioner Seville-Jones, Acting Director Jester indicated
that staff was not able to support providing permit parking in the adjacent neighborhood after
discussing the possibility with the City’s Traffic Engineer and representatives of the Police
Department and Public Works. She said that staff does not feel the neighborhood is appropriate
for establishing a permit parking district.

In response to a question from Chairman Fasola, Acting Director Jester said that staff has
worked with the applicant to make sure that the directional signage that would be used would
be simple and minimize the number and size of the signs. She commented that the hotel is
unique in that it is located adjacent to the residential area and staff felt the signs would not set a
precedent for other businesses.

Chairman Fasola said that he would have a concern that other businesses would request similar
signs if they are allowed for the applicant.

Acting Director Jester said that they feel the subject site is unique because it is immediately
adjacent to the residential neighborhood and the signs would address concerns that have been
raised by the adjacent residents.

Chairman Fasola opened the public hearing.

Tim McOsker, an attorney with the Mayer Brown law firm, representing the applicant, said
that the ITE standard is to provide 145 parking spaces. He commented that they are proposing
to meet the ITE standard by providing 127 onsite spaces and an additional 18 satellite spaces.
He said that they have proposed to add signage directing people to the hotel and stating that
hotel guests are not to park overnight in the adjacent neighborhood. He commented that the
" intent of the signage is not to provide advertising but rather to prevent hotel guests from driving
into the adjacent neighborhood and to discourage hotel guests from parking on the adjacent
street. He pointed out that the City would have the discretion to require that the signs be
removed at any time, and the applicant would not claim any vested right to the signs.

Mr. McOsker indicated that their main request is to have the ability to charge overnight guests
for valet parking. He commented that the staff report supports the request, and the Traffic
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Engineer has indicated his opinion that charging for parking would not result in overnight
guests choosing to park on the adjacent street. He pointed out that most of their customers are
business travelers and would have the information that they would be charged for parking from
the hotel’s website before they arrive at the hotel. He commented that valet parking is a
convenience, and most visitors also would not be familiar with the area to know about parking
on the adjacent street to avoid the charge. He stated that the concern is people who are
attending events park on the street.

Mr. McOsker pointed out that 20 of their employees participate in a rideshare program. He
commented that they also prohibit their employees from parking on the street, and they have the
ability to discipline employees who violate the rule. He said that guests and event coordinators
that are planning functions at the hotel are given information that parking is to be on site. He
said that there is currently a sign at the entrance that valet parking is complimentary. He
commented that there will still be customers who chose to park on the adjacent streets, and they
will continue to address the concern. He requested that condition 3 of the draft Resolution be
changed to state that complimentary valet parking is provided for daytime customers and event
patrons and that hotel parking is not permitted in the residential neighborhood. He also
requested adding a condition that a valet parking fee may only be charged to overnight guests
and that the parking fee shall only be collected at the time that the room charges are collected.

Mr. McOsker suggested allowing a six month trial period to allow the hotel to charge
overnight guests for parking. He indicated that there could be an analysis after six months to
determine whether charging overnight guests has negatively impacted parking in the adjacent
neighborhood. He said that the issue could then come back before the Commission for
consideration of modification to the Use Permit if it is determined to be a negative impact. He
commented that they would ask for relief from the requirement to provide signage initially if it
is decided to allow a six month trial period.

Commissioner Paralusz commented that she would like to hear additional public input but is
pleased that the applicant is receptive to a trial period.

In response to a question from Chairman Fasola, Mr. McOsker said that the signage would be
a significant cost to the applicant. He indicated that if they are required to add the signage in
exchange for the ability to charge for overnight guest parking, they would not want to invest in
the signs if after six months the allowance to charge for overnight guest parking is taken away.

Commissioner Seville-Jones commented that she would think that the directional signs would
be helpful to the applicant and neighbors regardless of whether or not they have the ability to
charge for overnight guest parking.

Mr. McOsker commented that they feel they currently are doing a great job of directing hotel
guests and employees from parking on the street.

In responsé to a question from Commissioner Seville-Jones, Mr. McOsker said that the fee for
overnight guest parking has not been established.

John Mackel, general counsel for Larkspur Hotels and Restaurants, representing the applicant,
said that it will take some analysis before they arrive at the appropriate amount to charge for
overnight guest parking. He commented that the charge would most likely be in the range of
$5.00 to $15.00 per night.
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Commissioner Andreani commented that she does not feel charging for overnight guest parking
would result in people choosing to park on the adjacent residential streets. She pointed out that
it would be an inconvenience for people to park on the adjacent street and then carry their
luggage to the hotel or to unload their bags at the hotel and then park on the street in order to
avoid the charge. She commented that paying a reasonable rate for valet overnight parking is
almost expected at hotels.

In response to a question from Commissioner Andreani, Mr. McOsker indicated that they
routinely monitor to ensure that their employees do not park on the adjacent streets.

Jason Love, a resident of the 3500 block of Oak Avenue, said that the applicant has been a
good neighbor and has done a great deal to mitigate parking issues and to ensure that their
employees do not park on the adjacent streets. He indicated, however, that a future operator of
the hotel may not be as diligent at enforcing the employee parking on site which should be a
consideration in allowing the subject Use Permit amendment. He suggested the possibility of
tying the proposed amendments to the current operator. He requested that the signage that is
posted along the east side as well as the west side of Oak Avenue indicate “no hotel parking”
rather than “no hotel overnight parking.” He commented that signage stating “no hotel
overnight parking” would not discourage people who are visiting the hotel for an event from
parking on the street. He stated that he would be in favor of establishing a six month trial
review period and requested that there be an opportunity for public input at the end of the
period.

In response to a question from Chairman Fasola, Acting Director Jester commented that staff
did work with the applicant on the wording of the signage. She indicated that it was felt that
there was a difference on the east and west sides of Oak Avenue. She commented that staff
would not encourage hotel parking on the east side of Oak Avenue, but they felt that there is a
difference in allowing parking on the two sides of the street.

Mark Sasway, a resident of the 3500 block of Elm Avenue, said that hotel staff being present
to direct people to park for events at the hotel is a big help. He commented that the hotel has
done a good job in ensuring that their employees do not park on the adjacent streets. He said,
however, that the only method to enforce that hotel guests do not park on the adjacent street is
by establishing permit parking for the adjacent residents. He stated that they are concerned with
managing the parking on the adjacent street.

Ann Rose, a resident of the 3500 block of Elm Avenue, commented that she is concerned that
there would be a need to provide the additional 50 satellite parking spaces when the economy
improves and business at the hotel increases. She said that charging hotel guests for overnight
parking would encourage people to park for the hotel on the street. She commented that repeat
customers of the hotel would become aware that free parking is available on the adjacent streets
and would park there to avoid the valet charge. She commented that signage directing guests to
the hotel are crucial, as finding the hotel is confusing once drivers turn from Sepulveda
Boulevard.

Josh Cooperman, a resident of the 3500 block of Elm, said that there are some initial signs
that have been put in place which have helped. He said that the hotel having staff direct people
who are attending events away from parking on the adjacent streets has also helped. He stated
that he realizes that it is not possible to prevent all visitors to the hotel from parking on the
adjacent streets. He commented, however, that there is a greater issue during larger events. He
indicated that many cars were parked along the adjacent streets for a Chamber of Commerce
meeting which occurred at the hotel. He said that the additional signage would provide a
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reminder to people that they are not to park for the hotel on the adjacent streets. He commented
that the applicant has solved issues with employees parking on the street. He indicated that he
feels the applicant has managed their onsite parking effectively and should not be required to
pay for additional satellite parking spaces that are not used. He said that there is an issue with
charging overnight guests for parking. He pointed out that posts on travel websites would
advise people who are planning to stay at the hotel that the valet fee can be avoided by parking
on the adjacent streets. He said that the only way to avoid overnight guests from parking on the
street to avoid the parking charge would be to establish permit parking for the adjacent
residents.

Mr. Cooperman commented that he would support allowing a trial period for the applicant to
be allowed to charge for overnight guest parking, but he would like for standards to be specified
in order to determine any impact to the neighbors during that period. He indicated that he
would support the trial period on the stipulation that the hotel no longer charge for overnight
parking if at the end of the period it is determined that there is a significant impact to the
neighbors. He suggested that a group consisting of the adjacent residents, staff and
representatives of the hotel be formed that would work together. He said that he feels the
additional signage as proposed is very important. He also requested that any changes to the
conditions apply to the current operators of the hotel.

Acting Director Jester pointed out that Use Permits are attached to the property and cannot be
limited to apply to a specific business operator. She said that Use Permits include certain
conditions that apply which must be reviewed if they are proposed to be significantly changed
by a future operator.

Mr. Mackel stated that they had proposed wording for the signs on the east side of Oak Avenue
to state “no overnight hotel parking” rather than “no hotel parking” because they felt that they
should not be strictly prohibited from allowing hotel visitors to park on the east side of Oak
Avenue. He stated, however, that they would be willing to place signs on both sides of Oak to
state “no hotel parking.” He commented that they do not feel the additional signage is
necessary with regard to managing the perceived risk of charging for overnight valet parking.
He indicated that they are confident that charging for overnight guest parking would not have
an impact to the neighborhood. He said that they would be willing to install the signs if a six
month trial period were implemented.

Chairman Fasola closed the public hearing.

In response to a question from Commissioner Lesser, Acting Director Jester indicated that she
believes the hotel has a good relationship with the neighbors and would not disagree if the
neighbors feel that charging guests for overnight parking has impacted parking on the adjacent
streets.

Commissioner Lesser asked about how a six month trial period would be implemented if the
Use Permit is adopted.

Acting Director Jester indicated that language could be added to state that the condition will be
reviewed in six months,

Commissioner Paralusz suggested that the permit be reviewed periodically so that any impacts
could be determined if there is a change in ownership.
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Acting Director Jester pointed out that staff reviews Use Permits on an annual basis to
determine if therc arc any issues regarding compliance with the conditions. She said that
requiring additional hearings before the Commission would be a different type of review
process and would be burdensome.  She commented that she would have a concern with
requiring an annual review before the Commission as a condition of the Resolution.

Commissioner Paralusz indicated that she would like for some type of periodic review process
to be considered. She commented that the current operator has a good relationship with the
neighbors, but she would want the Commission to have the opportunity to review the permit if
the ownership of the hotel changes.

Commissioner Andreani said that there has been collaboration between the applicant and the
neighbors. She suggested that the satellite parking requirement be reduced; that valet parking
remain complementary for all hotel patrons including overnight guests; and that an appropriate
signage program be implemented. She commented that if the conditions are placed in the Use
Permit, any future operators of the hotel would need to meet the conditions or else would be in
violation.

Commissioner Paralusz stated that she would support a pilot program to allow the applicant to
have the ability to charge overnight guests for parking. She indicated that she believes that the
hotel guests would choose to pay for valet parking for convenience rather than park on the
adjacent streets. She said that she would have more concern if the allowance for the applicant
to charge for overnight parking were permanent and did not include an opportunity for review.

Chairman Fasola commented that he feels allowing a private business to place signage on City
sign posts would set a precedent. He commented that the City should have the funds to put up
directional signs. He indicated that he would want for the signs to be red and white and to only
provide directions. He commented that he would not want to set a precedent of allowing
private businesses to place signs on City sign posts. He indicated that other businesses in the
City may want similar signage if they are approved for the applicant. He commented that he
does feel that the applicant should place signs on their property to direct people to the hotel
from Valley.

Commissioner Seville-Jones commented that the applicant is willing to pay for the signage, and
the City is currently in a budget crisis. She commented that she also feels that the number of
signs should be reduced.

Commissioner Paralusz indicated that she would like for the signs to be generic, and she is
pleased that they would be paid for by the applicant.

Commissioner Andreani said that she also would like for the signs to be generic and likes that
the applicant would pay for them. She indicated that she feels there are too many signs. She
commented that she does not feel that any signs should be placed on Sepulveda Boulevard.

Acting Director Jester stated that staff will work with the City’s Traffic Engineer to determine
the appropriate locations for the signs.

Commissioner Lesser said that he would prefer for the signs to be placed on the hotel’s property
rather than on public property.

Commissioner Seville-Jones commented that incorporating generic signs would mitigate the
concern regarding allowing a private business to place signs on City sign posts.
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Acting Director Jester said that her understanding is that the Commission would support
generic signage; reducing the number of signs; and requiring that the hotel pay for the signage.
She indicated that staff will utilize opportunities to place the signs on the hotel’s property.

Commissioner Andreani commented that she would agree to a reduction in the satellite parking
requirement but would ask whether the number should be greater than 18 in order to prevent the
hotel from having to come back to the City in the future if more parking is needed.

Commissioner Seville-Jones pointed out that the applicant would only need 18 satellite parking
spaces to meet the ITE standards. She said that the parking count also demonstrates that the
hotel would be able to manage the demand for parking with 18 additional spaces.

The Commissioners agreed to allow a reduction in the number of required satellite parking
spaces to 18.

Commissioner Paralusz said that she would not object to allowing a six month trial period for
the applicant to have the ability to charge for overnight guest parking.

Commissioner Seville-Jones commented that she is not in support of allowing the applicant to
have the ability to charge for overnight guest parking. She commented that charging hotel
guests for overnight parking would add to the number of cars that park in the adjacent
neighborhood. She said that it would be difficult to measure the impact to the neighborhood
with a six month trial period. She said that there is also a concern with future operators of the
hotel having the ability to charge overnight guests. She commented that there currently is a
problem with parking in the neighborhood, and allowing the charge for overnight hotel guest
parking would add to the problem. She indicated that business travelers may choose to use the
valet service; however, guests of local residents who stay at the hotel may choose to park on the
street. She said that she would not support allowing a six month trial period for the hotel to
have the ability to charge for overnight guest parking.

Commissioner Lesser stated that there was a reason that the original Use Permit required
complimentary valet parking for the hotel. He indicated that the current owner has been very
responsible; however, the conditions would also apply to all future owners. He said that he
would also want for criteria to be established for determining any impacts to the neighbors if a
six month trial period were allowed. He said that he would be reluctant to allow the applicant
to charge for overnight guest parking.

Commissioner Andreani stated that she would like for the applicant to have the opportunity to
receive additional revenue by charging for overnight parking. She indicated, however, that she
would prefer that valet parking remain complimentary for all hotel guests, which has been a
longstanding benefit of the hotel. She commented that discouraging parking for the hotel in the
adjacent neighborhood and having complimentary valet service for all hotel guests minimizes
the impacts to the neighborhood.

Commissioner Seville-Jones said that she could accept allowing the applicant to charge for
overnight guest parking if permit parking were established in the adjacent neighborhood. She
commented that she is not clear on the reason why a parking overlay would not be appropriate
for the subject neighborhood. She said that there is no City enforcement of the signs indicating
that guests of the hotel are not to park on the street.
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Chairman Fasola indicated that charging overnight guests for valet parking would result in
more cars parking on the adjacent streets. He indicated that he understands that charging guests
for overnight parking would result in a great increase in revenue for the hotel. He commented
that he would much prefer that the rate of the hotel rooms be increased rather than having a
charge for valet parking. He indicated that he would not support allowing a trial period for the
applicant to have the ability to charge for overnight guest valet parking.

Commissioner Paralusz said that she will defer to the position of the other Commissioners to
not support allowing the applicant the ability to charge guests for overnight valet parking.

Acting Director Jester indicated that staff was clear that the parking directional signs should be
generic design and colors, as few as possible, and on private property not in the public right-of-
way whenever possible.

A motion was MADE and SECONDED (Andreani/Fasola) to APPROVE draft Resolution PC
10-XX for a Conditional Use Permit Amendment for an Existing Hotel Located at 3501
Sepulveda Boulevard.

AYES: Andreani, Lesser, Paralusz, Seville-Jones, Chairman Fasola
NOES: None
ABSENT: None
ABSTAIN: None

Acting Director Jester explained the appeal process and indicated that the item will be placed
on the City Council’s Consent Calendar for their meeting of January 18, 2011.

6. AUDIENCE PARTICIPATION

7. DIRECTORS ITEMS

Acting Director Jester said that the remodel project at 3404 The Strand/3405 Ocean Drive has
been appealed to the City Council by the neighboring resident and will be heard at their meeting
of December 21.

Acting Director Jester indicated that David Carmany has been selected as the new City
Manager, and his contract has been approved by the City Council. She indicated that he will
start with the City on January 10, 2011.

Chairman Fasola commented that it has been a pleasure working with Acting Director Jester
this past year during the selection process for the new City Manager, and this is her last meeting
as Acting Director.

8. PLANNING COMMISSION ITEMS

Commissioner Paralusz indicated that the holiday fireworks show will take place at 7:00 p.m.
on the pier on Sunday, December 12. She said that the event begins at 4:00 p.m.

Commissioner Paralusz said that the toy drive is currently taking place. She said that items can
be dropped off at the Fire Department. She commented that there is also a toy drive wrapping
party at Joslyn Center on Saturday, December 18 at 11:00 a.m.
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CITY OF MANHATTAN BEACH
DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

TO: Planning Commission

FROM: Laurie B. Jester, Acting Director of Community Development
BY: Esteban Danna, Assistant Planner

DATE: December 8, 2010

SUBJECT: Consideration of a Use Permit Amendment to Reduce the Requirement for
a Satellite Parking Facility, Give the Hotel the Option to Charge Overnight
Guests for Overnight Valet Parking, and Implement a Neighborhood
Directional/Parking Signage Program at 3501 N Sepulveda Boulevard
(Belamar Hotel)

RECOMMENDATION
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission CONDUCT the public hearing and
adopt the attached Draft Resolution APPROVING the subject request, with conditions.

APPLICANT

Belamar Hotel, LLC.

125 E. Sir Francis Drake Blvd, Suite 200
Larkspur, CA 94939

PROJECT OVERVIEW
Location
Location 3501 N. Sepulveda Blvd
Area District I
Legal Description Lots 7, 8,9, 10, 11, and 14, portion of lots 12 and 13, Block 1,
Tract 1638.
Landuse
General Plan General Commercial
Zoning CG - General Commercial
Existing Land Use 127-room hotel, 1,320 square-foot lounge, and 3,575 square-foot

conference/dining rooms and restaurant
Neighboring Zoning North CG - General Commercial

South ~ RSC - Residential Senior Citizen

East CG - General Commercial

West RS - Single Family Residential

EXHIBIT F-
1 CC MTG 1-18-11



ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

The Project is Categorically Exempt from the requirements of the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA), pursuant to Section 15301 based on staff’s determination that the use
on the property does not change and thus will not have a significant impact on the
environment.

BACKGROUND

The subject site is occupied by the Belamar Hotel and is currently governed by Resolution
No. 4814 (Exhibit B). The site consists of a 127 room hotel, 1,320 square foot lounge, and
3,575 square feet of conference/dining rooms and restaurant. The parking study
submitted by the applicant states that the site has 74 marked parking spaces and 36 valet
aisle spaces. The hotel holds an agreement with the adjacent property located at 3621 N.
Sepulveda Boulevard to provide an additional 17 spaces in a parking easement area that
is available in evenings, weekends, and holidays, for a total of 110 spaces during
weekdays and 127 spaces on weeknights and all day on weekends and bank holidays.

On November 4, 2009, the applicant submitted an application to amend the current use
permit which, among other requirements, requires the hotel to provide complimentary valet
parking to all patrons as well as reserve 50 parking spaces at an off-site parking facility. The
applicant proposed to remove the condition prohibiting them from charging for valet
parking (condition no. 4) and the condition requiring off-site parking (condition no. 7). The
applicant requested to allow the hotel to charge only registered overnight guests for valet
parking and provide complimentary valet parking to all other patrons.

At its regular meeting on February 24, 2010 (Exhibit C), the Planning Commission
conducted and closed a public hearing and discussed the application. Most neighbors
expressed that the hotel is a good neighbor and makes efforts to address their concerns.
Neighbors were mainly concerned that charging overnight guests for parking would
result in more hotel guests parking in neighborhood streets. Guests driving through and
parking on residential streets was cited as occasionally being a concern. Other concerns
included employees and valet operators parking cars on neighborhood streets.

The Commission discussed the item (Exhibit D) and concluded that they did not feel
comfortable allowing the hotel to charge its overnight guests for parking since it may
increase the number of guests parking in and around the neighborhood. The Commission
was in favor of reducing the satellite parking requirement from fifty spaces to eighteen in
accordance with the Institute of Transportation Engineers’ (ITE) parking generation rates.
The Commission voted (5-0) to continue the discussion at a later date once the applicant
had a chance to explore other options.

Since the hearing, the applicant took steps to address some of the neighbors and
Commissioners’ concerns and has diligently worked with staff to revise their application.



DISCUSSION

Satellite Parking

As reviewed in the February 24, 2010 Planning Commission meeting, the 50-space
satellite parking facility located at 850 S. Sepulveda Boulevard in El Segundo (now
developed as part of Plaza El Segundo) as required by the governing resolution, is no
longer available for the use of the hotel. The hotel currently has and will retain a parking
agreement with the adjacent property (3621 N. Sepulveda Boulevard) which allows the
hotel use of seventeen parking spaces on evenings, weekends, and bank holidays.

The hotel currently complies with the governing resolution by providing 48 satellite
parking spaces through parking agreements (Exhibit E) with White & Day Mortuary (25
spaces located at 3215 N. Sepulveda Boulevard), Gunderlocks (8 spaces located at 3313
N. Sepulveda Boulevard), and Rombros (14 spaces located at 3405 S. Sepulveda
Boulevard).

The applicant submitted parking counts for the months of June through October 2010
(Exhibit F). These include the date, hotel occupancy, and number of cars parked at 7:00
pm, 9:00 pm, and 12:00 am. The counts also show which dates are weekends. Upon
Staff’s request, the September and October tables also include special event information
such as the type of event, number of guests, and event hours. The counts show that the
hotel’s parking needs are satisfied within the hotel property containing 127 parking
spaces. Satellite parking can be maintained in the rare event that additional parking is
needed.

As discussed within the submitted parking study dated January 25, 2010 and at the
Commission meeting on February 24, 2010, the number of required satellite parking
spaces may be reduced in accordance with ITE’s parking generation rates without
significant impacts to the neighborhood. The Commission felt that eliminating satellite
parking requirement altogether was not reasonable but reducing the number of required
satellite parking spaces to the minimum ITE requirement is acceptable. According to
ITE’s parking generation rates, the hotel property needs an additional eighteen spaces to
satisfy their parking needs. This may be accomplished through the satellite parking
agreement with White & Day Mortuary located at 3215 N. Sepulveda Boulevard, which
allows the hotel use of twenty-five parking spaces.

Valet Parking

The applicant requests the option to charge only overnight guests for (valet) parking.
Patrons using other hotel services, such as the restaurant or meeting/banquet rooms
would continue to receive complimentary valet parking services. It is the opinion of the
City Traffic Engineer that the valet parking charge would not significantly change
parking habits for overnight registered guests. However, a valet parking fee for lounge,
restaurant or banquets/special event guests would discourage many hotel visitors from
utilizing the on-site parking spaces and thus increase the use of street parking spaces, and
therefore this charge is not proposed.



At the last meeting, the Planning Commission felt that allowing the hotel to charge for
overnight guest parking would increase the likelihood that some hotel guests will park in
the surrounding neighborhood streets. Condition No. 4 in Section 4 in Resolution 4814
(condition No. 3, Section 2 of proposed Draft Resolution Exhibit A), which requires the
hotel to provide complimentary parking, would need to be revised to allow charging for
valet parking for overnight guests only. The following sections of this report further
discuss how the applicant has addressed these concerns.

Sign Program

The hotel proposes to incorporate a neighborhood directional/parking signage program in
order to deter hotel patrons and employees from parking in the surrounding
neighborhood. The applicant submitted plans (Exhibit G) that include directional signage
throughout the neighborhood directing cars to the hotel parking entrance as well as
courtesy reminders that patrons and employees should refrain from using street parking
throughout the neighborhood.

The applicant worked closely with Staff to create the sign program for which an
Encroachment Permit will be required. Exact sign locations are subject to change pending
Community Development and Public Works Department’s determination. Signs will be
co-located with existing signs where possible.

Other Parking Mitigation Measures

The applicant has taken steps to discourage patrons from parking in the surrounding
neighborhood. The hotel’s website and sales brochures mention that complimentary valet
parking is available. The Hotel Fact Sheet (Exhibit H) is generally provided to meeting
planners and is often included in wedding packages and other sales kits. It confirms that
complimentary valet parking is available for special events. It also requests that event
attendees not park in the surrounding neighborhood. The Hotel Rack Card (Exhibit I) is
the short form version of the Fact Sheet and is distributed at trade shows and at other
venues where space is limited. The Rack Card was improved to confirm that
complimentary valet parking is available.

The applicant has also taken steps to discourage employees from parking in the
surrounding neighborhood. The hotel provides their employees with Los Angeles County
Metropolitan Transportation Authority’s Business Transit Access Pass (B-TAP). This
annual pass allows employees to travel on all Metro buses and rail. Thus far, twenty-one
out of fifty-one eligible employees signed up for the program for 2011. Employees
partially contribute to the cost of the program that is heavily discounted from full retail
cost.



Use Permit Findings
In order to approve a Use Permit Amendment, the Planning Commission must make the
following findings:

1. The proposed location of the use is in accord with the objectives of this title and
the purposes of the district in which the site is located;

The proposed location of the use is in accord with the objectives of the Zoning
Ordinance and the purposes of the district in which the site is located. The
building is located within the CG district. The proposed uses are consistent with
Section 10.16.010 of the Manhattan Beach Municipal Code which states that the
district is intended to provide opportunities for commercial retail uses for a full
range of retail and service businesses as well as professional office uses. The
proposed changes to the use permit will not change the current use of the
property. A hotel use and the incidental activities associated with such use is
allowed at the subject location.

2. The proposed location of the use and the proposed conditions under which it
would be operated or maintained will be consistent with the General Plan; will
not be detrimental to the public health, safety or welfare of persons residing or
working on the proposed project site or in or adjacent to the neighborhood of
such use; and will not be detrimental to properties or improvements in the vicinity
or to the general welfare of the city;

The proposed changes to the use permit is consistent with the General Plan, is not
detrimental to the public health, safety or welfare or persons residing or working on
the proposed project site or in the adjacent neighborhood of such use: and is not
detrimental to properties or improvements in the vicinity or to the general welfare of
the City since the proposed changes to the use permit are not deemed detrimental
to properties in the vicinity as there will be no change in current operational
conditions. The directional and parking signage in the public right-of-way will
protect the adjacent residential neighborhood from intrusion of hotel guests
driving through and parking in the residential area.

The General Plan of the City of Manhattan Beach poses certain goals and policies
which reflect the expectations and wishes of the City with respect to land uses.
Specifically, the project is consistent with the following Goals and Policies of the
General Plan:

Goal LU-6.1: Support and encourage small businesses throughout the City.

Goal LU-6.2: Encourage a diverse mix of businesses that support the local
tax base, are beneficial to residents, and support the
economic needs of the community.

Goal LU-6.3: Recognize the need for a variety of commercial development
types and designate areas appropriate for each. Encourage



development proposals that meet the intent of these
designations.

Goal LU-6.4: Recognize the unique qualities of mixed-use areas and
balance the needs of both the commercial and residential
uses.

Goal I-3: Ensure that adequate parking and loading facilities are
available to support both residential and commercial needs.

3. The proposed use will comply with the provisions of this title, including any
specific condition required for the proposed use in the district in which it would
be located; and

The existing uses comply with the conditions required for the district in which
it is located. There will be no changes to the current use at the subject site.

4. The proposed use will not adversely impact nor be adversely impacted by nearby
properties. Potential impacts are related but not necessarily limited to: traffic,
parking, noise, vibration, odors, resident security and personal safety, and
aesthetics, or create demands exceeding the capacity of public services and
facilities which cannot be mitigated.

The proposed amendment to the use permit does not adversely impact nearby
resident or commercial properties as they related to traffic, parking, noise, vibration,
odors, personal safety, aesthetics, or create demands exceeding the capacity of
public services and facilities which cannot be mitigated. Based on the City’s Traffic
Engineer analysis, the existing parking lots can satisfy all peak parking times on
weekdays and weekends for a fully occupied hotel under worst-case conditions as
long as the parking agreements with the property at 3215 and 3621 N. Sepulveda
Boulevard, or similar off-site facilities, remains and a valet system is utilized. The
directional and parking signage will help to mitigate any potential adverse parking
and traffic impacts to the residential neighborhood, and will be designed not as
advertising, but as identification and informational signage.

Public Input

A public notice for the project was mailed to the property owners within 500 feet of the
site and published in the Beach Reporter newspaper. Staff received two letters in
opposition to the proposed amendments (Exhibit J).

CONCLUSION

The applicant proposes to amend the current use permit to reduce the required fifty space
satellite parking requirement to eighteen (condition No. 5, Section 2 of proposed Draft
Resolution Exhibit A) and to charge overnight guests only for valet parking (condition
No. 3 Section 2 of proposed Draft Resolution Exhibit A). The applicant also proposes to
implement a directional/parking sign program in the neighborhood. Upon review, the
City’s Traffic Engineer determined that as long as parking or operational conditions do



not change the current number of parking spaces available to the hotel are sufficient to
meet its parking needs. The Draft Resolution rescinds and replaces all of the previous
resolutions of approval on the site and incorporates all of the applicable conditions of
those resolutions as well as modified and new conditions.

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission CONDUCT the public hearing and
adopt the attached Draft Resolution APPROVING the subject request.

Attachments:
Exhibit A — Draft Resolution No. PC 10-XX
Exhibit B — City Council Resolution Nos. 4814 and 3441
Exhibit C — Staff Reports and Attachments, dated February 24, 2010
Exhibit D — Planning Commission Minutes, dated February 24, 2010
Exhibit E — Belamar Hotel Parking Agreements
Exhibit F — Belamar Hotel Parking Counts (June-October 2010)
Exhibit G — Belamar Hotel Neighborhood Sign Program
Exhibit H — Belamar Hotel Fact Sheet
Exhibit I — Belamar Hotel Rack Card
Exhibit J — Public Notice and Correspondence



RESOLUTION NO. PC 10-XX

RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY
OF MANHATTAN BEACH, CALIFORNIA, APPROVING A
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT AMENDMENT AND RESCIND CITY
COUNCIL RESOLUTION NOS. 3441 AND 4814 FOR AN EXISTING
HOTEL LOCATED AT 3501 SEPULVEDA BOULEVARD, IN THE
CITY OF MANHATTAN BEACH (BELAMAR HOTEL)

THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF MANHATTAN
BEACH DOES HEREBY RESOLVE AS FOLLOWS:

Section 1. The Planning Commission of the City of Manhattan Beach hereby makes the following
findings:

A.

The Board of Zoning Adjustment of the City of Manhattan Beach conducted a public
hearing pursuant to applicable law to consider the revocation or modification of a
Conditional Use Permit Amendment, with companion Zone Variance, previously
approved for conversion of a 448 square foot storage room to a full service kitchen, and
utilization of an existing 2,220 square foot recreation/meeting room, commonly known
as the Garden Room, and a 2,468 square foot patio for private dining/banquets.

The subject Conditional Use Permit Amendment granted said use in addition to the
continuation of use of a 128 room hotel, with incidental 6,000 square foot public
restaurant/lounge, including an overpass room spanning Valley Drive.

. After duly processing said application and holding a public hearing thereon, the Board

of Zoning Adjustment adopted its Resolution No. 91-8, on April 23, 1991, approving
the Conditional Use Permit and Zone Variance Amendments with certain conditions.

. Within the time permitted by law and pursuant to the provisions of former section 10-

3.1614 of the Manhattan Beach Municipal Code, Barnabey’s (Belamar) appealed
certain conditions imposed by the decision of the Board of Zoning Adjustment as
reflected in Resolution No. 91-8.

The Council of said City pursuant to the provisions of former section 10-3.1614 of the
Municipal Code held a public hearing on June 4, 1991, receiving and filing all written
documents and hearing oral argument for and against, and sustained the decision of said
Board and granted approval for said Conditional Use Permit and Zone Variance
Amendments.

The Conditional Use Permit and Zone Variance applications were properly made to the
Board of Zoning Adjustment pursuant to the provisions of former section10-3.1608 of

the Manhattan Beach Municipal Code, and thereafter the appeal was timely filed.

The Council of said City adopted Resolution No. 4814 on June 18, 1991.

EXHIBIT A
PC MTG 12-8-10



. Pursuant to applicable law, the Planning Commission of the City of Manhattan Beach
advertised and conducted public hearings, where testimony was invited and received on
February 24 and December 8, 2010 to consider an application for a Use Permit
Amendment to discontinue the requirement for a satellite parking facility, to allow a permit
courtesy parking and directional signs in the public right-of-way, and to charge registered
hotel guests valet parking at 3501 N. Sepulveda Boulevard.

Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), and the Manhattan Beach
CEQA Guidelines, this application is Categorically Exempt, Class 1, Section 15301,
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines.

The proposed change will not individually nor cumulatively have an adverse effect on
wildlife resources, as defined in Section 711.2 of the Fish and Game Code.

. The property is located within Area District II and is zoned CG Commercial General. The
surrounding private land uses consist of General Commercial to the north and east, Senior
Citizen Residential to the south, and single-family residential to the west.

. The General Plan designation for the property is General Commercial.

. This Resolution, upon its effectiveness, constitutes the Use Permit for the subject hotel and
supersedes all previous resolutions, including Resolution Nos., 4814, 4489, 4488, 3441,
BZA 88-12, BZA 88-11, BZA 83-48, BZA 83-47, and BZA 75-38.

. Based upon State law, and MBMC Section 10.84.060, relating to the Use Permit
application for the hotel and its related uses, the following findings are hereby made:

a) The proposed location of the use is in accord with the objectives of this title and
the purposes of the district in which the site is located;

The proposed location of the use is in accord with the objectives of the Zoning
Ordinance and the purposes of the district in which the site is located. The
building is located within the CG district. The proposed uses are consistent with
Section 10.16.010 of the Manhattan Beach Municipal Code which states that the
district is intended to provide opportunities for commercial retail uses for a full
range of retail and service businesses as well as professional office uses. The
proposed changes to the use permit will not change the current use of the
property. A hotel use and the incidental activities associated with such use is
allowed at the subject location.

b) The proposed location of the use and the proposed conditions under which it
would be operated or maintained will be consistent with the General Plan; will
not be detrimental to the public health, safety or welfare of persons residing or
working on the proposed project site or in or adjacent to the neighborhood of
such use; and will not be detrimental to properties or improvements in the
vicinity or to the general welfare of the city;

The proposed changes to the use permit is consistent with the General Plan, is not
detrimental to the public health, safety or welfare or persons residing or working
on the proposed project site or in the adjacent neighborhood of such use: and is not



d)

detrimental to properties or improvements in the vicinity or to the general welfare
of the City since the proposed changes to the use permit are not deemed
detrimental to properties in the vicinity as there will be no change in current
operational conditions. The directional and parking signage in the public right-
of-way will protect the adjacent residential neighborhood from intrusion of hotel
guests driving through and parking in the residential area.

The General Plan of the City of Manhattan Beach poses certain goals and policies
which reflect the expectations and wishes of the City with respect to land uses.
Specifically, the project is consistent with the following Goals and Policies of
the General Plan:

Goal LU-6.1: Support and encourage small businesses throughout the City.

Goal LU-6.2: Encourage a diverse mix of businesses that support the local
tax base, are beneficial to residents, and support the
economic needs of the community.

Goal LU-6.3: Recognize the need for a variety of commercial development
types and designate areas appropriate for each. Encourage
development proposals that meet the intent of these
designations.

Goal LU-6.4: Recognize the unique qualities of mixed-use areas and
balance the needs of both the commercial and residential
uses.

Goal I-3: Ensure that adequate parking and loading facilities are
available to support both residential and commercial needs.

The proposed use will comply with the provisions of this title, including any
specific condition required for the proposed use in the district in which it would
be located; and

The existing uses comply with the conditions required for the district in which it is
located. There will be no changes to the current use at the subject site.

The proposed use will not adversely impact nor be adversely impacted by
nearby properties. Potential impacts are related but not necessarily limited to:
traffic, parking, noise, vibration, odors, resident security and personal safety,
and aesthetics, or create demands exceeding the capacity of public services and
facilities which cannot be mitigated.

The proposed amendment to the use permit does not adversely impact nearby
resident or commercial properties as they related to traffic, parking, noise,
vibration, odors, personal safety, aesthetics, or create demands exceeding the
capacity of public services and facilities which cannot be mitigated. Based on the
City’s Traffic Engineer analysis, the existing parking lots can satisfy all peak
parking times on weekdays and weekends for a fully occupied hotel under
worst-case conditions as long as the parking agreement with the property at
3621 N. Sepulveda Boulevard, or similar off-site facilities, remains and a valet
system is utilized. The directional and parking signage will help to mitigate any



potential adverse parking and traffic impacts to the residential neighborhood,
and will be designed not as advertising, but as identification and informational
signage.

Section 2. The Planning Commission of the City of Manhattan Beach hereby APPROVES the
subject use permit amendment application subject to the following conditions:

1.

Condition No. 1 of Resolution No. 4814 is incorporated into this resolution unmodified
to read: The hours of operation for private dining use in the Garden Room and outdoor
patios shall be restricted to Sunday through Thursday, 9:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m. and
between 9:00 a.m. and 11:00 p.m. Friday and Saturday. The use of the Garden Room
and outdoor patio areas shall be restricted to private parties only and said use shall be
limited to total occupancy of 125 persons at any one time.

Condition No. 2 of Resolution No. 4814 is incorporated into this resolution unmodified
to read: The applicant shall obtain an Entertainment Permit for the entire site in
accordance with Ordinance 1775 adopted by the City Council, February 2, 1988.

Condition No. 4 of Resolution No. 4814 is incorporated into this resolution unmodified
to read: The hotel management shall maintain appropriate signage to indicate
“Complimentary Parking — Do Not Park in Residential Neighborhoods.” Location of
signs shall be approved by the Community Development Department.

Condition No. 5 of Resolution No. 4814 is incorporated into this resolution unmodified
to read: The hotel management shall provide a valet attendant in the vicinity of the
driveway adjacent to Oak Avenue at peak hours of business to direct patrons to on-site
parking and to discourage patron parking in the residential neighborhoods.

Condition No. 7 of Resolution No. 4814 is incorporated into this resolution (modified)
to read: Hotel management shall provide evidence to the Community Development
Department that it has finalized an agreement allowing the hotel to make use of a
minimum of eighteen (18) parking spaces at a nearby off-site location as recommended
by the Institute of Transportation Engineers’ (ITE) parking generation rates and
approved by the Community Development Department.

Condition (a) of Resolution No. 3441 is incorporated into this resolution unmodified to
read: Indemnify and hold harmless the City of Manhattan Beach from any and all
liability for injury to persons or property arising out of such use.

Condition (b) of Resolution No. 3441 is incorporated into this resolution unmodified to
read: Obtain an insurance policy designating the City of Manhattan Beach as an
additional insured providing public liability and property damage insurance in a
combined single liability of one million dollars and a certificate as to said insurance
filed with the City at all times that the permit is in effect; failure to maintain said policy
of insurance shall be grounds for revocation of this permit.

Condition (c) of Resolution No. 3441 is incorporated into this resolution unmodified to
read: Acknowledge that by use of the conditional use permit the permittee owns the
overpass structure; if the permit is cancelled, revoked or abandoned, the permittee shall
remove the structure.



10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17

18.

19.

20.

Condition (d) of Resolution No. 3441 is incorporated into this resolution unmodified to
read: Permit is subject to cancellation or revocation upon determination by the City
Council that any conditions of the permit are either not met or violated.

Condition (e) of Resolution No. 3441 is incorporated into this resolution (modified) to
read: All noise emanation from the subject property across residential property lines
shall not exceed the noise level set forth in the Municipal Code.

Condition (f) of Resolution No. 3441 is incorporated into this resolution (modified) to
read: Payment of a monthly charge or levy for use of public right of way shall be
required as determined by the Director of Finance Department.

Condition (g) of Resolution No. 3441 is incorporated into this resolution unmodified to
read: No entertainment in or on the overpass will be permitted.

Condition (j) of Resolution No. 3441 is incorporated into this resolution (modified) to
read: Hotel and City shall enter into an overpass agreement containing the foregoing
conditions originally included in Resolution No. 3441.

Employees shall not be permitted to park on City streets. Evidence of employee parking
on City streets shall be a violation of the Conditional Use Permit.

Employees beginning their work shift after 6pm on weekdays or at any time on
Saturdays, Sundays and federal bank holidays shall park in the parking lot easement
located at 3621 N. Sepulveda Boulevard, or other nearby off-site location as approved
by the Community Development Department, unless the easement area is fully
occupied.

An Employee Rideshare Program shall be instituted and maintained for all employees
that encourages carpooling or other alternative transportation modes. The program shall
include customary incentives and other features to effectively reduce single-occupancy
vehicle usage. The program shall be submitted to Community Development Department
and to the City Traffic Engineer.

. All available on-site spaces, including off-site easement parking spaces when available,

shall be utilized by the valet service before parking any vehicles in aisles or blocking
other vehicles.

Disabled parking spaces shall not be obstructed by valet service or parked cars at any
time.

A directional and parking sign program shall be implemented in the surrounding
neighborhood discouraging hotel parking in the residential neighborhood to the
satisfaction of the Community Development Department.

The project shall be in substantial conformance with the project description and plans
submitted to, and approved by the Planning Commission on December 8, 2010. Any
other substantial deviation from the approved plans and project description must be
reviewed by the Director of Community Development to determine if review and
approval by the Planning Commission is required.



Procedural Requirements

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

All provisions of the Use Permit are subject to review by the Community Development
Department 6 months after occupancy and yearly thereafter.

This Use Permit shall lapse two years after its date of approval, unless implemented or
extended pursuant to 10.84.090 of the Municipal Code

Pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21089(b) and Fish and Game Code section
11.4(c), the project is not operative, vested or final until the required filing fees are paid.

The applicant agrees, as a condition of approval of this project, to pay all reasonable
legal and expert fees and expenses of the City of Manhattan Beach, in defending any
legal action brought against the City within 90 days after the City's final approval of the
project, other than one by the Applicant, challenging the approval of this project, or any
action or failure to act by the City relating to the environmental review process pursuant
to the California Environmental Quality Act. In the event such a legal action is filed
against the City, the City shall estimate its expenses for the 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.

At any time in the future, the Planning Commission or City Council may review the Use
Permit for the purposes of revocation or modification. Modification may consist of
conditions deemed reasonable to mitigate or alleviate impacts to adjacent land uses.



Section 3. Pursuant to Government Code Section 65009 and Code of Civil Procedure Section
1094.6, any action or proceeding to attack, review, set aside, void or annul this decision, or
concerning any of the proceedings, acts, or determinations taken, done or made prior to such
decision or to determine the reasonableness, legality or validity of any condition attached to
this decision shall not be maintained by any person unless the action or proceeding is
commenced within 90 days of the date of this resolution and the City Council is served within
120 days of the date of this resolution. The City Clerk shall send a certified copy of this
resolution to the applicant, and if any, the appellant at the address of said person set forth in the
record of the proceedings and such mailing shall constitute the notice required by Code of Civil
Procedure Section 1094.6.

I hereby certify that the foregoing is a full, true, and
correct copy of the Resolution as adopted by the
Planning Commission at its regular meeting of
December 8, 2010 and that said Resolution was
adopted by the following vote:

AYES:
NOES:
ABSTAIN:

ABSENT:

LAURIE B. JESTER
Acting Secretary to the Planning Commission

Sarah Boeschen
Recording Secretary
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RESOLUTION NO. 4814

RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
MANHATTAN BEACH, CALIFORNIA, APPROVING THE DECISION
OF THE BOARD OF ZONING ADJUSTMENT MADE IN ITS
RESOLUTION NO. 91-8, AS MODIFIED, AND GRANTING A
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT AMENDMENT AND A ZONE

VARIANCE AMENDMENT, PERMITTING A BANQUET DINING US
FOR AN EXISTING HOTEL LOCATED AT [3I50I S LVE
BOULEVARD, IN THE CITY OF TTAN BEACH

(BARNABEY'S HOTEL)

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Adjustment of the City of
Manhattan Beach conducted a public hearing pursuant to
applicable law to consider the revocation or modification of a
cConditional Use Permit Amendment, with companion Zone Variance,
previously approved for conversion of a 448 square foot storage
room to a full service kitchen, and utilization of an existing
2,220 square foot recreation/meeting room, commonly known as the
Garden Room, and a 2,468 square foot patio for private

dining/banquets; and

WHEREAS, the subject Conditional Use Permit Amendment
granted said use in addition to the continuation of use of a 128
room hotel, with incidental 6,000 square foot public
restaurant/lounge, including an overpass room spanning Valley
Drive; and

WHEREAS, after duly processing said application and
holding a public hearing thereon, the Board of Zoning Adjustment
adopted its Resolution No. 91-8 (which is on file in the office
of the Secretary of said Board in the City Hall of said cCity,
open to public inspection and hereby referred to in its entirety
and by this reference incorporated herein and made part hereof),
on April 23, 1991, approving the Conditional Use Permit and Zone
Variance Amendments with certain conditions; and

WHEREAS, within the time permitted by law and pursuant
to the provisions of former section 10-3.1614 of the Manhattan
Beach Municipal Code, Barnabey's appealed certain conditions
imposed by the decision of the Board of Zoning Adjustment as
reflected in Resolution No. 91-8; and

WHEREAS, the Council of said City pursuant to the
provisions of former section 10-3.1614 of the Municipal Code
held a public hearing on June 4, 1991, receiving and filing all
written documents and hearing oral argument for and against, and
thereafter on said June 4, 1991, sustained the decision of said
Board and granted approval for said Conditional Use Permit and
Zone Variance Amendments, as modified;

NOW, THEREFORE, THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
MANHATTAN BEACH, CALIFORNIA, DOES HEREBY RESOLVE, DECLARE, FIND,
DETERMINE, AND ORDER AS FOLLOWS: )

SECTION 1. That the said Conditional Use Permit and
Zone Variance applications were properly made to the Board of
Zoning Adjustment pursuant to the provisions of former section

EXHIBIT &
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10-3.1608 of the Manhattan Beach Municipal Code, and thereafter
the appeal was timely filed.

SECTION 2. That the Conditional Use Permit Amendment
and Zone Variance applied for and the real property affected
thereby are set forth in the application as follows:

Request: Request to allow continued use of
a 448 square foot storage room as
a full service kitchen, and
utilization of an existing 2,220
square foot recreation/meeting
room, commonly known as the
Garden Room, and a 2,468 square
foot patio for private
dining/banquets.

Legal Description: Lots 7,8,9,10,11, and 14, portion
of lots 12 and 13, Block 1, Tract
1638, in the city of Manhattan
Beach.

That the City Council does hereby make

SECTION 3
the following findings:

1. The subject business, known as Barnabey's Hotel,
operates under a cConditional Use Permit as amended under
Resolution No. 4488 and a Zone Variance, Resolution No. 4489,
granted by the Ccity Council on May 3, 1988. Resolutions 4488
and 4489 required as a condition of approval, that in the event
approximately 43 off-premise parking spaces are no longer
available for use by Barnabey's, a review/revocation public
hearing shall be scheduled.

2. The review/revocation hearing was initiated by the
city because of the removal of 43 off-premise parking spaces at
the former Men's Athletic Club of Manhattan Beach, located at
3421 Sepulveda Boulevard. These parking spaces were accessible
to Barnabey's for overflow parking at the time of approval of
said Conditional Use Permit Amendment and Zone Variance in 1988 -
and have been removed in conjunction with the construction of a
nearby 48-unit senior citizen housing project.

3. Barnabey's currently has a Variance for on-site
parking as granted in Resolution No. 4489. The Variance permits
Barnabey's to operate with only 115 on-site spaces plus the 43
off-site spaces, for a total of 158 spaces. However, while
Resolutions Nos. 4488 and 4489 recognized that 115 spaces were
available on-site, it has now been determined that only 108
spaces can be located on the site, and in fact 108 spaces are
currently present. The approved uses would by the code in
effect at the time of adoption of Resolutions Nos. 4488 and 4489
require 298 parking spaces, while the site currently provides
only 108 spaces, including tandem spaces used in a valet-

assisted program.

4., Written and verbal testimony has been received on
both sides of the question of whether the continued use of the
subject site, in particular the Garden Room, without further
modification, would result in nuisances imposed on the

2
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residential neighborhood adjoining the site, including noise,
and traffic and parking congestion.

5. In accordance with the Manhattan Beach Municipal
Code the City Council is empowered to modify or revoke the
Anmended Conditional Use Permit and Zone Variance, based on
findings that the business is in violation of Condition No. 7 of
City Council Resolutions Nos. 4488 and 4489, which established
the terms and conditions of the Conditional Use Permit and Zone
Variance, as amended, and that the continued use would result in
nuisances detrimental to the public health, safety and welfare.

6. Barnabey's has submitted to the City a report
prepared by the firm of Linscott, Law & Greenspan, Engineers,
dated March 25, 1991, and entitled "Valet Parking Management
Plan, Barnabey's Hotel”, with a detailed diagram which indicates
on-site areas planned to be used for tandem, valet-assisted
parking as well as permanent parking spaces. Said Valet Parking
Management Plan indicates that only 108 parking spaces are
practical, and currently available, on Barnabey's site, 7 spaces
less than the 115 spaces recognized by Resolutions Nos. 4488 and

4489.

7. 108 spaces available on Barnabey's site still
leaves Barnabey's 50 spaces short of the 158 spaces required by
Resolutions Nos. 4488 and 4489.

8. Barnabey's presented testimony to the City Council
at its hearing of June 4, 1991, proposing to obtain and maintain
access to fifty (50) parking spaces at an off-site location at
property owned by Allied-Signal Inc., at 850 S. Sepulveda
Boulevard, El Segundo, California, and estimating that it would
take approximately one week from June 4, 1991, to finalize such
an agreement with Allied-Signal Inc.

9. The current =zoning code section 10-3.1602F
provides that parking required to serve Barnabey's may be on a
different site, provided that said parking shall be within 200
feet from Barnabey's for customer/visitor spaces and within 400
feet from Barnabey's for employee spaces, measured from the near
corner of the parking facility to Barnabey's public entrance via
the shortest pedestrian route. The location of the parking .
facility proposed at Allied-Signal does not meet the criteria of

this section.

10. The City Council hereby determines that the facts
necessary for granting an amendment to the zone variance granted
by Resolution No. 4489 are present, to reducée the number of
parking spaces required to 158, and further determines that the
facts necessary for granting a variance from the distance
requirements of current code section 10-3.1602F are also

present.

11. An initial study/environmental assessment was
prepared on May 9, 1991, and a Negative Declaration filed in
compliance with CEQA and the City of Manhattan Beach quidelines,
finding no significant environmental impacts associated with the

amendments.

12. The granting of the continuation of the subject
Conditional Use Permit Amendment and Zone Variance will not
individually or cumulatively have an adverse effect on wildlife

3
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resources, as defined in section 711.2 of the State of
California Fish and Game Code.

'SECTION 4. The City Council does hereby approve the
conditional Use Permit Amendment and the Zone Variance Amendment
for the subject property for the purposes as set forth in
Section 2 of this resolution, subject to conditions enumerated

below:

1. Condition No. 1 of Resolutions Nos. 4488 and 4489
is incorporated into this resolution unmodified to read as

follows: The ho for private dining use in the
Garden Room and outdoor patios shall be restricted to Sunday
thro ay, 9:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m. and betWe&@&n 3:00 A m.
and 11:00 p.m, Friday and Satuxday. The use of the Gagq&lé%om
and outdoor patio areas shall be restricted to private parties

only and said use shall be limited to total occupancy of 125
persons at any one time. paiybe Sty

2. Condition No. 2 of Resolutions Nos. 4488 and 4489
is incorporated into this resolution unmodified to read as
follows: The applicant shall obtain an Entertainment Permit for
the entire site in accordance with Ordinance 1775 adopted by the
city Council, February 2, 1988.

3. Condition No. 3 of Resolutions Nos. 4488 and 4489
is incorporated into this resolution unmodified to read as
follows: All conditions as stated in City Council Resolution

No. 3441 shall be incorporated 1intd this resolution by
reierence. ’
—_—

4. Condition No. 4 of Resolutions Nos. 4488 and 4489
is incorporated into this resolution unmodified to read as
follows: The hotel management shall maintain appropriate
signage to indicate "Complimentary parking. - do not park in
residential neighborhooda®. ~Location of the signs shall be
approved by the Community Development Department.

5. Condition No. 5 of Resolutions Nos. 4488 and 4489
is incorporated into this resolution unmodified to read as
follows: The hotel management shall provide a valet attendant °
in the vicinify of the driveway adjacent to Oak Avenue at peak

hours of busipess tgjluﬂs_n!.tm&i%?_on-sigo parking and to
discourage patron parking in the residential neighborhoods.
6. Condition No. 6 of Resolutions Nos. 4488 and 4489

is incorporated into this resolution unmodified to read as
follows: The hotel management shall encourage-its employees to

commute to work by carpool,. bus, ox bicycle.

7. Condition No. 7 of Resolutions Nos. 4488 and 4489
is hereby modified to read as follows: Within 120 calendar days
of the effective date of this resolution, Barnabey's shall
provide evidence to the City Council that it has finalized an
agreement allowing Barnabey's to make use of fifty (50) parking
spaces at an off-site location at property owned by Allied-
Signal Inc., at 850 S. Sepulveda Boulevard, El Segundo,
California, on__u_gek\emd'_s__a_rg after 6:00 p.m. on weekdays. In the
event that Barnabey's fails to provide such evidence, a
Conditional Use Permit/Zone Variance review/revocation public
hearing shall be scheduled. All conditions of approval shall be

4
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Res. 4814

reviewed annually for compliance. However, in the event that
the fifty spaces at Allied-Signal Inc. are no longer available
for use by Barnabey's a Conditional Use Permit review/revocation
public hearing shall be scheduled. It shall be the responsi-
bility of the management of Barnabey's to notify the City should
said parking no longer be availablae.

SECTION S. This resolution shall take effect
immediately.

SECTION 6. The City Clerk shall certify to the
adoption of this resolution and enter it into the book of
original records of the City.

PASSED, APPROVED and ADOPTED this 18th day of June,

1991.
Ayes: Barnes, Collins, Sieber, Stern, Mayor Holmes
Noes: None

Absent: None
Abstain: None

/s/ C.R. "Bob" Holmes
Mayor, City of Manhattan Beach,
California

ATTEST:

Timothy J. Lilligren
City Clerk

Certifled to be a true copy
of the original of said
document on file in my
offica,

o gﬁé..’“
3 U\&::ééé&z:; CéﬁfiéhnxL.777 ?ﬂé»aéﬁﬁo l;%éulg
s City Clerk of the City of
: ~ Manhaitan Beacw. Jalifornia
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VRESOLUTION ar rib Coy cnnNe o jhe
iy i MATHA T AN BEACH, CNLTLORNTA,
APPROVING THE DECTSTON 0oF  1NE BOARD (1)
CONTING AT IEMENT MANE IN TS RESDLTToN
WO 3RO AN MODTE D, AND GRANTING A
LoNnE T TON USE PLRMIL FQ ) LRIY LO-
CALY I A 3501 SEPULVEDA BOULEVARD ,IN
SATD Gy

WHEREAS, there was filed with the Board of Zoning
Adjustment of the City of Manhattaa Seach, Calitornta, on the
I8th day ol June, 1975, an appliciation by Peppercorn Limited
No. 9 dba fen b Quill llotel, Yor a conditional use permit on
the real property hercinaflter described, pursuant to the pro-
visions of Article 16, Chapter 3, Title 10 of the Municipal
Code of the City of Manhattan Beach; and

WHLREAS, alter duly processing said application and
holding a pnblic hearing thereon, the Board of Zaning Adjust -
ment Jid duly and regularly adopt its Resolution No. 76:38
(which is now on file in the office of the Secretary of said
Board in the City llall of said City, open to public inspection
and hereby referred to in its entirety and by this reference
incorpofutcd herein and made part hercof; on the lith day of
Octoher, 1975, granting satd request (or conditional use per-
wit; and

WHEREAS, the City Council appeuled the decision and
pursittant to the provisions of Chapter 3, {itle 10 of the
Municzipal Code, held a public hearving on the 2nd day of Decem-
ber, 1975, continucd to December Lo, 1975, continued to Febru-
ary 3, 1970 and Finally continued to March 23, 1976, receving
and (iliog all written documents ind hiearing oral uargument
for aund against: thercafter on said 23rd day of March, 1976,
the Council directed that the decision of said Board, as re-
flected in Resolution No.o 76-38, be modificd and that said

conditional nse permit he granted subject to amended conditions
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and pursuint o Section 10-3,1017 of the unicipal Code the
natter was referred hack to the Board of Zonina Adjustment
for further report; and

WHIREAS, the ‘Board of Zoning Adjustment at its meet-
ing of April 13, 1976 received the decision of the City Council
and, after review, concurred with said decision of the City
Council and aCfirmed the amended conditions to the conditional
use permit;

NOW, TILREFORE, THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
MANHATTAN BEACII, CALIFORNIA, WOLS |IEREBY REESOLVE AND ORDER
AS TOLLOWS:

SECTION 1. That the said application is an applica-
tion which was properly made to the Board of Zoning Adjustment
pursuant to the provisions of Sections 10-3.1608 ct seq. of
the Manhattan Beach Municipal Code.

SECTION 2. That the conditional use permit applied
for and the real property affected thereby are sct forth in
the application and conditional use permit as follows:

Request: Permit to allow use of the over-

pass as a pass-through and cock-
tail lounge/mecting room.

l.egal Description:- Lots 7 through 14, Block 1,

Tract No. 1638, .in the City of
Manlattan Beuach, County ol Los
Angeles, State of California,
as per map recorded in Book 21,
Pages 46 and 47 of Maps, in the
office of the Recorder of the
County of Los Angeles (3501 se-
pulveda Boulevard).

SECTION 3. That the City Council docs aerchy approve

and modifly the findings of the Board of Zoning Adjustment con-
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tained in its Resolution Mo, 70-38 und docs hereby grant the
conditional use permit subject to the followingp conditions:

(4} Indemnify and hold harmless the City of Man-
hattun Beach from any and all liability ror injury to persons
OF property arising out of such use,

(b) Obtain an insurance policy designating the City
of Manhattan Beach as an additional insured Providing public
liability and Property damage insurance in combined single
liability of One Million Dollars and a certificate as to saiq
insurance filed with the City*at all times that the permit
is in effect; fajlure to maintain said policy of insurance
shill be grounds for revocation of this permit.

(¢) Acknowledge that by use of the conditional use
permit the permittee owns the overpass structure:; if the per-
mit is cnnéclled, revoked or abandoned, the Permittec shall
remove the structure,

(d)  Permit is subject to Cancellation or revocation
upon determination by the City Council that any conditions of
the permit are eithef not met or uare violated.

' (e¢) All noise emianation froim the subject property
Jcross residential property lines shuall not ¢xceced the noise
level set rourth in Urdinance No. 1362 for residential areas.

({) DPayment of a monthly charye or levy for use
of public right of way to alleviate the question of “a pifg
of public funds."

(8) No entertainment in or on the overpass will]
be permitted.

. (h) Compliance to the above conditions shall be
verified by the City Attorney and a Building Official prior
to issuance of the subject conditional use permic.

(i) Annual review to insure compliimce to the

conditions.

—————————
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Pyl Noted auwd Croy shall enter into oveLrpass apree-
ment containine the foregome conditions and Mavor is authorized
to eaveute sanl awrcement on behalf of City,

SECTION 4. e City Clerk shall certifv to the pPiass -
age and adoption of this resolntion; shall cause tie same to
be cutered in the hook of original resolutions of said City,
shall wmake o minute of the passage and adoption thercof in
the records of the meeting at which the same is passed and
adopted; and shall forward a certificd copy ot this resolution
to the Community Development Department of said City.

PASSED, APPROVED AND ADOPTED this dth day of

May, 1970,

STEPUEN_ K. BLUMBIRG
Hayvor of the Uity of Manhattan
Beach, California

ATTEST:

JEAN 6. McMILLAN
City Clerk

(SEAL)
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CITY OF MANHATTAN BEACH
DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

TO: Planning Commission
FROM: Laurie B. Jester, Acting Director of Community Development
BY: Esteban Danna, Assistant Planner

Erik Zandvliet, Traffic Engineer
DATE: February 24, 2010

SUBJECT: Consideration of a Use Permit Amendment to Discontinue Requirement
for a Satellite Parking Facility and to Require Registered Hotel Guests to
Use Paid Valet Parking at 3501 N Sepulveda Boulevard (Belamar Hotel)

RECOMMENDATION
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission CONDUCT the public hearing and

adopt the attached Draft Resolution APPROVING the subject request, with conditions.

APPLICANT

Belamar Hotel, LLC.

125 E. Sir Francis Drake Blvd, Suite 200
Larkspur, CA 94939

PROJECT OVERVIEW
Location
Location 3501 N. Sepulveda Blvd
Area District 11
Legal Description Lots 7,8, 9, 10, 11, and 14, portion of lots 12 and 13, Block 1,
Tract 1638.
Landuse
General Plan General Commercial
Zoning CG - General Commercial
Existing Land Use 127-room hotel, 1,320 square-foot lounge, and 3,575 square-foot

conference/dining rooms and restaurant
Neighboring Zoning North  CG - General Commercial

South  RSC - Residential Senior Citizen

East CG - General Commercial

West RS - Single Family Residential

1 EXHIBIT C
PC MTG 12-8-10



ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

The Project is Categorically Exempt from the requirements of the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA), pursuant to Section 15301 based on staff’s determination that the use
on the property does not change and thus will not have a significant impact on the
environment.

BACKGROUND

The subject site is occupied by the Belamar Hotel and is currently governed by Resolution
No. 4814 (Exhibit B). The site consists of a 127 room hotel, 1,320 square foot lounge, and
3,575 square feet of conference/dining rooms and restaurant. The parking study
submitted by the applicant states that the site has 74 marked parking spaces and 36 valet
aisle spaces. The hotel holds an agreement with the adjacent property located at 3621 N.
Sepulveda Boulevard to provide an additional 17 spaces in a parking easement area that
is available in evenings, weekends, and holidays, for a total of 110 spaces during
weekdays and 127 spaces on weeknights and all day on weekends and bank holidays.

On November 4, 2009, the applicant submitted an application (Exhibit C) to amend the
current use permit which, among other requirements, requires the hotel to provide
complimentary valet parking to all patrons as well as reserve 50 parking spaces at an off-site
parking facility (formerly the Allied-Signal, Inc. site at 850 S. Sepulveda Boulevard in El
Segundo). The applicant proposed to remove the condition prohibiting them from charging
for valet parking (condition no. 4) and the condition requiring off-site parking (condition no.
7).

In December, the City Traffic Engineer reviewed the draft parking study, determined it
was incomplete and additional information was requested (Exhibit D). The applicant
resubmitted a revised parking study (Exhibit E) and modified their original request to
allow the hotel to charge only registered over-night guests for valet parking and provide
complimentary valet parking to all other patrons. The Traffic Engineer determined that
the revised parking study was satisfactory and recommends approval of the revisions with
conditions (Exhibit F).

DISCUSSION

Parking Study

The applicant states that the required 50-space parking facility located at 850 S.
Sepulveda Boulevard in El Segundo (now developed as part of Plaza El Segundo) as
required by the governing resolution is no longer available for the use of the hotel. The
hotel currently has a 17-space parking agreement at the adjacent property (3621 N.
Sepulveda Boulevard) which allows the hotel use of said parking spaces on evenings,
weekends, and bank holidays. Eliminating the 50-space off-site parking requirement will
not change the current parking conditions at the subject site as the 50-space offsite
facility has not been available since construction of Plaza El Segundo begun several years

ago.

The City Traffic Engineer analyzed the parking study and concluded that while the
existing parking supply does not meet City parking codes, the existing parking lots can



satisfy all peak parking demand times on weekdays and weekends for a fully occupied
hotel under worst-case conditions as long as a valet system is utilized. Therefore, the
existing condition requiring an agreement to maintain 50 off-site parking spaces could be
suspended as long as the hotel operation remain significantly the same as the present
condition and the parking easement for 17 evening and weekend spaces at 3621 N.
Sepulveda Boulevard continues.

It is the opinion of the City Traffic Engineer that the valet parking charge would not
significantly change parking habits for overnight registered guests. However, a valet
parking fee for lounge, restaurant or banquets/special event guests would discourage
many hotel visitors from utilizing the on-site parking spaces and thus increase the use of
street parking spaces. Since the request for paid parking is only limited to overnight hotel
guests, this situation could be allowed on a conditional basis, as long as the City reserves
the right to review and modify the operations if street parking conditions worsen. In
addition, since the number of striped spaces does not meet either the minimum parking
code or actual parking demand, a valet must be used to accommodate additional parking
capacity in the aisles.

It should be noted that the parking study assumes that the current hotel operation and
clientele would remain the same. For this reason, the City Traffic Engineer has
recommended several special conditions that should be tied to the specific use of the
property, as follows:

1. Employees shall not be permitted to park on City streets. Evidence of employee
parking on City streets shall be a violation of the Conditional Use Permit.

2. Employees beginning their work shift after 6pm on weekdays or at any time on
Saturdays, Sundays and federal bank holidays shall park in the parking lot
casement located at 3621 N. Sepulveda Boulevard unless the easement area is
fully occupied.

3. An Employee Rideshare Program shall be instituted and maintained for all
employees that encourages carpooling or other alternative transportation modes.
The program shall include customary incentives and other features to effectively
reduce single-occupancy vehicle usage. The program shall be submitted to the
Community Development Department and the City Traffic Engineer

4. A valet parking fee is permitted for overnight hotel guests only and Permittee
shall collect the parking charge at the time and in the manner that room or folio
charges are collected. Visitors without rooms and others shall not be charged for
valet service or parking.

5. All available on-site spaces, including easement parking spaces at 3621 N.
Sepulveda Boulevard when available, shall be utilized by the valet service before
parking any vehicles in aisles or blocking other vehicles.



6. Appropriate signs stating the free and paid valet service terms shall be posted at
all hotel property entrances to the satisfaction of the Community Development
Department and City Traffic Engineer.

7. Disabled parking spaces shall not be obstructed by valet service or parked cars at
any time.

8. Up to three (3) signs shall be posted along the Oak Avenue property frontage
discouraging hotel parking in the residential neighborhood to the satisfaction of
the City Traffic Engineer.

9. The project shall be in substantial conformance with the project description
submitted to, and approved by the Planning Commission on February 24, 2010.
Any other substantial deviation from the approved plans and project description
must be reviewed by the Director of Community Development to determine if
review and approval by the Planning Commission is required.

10. The City reserves the right to modify valet parking operations if parking
conditions on City streets worsen as determined by the City Traffic Engineer
and/or Police Department.

Use Permit Finings
In order to approve a Use Permit Amendment, the Planning Commission must make the

following findings:

1. The proposed location of the use is in accord with the objectives of this title and
the purposes of the district in which the site is located;

The proposed location of the use is in accord with the objectives of the Zoning
Ordinance and the purposes of the district in which the site is located. The
building is located within the CG district. The proposed uses are consistent with
Section 10.16.010 of the Manhattan Beach Municipal Code which states that the
district is intended to provide opportunities for commercial retail uses for a full
range of retail and service businesses as well as professional office uses. The
proposed changes to the use permit will not change the current use of the
property. A hotel use and the incidental activities associated with such use is
allowed at the subject location.

2. The proposed location of the use and the proposed conditions under which it
would be operated or maintained will be consistent with the General Plan; will
not be detrimental to the public health, safety or welfare of persons residing or
working on the proposed project site or in or adjacent to the neighborhood of
such use; and will not be detrimental to properties or improvements in the vicinity
or to the general welfare of the city;



The proposed changes to the use permit is consistent with the General Plan, is not
detrimental to the public health, safety or welfare or persons residing or working on
the proposed project site or in the adjacent neighborhood of such use: and is not
detrimental to properties or improvements in the vicinity or to the general welfare of
the City since the proposed changes to the use permit are not deemed detrimental
to properties in the vicinity since there will be no change in current operational
and parking conditions.

The General Plan of the City of Manhattan Beach poses certain goals and policies
which reflect the expectations and wishes of the City with respect to land uses.
Specifically, the project is consistent with the following Goals and Policies of the
General Plan:

Goal LU-6.1: Support and encourage small businesses throughout the City.

Goal LU-6.2: Encourage a diverse mix of businesses that support the local
tax base, are beneficial to residents, and support the
economic needs of the community.

Goal LU-6.3: Recognize the need for a variety of commercial development
types and designate areas appropriate for each. Encourage
development proposals that meet the intent of these
designations.

Goal LU-6.4: Recognize the unique qualities of mixed-use areas and
balance the needs of both the commercial and residential
uses.

Goal I-3:  Ensure that adequate parking and loading facilities are
available to support both residential and commercial needs.

3. The proposed use will comply with the provisions of this title, including any
specific condition required for the proposed use in the district in which it would

be located; and

The existing uses comply with the conditions required for the district in which
it is located. There will be no changes to the current use at the subject site.

4. The proposed use will not adversely impact nor be adversely impacted by nearby
properties. Potential impacts are related but not necessarily limited to: traffic,
parking, noise, vibration, odors, resident security and personal safety, and
aesthetics, or create demands exceeding the capacity of public services and
Jacilities which cannot be mitigated.

The proposed amendment to the use permit does not adversely impact nearby
resident or commercial properties as they related to traffic, parking, noise, vibration,
odors, personal safety, aesthetics, or create demands exceeding the capacity of
public services and facilities which cannot be mitigated. Based on the City’s Traffic



Engineer analysis, the existing parking lots can satisfy all peak parking times on
weekdays and weekends for a fully occupied hotel under worst-case conditions as
long as the parking agreement with the property at 3621 N. Sepulveda Boulevard
remains and a valet system is utilized.

Public Input
A public notice for the project was mailed to the property owners within 500 feet of the

site and published in the Beach Reporter newspaper. Staff received two letters in
opposition to the proposed amendments (Exhibit G).

CONCLUSION
The applicant proposes to amend the current use permit to eliminate the required 50-

space satellite parking facility and to charge overnight guests for valet parking. Upon
review, the City’s Traffic Engineer determined that as long as parking or operational
conditions do not change the current number of parking spaces available to the hotel are
sufficient to meet its parking needs. The Draft Resolution rescinds and replaces all of the
previous resolutions of approval on the site and incorporates all of the applicable
conditions of those resolutions as well as modified and new conditions.

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission CONDUCT the public hearing and
adopt the attached Draft Resolution APPROVING the subject request.

Alternatives
Other than the stated recommendation, the Planning Commission may:
1. Provide direction to Staff and CONTINUE the item.

2. DENY the project subject to public testimony received, based upon appropriate
findings, and DIRECT Staff to return a new draft Resolution.

Attachments:
Exhibit A — Draft Resolution No. PC 10-XX
Exhibit B — City Council Resolution Nos. 4814 and 3441
Exhibit C — Application Materials
Exhibit D — Traffic Engineering Comments, December 1, 2009
Exhibit E — Belamar Hotel Parking Study
Exhibit F — Traffic Engineering Comments, February 9, 2010
Exhibit G — Public Notice and Comments



RESOLUTION NO. PC 10-XX

RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY
OF MANHATTAN BEACH, CALIFORNIA, APPROVING A
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT AMENDMENT AND RESCIND CITY
COUNCIL RESOLUTION NOS. 3441 AND 4814 FOR AN EXISTING
HOTEL LOCATED AT 3501 SEPULVEDA BOULEVARD, IN THE
CITY OF MANHATTAN BEACH (BELAMAR HOTEL)

THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF MANHATTAN
BEACH DOES HEREBY RESOLVE AS FOLLOWS:

Section |. The Planning Commission of the City of Manhattan Beach hereby makes the following
findings:

A.

The Board of Zoning Adjustment of the City of Manhattan Beach conducted a public
hearing pursuant to applicable law to consider the revocation or modification of a
Conditional Use Permit Amendment, with companion Zone Variance, previously
approved for conversion of a 448 square foot storage room to a full service kitchen, and
utilization of an existing 2,220 square foot recreation/meeting room, commonly known
as the Garden Room, and a 2,468 square foot patio for private dining/banquets.

. The subject Conditional Use Permit Amendment granted said use in addition to the

continuation of use of a 128 room hotel, with incidental 6,000 square foot public
restaurant/lounge, including an overpass room spanning Valley Drive.

After duly processing said application and holding a public hearing thereon, the Board
of Zoning Adjustment adopted its Resolution No. 91-8, on April 23, 1991, approving
the Conditional Use Permit and Zone Variance Amendments with certain conditions.

Within the time permitted by law and pursuant to the provisions of former section 10-
3.1614 of the Manhattan Beach Municipal Code, Barnabey’s (Belamar) appealed
certain conditions imposed by the decision of the Board of Zoning Adjustment as
reflected in Resolution No. 91-8.

The Council of said City pursuant to the provisions of former section 10-3.1614 of the
Municipal Code held a public hearing on June 4, 1991, receiving and filing all written
documents and hearing oral argument for and against, and thereafter on said June 4,
1991, sustained the decision of said Board and granted approval for said Conditional
Use Permit and Zone Variance Amendments.

That the said Conditional Use Permit and Zone Variance applications were properly
made to the Board of Zoning Adjustment pursuant to the provisions of former
section10-3.1608 of the Manhattan Beach Municipal Code, and thereafter the appeal
was timely filed.

The Council of said City adopted Resolution No. 4814 on June 18, 1991.

EXHIBIT A
PeMhy. 2zt |10




. Pursuant to applicable law, the Planning Commission of the City of Manhattan Beach
advertised and conducted a public hearing, where testimony was invited and received on
February 24, 2010 to consider an application for a Use Permit Amendment to discontinue
requirement for a satellite parking facility and to charge registered hotel guests valet
parking at 3501 N. Sepulveda Boulevard.

Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), and the Manhattan Beach
CEQA Guidelines, this application is Categorically Exempt, Class 1, Section 15301,
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines.

The proposed change will not individually nor cumulatively have an adverse effect on
wildlife resources, as defined in Section 711.2 of the Fish and Game Code.

. The property is located within Area District II and is zoned CG Commercial General. The
surrounding private land uses consist of General Commercial to the north and east, Senior
Citizen Residential to the south, and single-family residential to the west.

. The General Plan designation for the property is General Commercial.

. This Resolution, upon its effectiveness, constitutes the Use Permit for the subject hotel and
supersedes all previous resolutions, including Resolution Nos., 4814, 4489, 4488, 3441,
BZA 88-12, BZA 88-11, BZA 83-48, BZA 83-47, and BZA 75-38.

. Based upon State law, and MBMC Section 10.84.060, relating to the Use Permit
application for the hotel and its related uses, the following findings are hereby made:

a) The proposed location of the use is in accord with the objectives of this title and
the purposes of the district in which the site is located;

The proposed location of the use is in accord with the objectives of the Zoning
Ordinance and the purposes of the district in which the site is located. The
building is located within the CG district. The proposed uses are consistent with
Section 10.16.010 of the Manhattan Beach Municipal Code which states that the
district is intended to provide opportunities for commercial retail uses for a full
range of retail and service businesses as well as professional office uses. The
proposed changes to the use permit will not change the current use of the
property. A hotel use and the incidental activities associated with such use is
allowed at the subject location.

b) The proposed location of the use and the proposed conditions under which it
would be operated or maintained will be consistent with the General Plan; will
not be detrimental to the public health, safety or welfare of persons residing or
working on the proposed project site or in or adjacent to the neighborhood of
such use; and will not be detrimental to properties or improvements in the
vicinity or to the general welfare of the city;

The proposed changes to the use permit is consistent with the General Plan, is not
detrimental to the public health, safety or welfare or persons residing or working
on the proposed project site or in the adjacent neighborhood of such use: and is not
detrimental to properties or improvements in the vicinity or to the general welfare



c)

d)

of the City since the proposed changes to the use permit are not deemed
detrimental to properties in the vicinity since there will be no change in current
operational and parking conditions.

The General Plan of the City of Manhattan Beach poses certain goals and policies
which reflect the expectations and wishes of the City with respect to land uses.
Specifically, the project is consistent with the following Goals and Policies of
the General Plan:

Goal LU-6.1: Support and encourage small businesses throughout the City.

Goal LU-6.2: Encourage a diverse mix of businesses that support the local
tax base, are beneficial to residents, and support the
economic needs of the community.

Goal LU-6.3: Recognize the need for a variety of commercial development
types and designate areas appropriate for each. Encourage
development proposals that meet the intent of these
designations.

Goal LU-6.4: Recognize the unique qualities of mixed-use areas and
balance the needs of both the commercial and residential
uses.

Goal I-3: Ensure that adequate parking and loading facilities are
available to support both residential and commercial needs.

The proposed use will comply with the provisions of this title, including any
specific condition required for the proposed use in the district in which it would
be located; and

The existing uses comply with the conditions required for the district in which it is
located. There will be no changes to the current use at the subject site.

The proposed use will not adversely impact nor be adversely impacted by
nearby properties. Potential impacts are related but not necessarily limited to:
traffic, parking, noise, vibration, odors, resident security and personal safety,
and aesthetics, or create demands exceeding the capacity of public services and
facilities which cannot be mitigated.

The proposed amendment to the use permit does not adversely impact nearby
resident or commercial properties as they related to traffic, parking, noise,
vibration, odors, personal safety, aesthetics, or create demands exceeding the
capacity of public services and facilities which cannot be mitigated. Based on the
City’s Traffic Engineer analysis, the existing parking lots can satisfy all peak
parking times on weekdays and weekends for a fully occupied hotel under
worst-case conditions as long as the parking agreement with the property at
3621 N. Sepulveda Boulevard remains and a valet system is utilized.



Section 2. The Planning Commission of the City of Manhattan Beach hereby

APPROVES the subject use permit amendment application subject to the following conditions:

10.

Condition No. 1 of Resolution No. 4814 is incorporated into this resolution unmodified
to read: The hours of operation for private dining use in the Garden Room and outdoor
patios shall be restricted to Sunday through Thursday, 9:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m. and
between 9:00 a.m. and 11:00 p.m. Friday and Saturday. The use of the Garden Room
and outdoor patio areas shall be restricted to private parties only and said use shall be
limited to total occupancy of 125 persons at any one time.

Condition No. 2 of Resolution No. 4814 is incorporated into this resolution unmodified
to read: The applicant shall obtain an Entertainment Permit for the entire site in
accordance with Ordinance 1775 adopted by the City Council, February 2, 1988.

Condition No. 5 of Resolution No. 4814 is incorporated into this resolution unmodified
to read: The hotel management shall provide a valet attendant in the vicinity of the
driveway adjacent to Oak Avenue at peak hours of business to direct patrons to on-site
parking and to discourage patron parking in the residential neighborhoods.

Condition (a) of Resolution No. 3441 is incorporated into this resolution unmodified to
read: Indemnify and hold harmless the City of Manhattan Beach from any and all
liability for injury to persons or property arising out of such use.

Condition (b) of Resolution No. 3441 is incorporated into this resolution unmodified to
read: Obtain an insurance policy designating the City of Manhattan Beach as an
additional insured providing public liability and property damage insurance in a
combined single liability of one million dollars and a certificate as to said insurance
filed with the City at all times that the permit is in effect; failure to maintain said policy
of insurance shall be grounds for revocation of this permit.

Condition (c) of Resolution No. 3441 is incorporated into this resolution unmodified to
read: Acknowledge that by use of the conditional use permit the permittee owns the
overpass structure; if the permit is cancelled, revoked or abandoned, the permittee shall
remove the structure.

Condition (d) of Resolution No. 3441 is incorporated into this resolution unmodified to
read: Permit is subject to cancellation or revocation upon determination by the City
Council that any conditions of the permit are either not met or violated.

Condition (e) of Resolution No. 3441 is incorporated into this resolution (modified) to
read: All noise emanation from the subject property across residential property lines
shall not exceed the noise level set forth in the Municipal Code.

Condition (f) of Resolution No. 3441 is incorporated into this resolution (modified) to
read: Payment of a monthly charge or levy for use of public right of way shall be
required as determined by the Director of Finance Department.

Condition (g) of Resolution No. 3441 is incorporated into this resolution unmodified to
read: No entertainment in or on the overpass will be permitted.



17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

. Condition (j) of Resolution No. 3441 is incorporated into this resolution (modified) to

read: Hotel and City shall enter into an overpass agreement containing the foregoing
conditions originally included in Resolution No. 3441,

. Employees shall not be permitted to park on City streets. Evidence of employee parking

on City streets shall be a violation of the Conditional Use Permit.

. Employees beginning their work shift after 6pm on weekdays or at any time on

Saturdays, Sundays and federal bank holidays shall park in the parking lot easement
located at 3621 N. Sepulveda Boulevard unless the easement area is fully occupied.

. An Employee Rideshare Program shall be instituted and maintained for all employees

that encourages carpooling or other alternative transportation modes. The program shall
include customary incentives and other features to effectively reduce single-occupancy
vehicle usage. The program shall be submitted to Community Development Department
and to the City Traffic Engineer.

. A valet parking fee is permitted for overnight hotel guests only and Permittee shall

collect the parking charge at the time and in the manner that room or folio charges are
collected. Visitors without rooms and others shall not be charged for valet service or
parking.

. All available on-site spaces, including easement parking spaces at 3621 N. Sepulveda

Boulevard when available, shall be utilized by the valet service before parking any
vehicles in aisles or blocking other vehicles.

Appropriate signs stating the free and paid valet service terms shall be posted at all
hotel property entrances to the satisfaction of the Community Development Department
and City Traffic Engineer.

Disabled parking spaces shall not be obstructed by valet service or parked cars at any
time.

Up to three (3) signs shall be posted along the Oak Avenue property frontage
discouraging hotel parking in the residential neighborhood to the satisfaction of the City
Traffic Engineer.

The project shall be in substantial conformance with the project description and plans
submitted to, and approved by the Planning Commission on February 24, 2010. Any
other substantial deviation from the approved plans and project description must be
reviewed by the Director of Community Development to determine if review and
approval by the Planning Commission is required.

The City reserves the right to modify valet parking operations if parking conditions on
City streets worsen as determined by the City Traffic Engineer and/or Police
Department.



Procedural Requirements

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

All provisions of the Use Permit are subject to review by the Community Development
Department 6 months after occupancy and yearly thereafter.

This Use Permit shall lapse two years after its date of approval, unless implemented or
extended pursuant to 10.84.090 of the Municipal Code

Pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21089(b) and Fish and Game Code section
11.4(c), the project is not operative, vested or final until the required filing fees are paid.

The applicant agrees, as a condition of approval of this project, to pay all reasonable
legal and expert fees and expenses of the City of Manhattan Beach, in defending any
legal action brought against the City within 90 days after the City's final approval of the
project, other than one by the Applicant, challenging the approval of this project, or any
action or failure to act by the City relating to the environmental review process pursuant
to the California Environmental Quality Act. In the event such a legal action is filed
against the City, the City shall estimate its expenses for the 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.

At any time in the future, the Planning Commission or City Council may review the Use
Permit for the purposes of revocation or modification. Modification may consist of
conditions deemed reasonable to mitigate or alleviate impacts to adjacent land uses.



SECTION 3. Pursuant to Government Code Section 65009 and Code of Civil Procedure
Section 1094.6, any action or proceeding to attack, review, set aside, void or annul this
decision, or concerning any of the proceedings, acts, or determinations taken, done or made
prior to such decision or to determine the reasonableness, legality or validity of any condition
attached to this decision shall not be maintained by any person unless the action or proceeding
is commenced within 90 days of the date of this resolution and the City Council is served
within 120 days of the date of this resolution. The City Clerk shall send a certified copy of this
resolution to the applicant, and if any, the appellant at the address of said person set forth in the
record of the proceedings and such mailing shall constitute the notice required by Code of Civil
Procedure Section 1094.6.

I hereby certify that the foregoing is a full, true, and
correct copy of the Resolution as adopted by the
Planning Commission at its regular meeting of
February 24, 2010 and that said Resolution was
adopted by the following vote:

AYES:

NOES:

ABSTAIN:

ABSENT:

LAURIE B. JESTER
Acting Secretary to the Planning Commission

Sarah Boeschen
Recording Secretary
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RESOLUTION NO. 4814

RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
MANHATTAN BEACH, CALIFORNIA, APPROVING THE DECISION
OF THE BOARD OF ZONING ADJUSTMENT MADE IN ITS
RESOLUTION NO. 91-8, AS MODIFIED, AND GRANTING A
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT AMENDMENT AND A ZONE

VARIANCE AMENDMENT, PERMITTING A BANQUET DINING USE
FOR AN EXISTING HOTEL LOCATED AT |3501 SEPULVEDA
BOULEVARD, IN THE CITY OF TTAN BEACH

(BARNABEY'S HOTEL)

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Adjustment of the City of
Manhattan Beach conducted a public hearing pursuant to
applicable law to consider the revocation or modification of a
Conditional Use Permit Amendment, with companion Zone Variance,
previously approved for conversion of a 448 square foot storage
room to a full service kitchen, and utilization of an existing
2,220 square foot recreation/meeting room, commonly known as the
Garden Room, and a 2,468 square foot patio for private
dining/banquets; and

WHEREAS, the subject Conditional Use Permit Amendment
granted said use in addition to the continuation of use of a 128
room hotel, with incidental 6,000 square foot public
restaurant/lounge, including an overpass room spanning Valley
Drive; and

WHEREAS, after duly processing said application and
holding a public hearing thereon, the Board of Zoning Adjustment
adopted its Resolution No. 91-8 (which is on file in the office
of the Secretary of said Board in the City Hall of said City,
open to public inspection and hereby referred to in its entirety
and by this reference incorporated herein and made part hereof),
on April 23, 1991, approving the Conditional Use Permit and Zone
vVariance Amendments with certain conditions; and

WHEREAS, within the time permitted by law and pursuant
to the provisions of former section 10-3.1614 of the Manhattan
Beach Municipal Code, Barnabey's appealed certain conditions
imposed by the decision of the Board of Zoning Adjustment as |
reflected in Resolution No. 91-8; and

WHEREAS, the Council of said city pursuant to the
provisions of former section 10-3.1614 of the Municipal Code
held a public hearing on June 4, 1991, receiving and filing all
written documents and hearing oral argument for and against, and
thereafter on said June 4, 1991, sustained the decision of said
Board and granted approval for said Conditional Use Permit and
Zone Variance Amendments, as modified;

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

SECTION 1. That the said Conditional Use Permit and
Zone Variance applications were properly made to the Board of
Zoning Adjustment pursuant to the provisions of former section

EXHIBIT
B
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Res. 4814

10-3.1608 of the Manhattan Beach Municipal Code, and thereafter
the appeal was timely filed.

SECTION 2. That the Conditional Use Permit Amendment
and Zone Variance applied for and the real property affected
thereby are set forth in the application as follows:

Request: Request to allow continued use of
a 448 square foot storage room as
a full service kitchen, and
utilization of an existing 2,220
square foot recreation/meeting
room, commonly known as the
Garden Room, and a 2,468 square
foot patio for private
dining/banquets.

Legal Description: Lots 7,8,9,10,11, and 14, portion
of lots 12 and 13, Block 1, Tract
1638, in the city of Manhattan
Beach.

. That the City Council does hereby make
the following findings:

1. The subject business, known as Barnabey's Hotel,
operates under a Conditional Use Permit as amended under
Resolution No. 4488 and a Zone Variance, Resolution No. 4489,
granted by the City Council on May 3, 1988. Resolutions 4488
and 4489 required as a condition of approval, that in the event
approximately 43 off-premise parking spaces are no longer
available for use by Barnabey's, a review/revocation public
hearing shall be scheduled.

2. The review/revocation hearing was initiated by the
City because of the removal of 43 off-premise parking spaces at
the former Men's Athletic Club of Manhattan Beach, located at
3421 Sepulveda Boulevard. These parking spaces were accessible
to Barnabey's for overflow parking at the time of approval of
said conditional Use Permit Amendment and Zone Variance in 1988
and have been removed in conjunction with the construction of a
nearby 48-unit senior citizen housing project.

3. Barnabey's currently has a Variance for on-site
parking as granted in Resolution No. 4489. The Variance permits
Barnabey's to operate with only 115 on-site spaces plus the 43
off-site spaces, for a total of 158 spaces. However, while
Resolutions Nos. 4488 and 4489 recognized that 115 spaces were
available on-site, it has now been determined that only 108
spaces can be located on the site, and in fact 108 spaces are
currently present. The approved uses would by the code in
effect at the time of adoption of Resolutions Nos. 4488 and 4489
require 298 parking spaces, while the site currently provides
only 108 spaces, including tandem spaces used in a valet-
assisted program.

4. Written and verbal testimony has been received on
both sides of the question of whether the continued use of the
subject site, in particular the Garden Room, without further
modification, would result in nuisances imposed on the

2




Res. 4814

residential neighborhood adjoining the site, including noise,
and traffic and parking congestion.

5. In accordance with the Manhattan Beach Municipal
Code the City Council is empowered to modify or revoke the
Amended Conditional Use Permit and Zone Variance, based on
findings that the business is in violation of Condition No. 7 of
City Council Resolutions Nos. 4488 and 4489, which established
the terms and conditions of the Conditional Use Permit and Zone
Variance, as amended, and that the continued use would result in
nuisances detrimental to the public health, safety and welfare.

6. Barnabey's has submitted to the City a report
prepared by the firm of Linscott, Law & Greenspan, Engineers,
dated March 25, 1991, and entitled "Valet Parking Management
Plan, Barnabey's Hotel", with a detailed diagram which indicates
on-site areas planned to be used for tandem, valet-assisted
parking as well as permanent parking spaces. Said Valet Parking
Management Plan indicates that only 108 parking spaces are
practical, and currently available, on Barnabey's site, 7 spaces
less than the 115 spaces recognized by Resolutions Nos. 4488 and
4489.

0w O N e N
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7. 108 spaces available on Barnabey's site still
leaves Barnabey's 50 spaces short of the 158 spaces required by
Resolutions Nos. 4488 and 4489.

O
[ 7 |

y 8. Barnabey's presented testimony to the City Council
% at its hearing of June 4, 1991, proposing to obtain and maintain

access to fifty (50) parking spaces at an off-site location at
property owned by Allied-Signal 1Inc., at 850 S. Sepulveda

[
(¢ ]

16 | Boulevard, El Segundo, California, and estimating that it would
take approximately one week from June 4, 1991, to finalize such

17 | an agreement with Allied-Signal Inc.

18 9. The current zoning code section 10-3.1602F
provides that parking required to serve Barnabey's may be on a

19 | different site, provided that said parking shall be within 200
feet from Barnabey's for customer/visitor spaces and within 400

20 || feet from Barnabey's for employee spaces, measured from the near
corner of the parking facility to Barnabey's public entrance via

21 | the shortest pedestrian route. The location of the parking -
facility proposed at Allied-Signal does not meet the criteria of

22 | this section.

23 10. The City Council hereby determines that the facts

necessary for granting an amendment to the zone variance granted
24 | by Resolution No. 4489 are present, to reducé the number of
parking spaces required to 158, and further determines that the
25 || facts necessary for granting a variance from the distance
requirements of current code section 10-3.1602F are also

26 || present.

27 11. An initial study/environmental assessment was
prepared on May 9, 1991, and a Negative Declaration filed in
28 | compliance with CEQA and the City of Manhattan Beach guidelines,
finding no significant environmental impacts associated with the

29 || amendments.

30 12. The granting of the continuation of the subject
Conditional Use Permit Amendment and Zone Variance will not
31 | individually or cunulatively have an adverse effect on wildlife

32 3




w O N G LN

S S T )
I T T I Y

i/ 18
s
17

18

19

20

21

22

8

26
27
28
29
30
31
32z

Res. 4814

resources, as defined in section 711.2 of the State of
California Fish and Game Code.

SECTION 4. ‘The City Council does hereby approve the
Conditional Use Permit Amendment and the Zone Variance Amendment
for the subject property for the purposes as set forth in
Section 2 of this resolution, subject to conditions enumerated

below:

1. Condition No. 1 of Resolutions Nos. 4488 and 4489
is incorporated into this resolution unmodified to read as
follows: The hou on for private dining use in _the
Garden Room and outdoor patios shall be restricted to Sunday
through Thursday, 9:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m. and between J:00 a.m.
and 11:00 p.m, Friday and Saturday. The use of the Ganm_lt!_%om
and outdoor patio areas shall be restricted to private parties
only and said use shall be limited to total occupancy of 125

persons at any one time. R

: 2. Condition No. 2 of Resolutions Nos. 4488 and 4489
is incorporated into this resolution unmodified to read as

follows: The applicant shall obtain an Entertainment Permjt for
the entire site in accordance with Ordinance 1775 adopted by the

city Council, February 2, 1988.

3. Condition No. 3 of Resolutions Nos. 4488 and 4489
is incorporated into this resolution unmodified to read as
follows: All conditions as stated in City Council Resolution
No. 3441 sHall be Incorporated iInto this resolution by

rererence.
—

4. cCondition No. 4 of Resolutions Nos. 4488 and 4489
is incorporated into this resolution unmodified to read as
follows: The hotel management shall maintain appropriate
signage to_indicate "Complimentary parking =-.de not park in
residential neighborhoods". ~Location of the signs shall be
approved by the Community Development Department.

5. condition No. 5 of Resolutions Nos. 4488 and 4489
is incorporated into this resolution unmodified to read as
follows: The hotel management shall provide a valet attendant
in the vicinity of the driveway adjacent to Oak Avenue at peak

hours of busipess to direct patrons to on-site parking and to
discourage patron parking in the residential neighborhoods.
6. Condition No. 6 of Resolutions Nos. 4488 and 4489

is incorporated into this resolution unmodified to read as
follows: The hotel management shall encourage its employees to

commute to work hy carpool, bus, or bicycle.

7. Condition No. 7 of Resolutions Nos. 4488 and 4489
is hereby modified to read as follows: Within 120 calendar days
of the effective date of this resolution, Barnabey's shall
provide evidence to the City Council that it has finalized an
agreement allowing Barnabey's to make use of fifty (50) parking
spaces at an off-site location at property owned by Allied-
Signal Inc., at 850 S. Sepulveda Boulevard, El1 Segundo,
California, dnJﬂgﬂggEELQQQ"QQEgi’6:00fp;@ﬂ'onvweekdays. In the
event that Barnabey's fails to provide such evidence, a
Conditional Use Permit/Zone Variance review/revocation public
hearing shall be scheduled. All conditions of approval shall be

4




Res. 4814

reviewed annually for compliance. However, in the event that
the fifty spaces at Allied-Signal Inc. are no longer available
for use by Barnabey's a Conditional Use Permit review/revocation
public hearing shall be scheduled. It shall be the responsi-
bility of the management of Barnabey's to notify the City should
said parking no longer be available.

SECTION 5. This resolution shall take effect
immediately.

SECTION 6. The City Clerk shall certify to the
adoption of this resolution and enter it into the book of
original records of the City.

© O N O OO & K1 N -

PASSED, APPROVED and ADOPTED this 18th day of June,

[
(o

1991.

11 Ayes: Barnes, Collins, Sieber, Stern, Mayor Holmes
Noes: None
12 | Absent: None
Abstain: None

13
/s/ C.R. "Bob" Holmes
14 Mayor, City of Manhattan Beach,
i California
15
ATTEST:
16
17

Timothy J. Lilligren
18 | city Clerk

19

20

21 Certified to be a true copy
of the original of said

22 document on file in my
office.

23
City Clerk of the City of

- Manhattan Beacw. Jalifornia

26

27

28

29

30

31

33 5
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RESOLUTION NO. 3441

A RESOLUTION OF THEE C17TY COUNCEL or 'lHIé

CLTY OF  MANHATTAN  BEACH, CALITORNIA,

APPROVING THE DECISTON OF THE BOARD or

ZONING ADJUSTMENT MADE IN TTS RESOLUTTION

NO. 70-38, AS MODTETED,  AND GRANTING A

CONDITTONAL USE PERMIT FOR PROPIERTY LO-

CATED AT 3501 SEPULVEDA BOULLVARD IN

SALD CITY.

WIEREAS, there was fiicd with the Roard of zoning
Adjustment of the City of Manhattan Beach, Culifornia, on the
18th day of June, 1975, an application by Peppercorn Limited
No. 9 dba Pen § Quill Hotel, *for a conditional use permit on
the real property hereinafter described, pursuant to the pro-
visions of Article 16, Chapter 3, Title 10 of the Munic;pal
Code of the City of Manhattan Beach; and

WHLREAS, after duly brocessing said appiication and
holding a public hearing thereon, the Board of Zoning Adjust-
ment did duly and regularly adopt its Resolution No. 78-38
(which is now on file in the office of the Secretary of said
Board in the City Hall of said City, open to public inspec;ion
and hereby referred to in its entirety and by this reference
incorpo}atcd herein and made part hercof} on the lith duy of
October, 1975, granting said request for conditional use per-
mit; and

WIHEREAS, the City Council dppealed the decision and
pursuant to the provisions of Chapter 3, Title 10 of the
Municipal Code, held a public hearing on the 2nd day of Decem-
ber, 1975, continued to December 1o, 1975, continued to lebru-
ary 3, 1976 and finally continued to March 23, 1976, receiving
and filing all written documents and hearing oral argument
for and against; thereafter on said 23rd day of March, 1976,
the Council directed that phc decision of said Board, as re-
flected in Resolution No. 76-38, be modificd and that said

conditional use permit be granted subject to amended conditions

Barnabey's Hotel
Feb. 23, 1988

——

-L- CUP Amendment and Zone Variance

Exhibit C
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and pursuant to Section 10-3.1017 of the sunicipal Code the
matter was referred back to the Board of Zoning deustmcnt
for further report; and

WIEREAS, the Board of Zoning Adjustment at its meet-
ing of April 13, 1976 received the decision of the City Council
and, after review, concurred with said decision of the City
Council and aCfirmed the amended conditions to the conditional
use permit;

NOW, THERLFORE, THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
MANHATTAN BEACH, CALIFORNIA, ‘UOLS HEREBY RESOLVE AND ORDER
AS FOLLOWS:

SECTION 1. That the said application is an applica-
tion which was properly made to the Board of Zoning Adjustment
pursuant to the provisions of Sections 10-3.1608 et seq. of
the Manhattan Beach Municipal Code.

SECTION 2. That the conditional use permit applied
fbr and the real property affected thereby are set forth in
the application and conditional use permit as follows:

Request: Permit to allow use of the over-

pass as a pass-through and cock-
tail lounge/mecting room.

Legal Description:- Lots 7 through 14, Block 1,

Tract No. 1638, .in the City of
Manhattan Beach, County ol Los
Angeles, State of California,
as per map recorded in Book 21,
Pages 46 and 47 of Maps, in the
office of the Recorder of the
County of Los Angeles (3501 Se-
pulveda Boulevird).

SECTION 3. That the City Council docs iiereby approve

and modifly the findings of the Board of Zoning Adjustment con-
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tained in its Resolution Mo, 70-38 and does hereby grant the

' conditional use permit subject to the following csnditions:
(t)  Indemnify and hold harmless the City of Man-

hattan Beach from any and all liability for injury to persons

Or property arising out of such use.

of Manhattan Beach as an additibnal insured providing public
liability and property damage insurance in combined single

. liability of One Million Dollars and a certificate as to said
insurance filed with the City*at all times that the permit

is in effect; failure to maintain said policy of insurance

shall be grounds for revocation of this permit.

| (¢) Acknowledge that by use of the conditional use
permit the permittce owns the overpass structure: if the per-

mit is cancelled, revoked or abandoned, the Permittee shall

remove the structure.

(d) Permit is subject to cancellation or revocation
upon determination by the City Council that any conditions of
the permit are eithef not met or arc violated.

. (¢) All noise emanation froin the subject property
across residentinlrpropcrty lines shall not exceed the noise

level sct forth in Ordinance No. 1362 for residential areas.

(C) Payment of a monthly charye or levy for usec
of public right of way to alleviate the question of "u pift
of public funds."

(&) No entertainment in or on the overpass will
be permitted.

' (h} Compliance to the above conditions shall Be
verified by the City Attorney and a Building Official prior
to issuance of the subject conditional use permit.,

(1) Annual review to lnsure compliance to the

conditions.

(b) Obtain an insurance policy designating the City
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(j) llotel and City shall enter into overpass agree-
ment containing the foregoing conditions and Mavor is authorized

to cxccute said agreement on behalf of City.

SECTION 4. The City Clerk shall certify to the pass-
age and adoption of this rcsolution; shall causc tie same to
be cntered in the hook of original resolufibns of said City;
shall make a winute of the passage and adoption thereof in
the records of the meceting at which the same is passed and

adopted; and shall (orward a certificd copy of this resolution

to the Community Development Uepartment of said City.

PASSED, APPROVED AND ADOPTED this Jth day of
May, 1976,

STERHEN K.

BLUMBLRG

Mavor of the City of Manhattan
Beach, California
ATTEST :
JEAN G, McMILLAN
City Clerk
(SEAL)
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MASTER APPLICATION FORM

CITY OF MANHATTAN BEACH
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT

Office Use Onl

Date Submitted; // 4/07
Received By:
F&G Check Submitted: y,e§ Y

V77

3501 Sepulveda Blvd.

Project Address
APN: 4173-008-029

Leqal Description
CG CcG 2

General Plan Designation Zoning Designation Area District
For projects requiring a Coastal Development Permit, select one of the following determinations’:
Project located in Appeal Jurisdiction Project not located in Appeal Jurisdiction
Major Development (Public Hearing required) [:] Public Hearing Required (due to UP, Var., etc.)

[:] Minor Development (Public Hearing, If requested) [:] No Public Hearing Required

Submitted Application (check all that apply)

( ) Appeal to PC/PWC/BBA/CC ( ) Use Permit (Residential)

) Coastal Development Permit ___ ( ) Use Permit (Commercial)
Environmental Assessment X ( ) Use Permit Amendment _X
Minor Exception Variance

Subdivision (Map Deposit)4300

Subdivision (Final)

Public Notification Fee / $65

Lot Merger/Adjustment/$15 rec. fee

(
()
§ §
( ) Subdivision (Tentatlve Map) ( ) Park/Rec Quimby Fee 4425
() ()
() ()

Subdivision (Lot Line Adjustment) Other

Fee Summary: Account No. 4225 (calculate fees on reverse)
Pre-Application Conference: Yes____ No_X___ Date: Fee:

Amount Due: § 501880 (less Pre-Application Fee if submitted within past 3 months)
Receipt Number: ~’ Date Paid: Cashier:

Applicant(s)/Appellant(s) Information'
Belamar Hotel, LLC

Name

c/o 125 E. Sir Francis Drake Blvd., Suite 200, Larkspur, CA 94939
Mailing Address

Fee Owner

Applicant(s)/Appellant(s) Relationship to Property

(415) 945-5020
Phone number / e-mail

John Mackel, General Counsel
. Contact Person (include relation to applicant/appeliant)

same as above

Address
' Belamar Hotel \LLC A g ‘
v AVAVIVL iy
TN

Applicant(s)/Appellant(s) Signrture

(415) 945-5000
Phone number

Complete Project Description- including any demolition (attach additional
pages if necessary)
CUP Amendment Application For Belamar Hotel

. ' An Application for a Coastal Development Permit shall be made prior to, or concurrent with, an

( ’ apptlication for any other permit or approvals required for the project by the City of Manhattan
Beach Municipal Code. (Continued on reverse)
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OWNER'S A-FIDAVIT

STATE OF CALIFORNIA
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

I/We Belamar Hotel, LLC being duly sworn,

depose and say that | anvwe are the owner(s) of the property involved in this application and
that the foregomg statements and answers herzin contained and the information herawith

submitted are in all respects true and correct to the uest of my/our knowledge and belief(s).
By: ”7 }SD\ * Karl K. Hoagland Ill, Authorized Signatory

Signature of Propertl| Owner(s) A (Not Owner in Escrow or Lessee)
Belamar Hotel, LLC

Print Name

¢/0 125 E. Sir Francis Drake Blvd., Suite 200, Larkspur, CA 94939

Mailing Address

(415) 945-5000

Telephone ettt iotod il
’ MARIT DAVEY

Subscribed and sworn to before me, N%?;"';"::m 'C‘;l‘ll’:v:\l‘a

this_ 2%+ gay of Q¢ bdaer 20 O Morn cm !

in and for the County of _ Mol ”“

state of U@ itounian (e UJJ‘-C«_LM\
Notary Public '/z_/)w)-cﬂ/

Fee Schedule Summary
Below are the fees typically associated with the corresponding appiications. Additional fees not
shown on this sheet may apply - refer to current City Fee Resoiution (contact the Planning
Department for assistance.) Fees are subject to aniual adjustment.

Submitted Application (clrcle applicable fees, apply total to Fee Summary on application,
Coastal Development Permit

Filing Fee (public hearing — no other discretionary approval required): $427158

Filing Fee (public hearing — other discretionary approvals required): $ 815X

Filing Fee (no public hearing required): . § 560
Use Permit

Use Permit Filing Fee: $5200 %

Master Use Permit Filing Fee: $8145 &%

Amendment Filing Fee: $4730 %

Beiama/ASIG" Y§e Permit Conversion $4,080&

variance

Filing Fee: $4925 %
Minor Exception

Filing Fee (with notice): $ 1,095 &

Filing Fee (without notice): 547.50
Subdivision

Certificate of Compliance $1.505

Final Parcei Map / Final Tract Map 585

Lot Line Adjustment or Merger of Parcels 1,010

Mapping Deposit (paid with Final Map application) ) 473

Quimby (Parks & Recreation) fee (per unit/ict) 1,817

Tentative Parce!l Map (less than 4 lots / uniis) No Public Hearing 805

Tentative Parcel Map (less than 4 lots / units) Public Hearing 3,180 &

Tentative Tract Map (more than 4 lots / units) 3,770 &2

Environmental Review (contact Planning Division for applicable fee)

Znvironmiental Assessment: $ 218
Environmental Assessment (if lnmal Study is prepared): $2210
Fish and Game County Clerk Fee® $ 75
= Public Notification Fee applies to all projects with public hearings and $ 0G5

covers the clty's costs of envelopes, postage and handling the
mailing of public notices. Add this to filing fees above, as applicable.

? Make $75 check payable to LA County Clerk (QQN_QI__P_LH_QAIE_QN_QU_EQIS)

G:\Planning\Counter Hand, lication Form .doc fvv. 5/09
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State of California
County of Marin

Subscribed and affirmed before me on this 28" day of October, 2009, by Karl K.
Hoagland III, proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the person
who appeared before me.

Seal

MARIT DAVEY
b Commission # 1769311
; Wm-cm.

. ; » Marin County =
LW‘W&Q' ‘

Signature \,/\//OW

Owner's Affidavit
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Complete Project Description

Applicant is seeking an amendment to Resolution No. 4814, Resolution of the City
Council of the City of Manhattan Beach, California, approving the decision of the Board of
Zoning Adjustment made in its Resolution No. 91-8, as modified, and granting a Conditional
Use Permit Amendment and a Zone Variance Amendment, permitting a banquet dining use for
an existing hotel located at 3501 Sepulveda Boulevard, in the City of Manhattan Beach, now
known as the Belamar Hotel. The amendment would be to certain provisions of Section 4 of the
Resolution. Those amendments would be as follows:

Paragraph 4 of Section 4 would be amended to allow paid valet parking and to require
appropriate signage.

Paragraph 7 of Section 4 would be deleted in its entirety and the requirement for the fifty
(50) offsite parking spaces at 850 South Sepulveda Boulevard, El Segundo, California would be
no longer be required for this Conditional Use Permit/Zone Variance. All other parking for the
site could remain in place.

All other operations of the hotel would remain unchanged.

28809713.1 09085202



ENVIRONMENTAL INFORMATION FORM

(to be NHPABMJ by applicant)

s f adiaded

CITY OF MANHATTAN BEACH
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT

Date Filed:

APPLICANT INFORMATION John Mackel

Name: Belamar Hotel. LLC Contact Person:
Address: 3501 Sepulveda Bivd. Address: ¢/o 125 E Sir Francis Drake Blvd, #200, Larkspur, CA 94939

Phone number: (310) 750-0302 Phone number: (415) 945-5020
Relationship to property: Fee Owner Association to applicant. General Counsel

PROJECT LOCATION AND LAND USE
Project Address: 3501 Sepulveda Bivd.
Assessor's Parcel Number: 4173-008-029

Legal Description: see attached
Area District, Zoning, General Plan Designation: 2,C6

Surrounding Land Uses:
North gas station/ office

South Valley Drive East Sepuiveda Blvd
Existing Land Use: _Hotel

West Oak Avenue

PROJECT DESCRIPTION
Type of Project: Commercial X __Residential Other
If Residential, indicate type of development (i.e.; single family, apartment,
condominium, etc.) and number of units:

If Commercial, indicate orientation (neighborhood, citywide, or regional), type of
use anticipated, hours of operation, number of employees, number of fixed seats.
square footage of kitchen, seating, sales, and storage areas: The hotel has ,
a regional orientation. It is open all day, every day. See parking study for additional details regarding

typical usage.

If use is other than above, provide detailed operational characteristics and
anticipated intensity of the development:




DD DD

Removed/
Existing Proposed  Required Demolished

Project Site Area: No change _

Building Floor Area: No change

Height of Structure(s) No change

Number of Floors/Stories: No change

Percent Lot Coverage: No change

Off-Street Parking: No change

Vehicle Loading Space: - Nochange

Open Space/Landscaping: No change

Proposed Grading:

Cut Fill Balance Imported Exported

Will the proposed project result in the following (check all that apply):

Yes No
_X__ Changes in existing features or any bays, tidelands, beaches, lakes, or

hills, or substantial alteration of ground contours?

_X_ Changes to a scenic vista or scenic highway?

X A change in pattem, scale or character of a general area?
A generation of significant amount of solid waste or litter?
A violation of air quality regulations/requirements, or the creation of
objectionable odors?
Water quality impacts (surface or ground), or affect drainage patters?
An increase in existing noise levels?
A site on filled land, or on a slope of 10% or more?
The use of potentially hazardous chemicals?
An increased demand for municipal services?
An increase in fuel consumption?
A relationship to a larger project, or series of projects?

X
X

x

X IX X X X

T T

X

Explain all “Yes" responses (attach additional sheets or attachments as necessary):

CERTIFICATION: | hereby certify that the statements furnished above and in attached
exhibits present the data and information required for this initial evaluation to the best of
my ability, and that the facts, statements, and information presented are true and

correct to Wnow!edge and belief.
Signature: /"\/ Prepared For: Belamar Hotel, LLC

Date Prépared: ~_ U127 | 2007

Revised 797
G:\Planning\Counter Handouts\Environmental Information Form.doc



Belamar Legal Description

Parcel 1:

Lot 7 to 14, inclusive in Block 1, of Tract No. 1638, in the City of Manhattan Beach,
County of Los Angeles, State of California, as per map recorded in Book 21, Pages 46
and 47 of Maps, in the office of the County Recorder of said County.

Except that portion of said Lots 12 and 13, lying within the line of the Parcel of land
described in the Deed to the City of Manhattan Beach, recorded May 7, 1963 as
Instrument No. 3666, in Book D-1945 Page 427, of Official Records, which lies
Northerly of the Northerly line of the Southeasterly 5.00 feet, measured at right angles, of
said Lots 12 and 13, said Parcel of land being described as follows:

Commencing at the Southeast corner of said Lot 13; thence along the Southeast of said
Lots 13 and 12, Southwesterly 104.97 feet to the true point of beginning for this
description; thence Northeasterly along a tangent curve concave Northwesterly, having a
radius of 95 feet to a point in the Westerly line of existing Sepulveda Boulevard, 100 feet
wide, distant along said Westerly line, Northerly 31.46 feet from the intersection thereof,
with said Southeast line of said Lot 13; thence along said Westerly line of Sepulveda
Boulevard, Southerly 31.46 feet to said line of Sepulveda Boulevard; Southerly 31.46
feet to said intersection; thence along said Southeast line of said Lots 13 and 12,
Southwesterly 58.83 feet to the said true point of beginning.

Assessor’s Parcel No: 4173-008-029

Parcel 2:

An Exclusive private easement for the use of Seventeen (17) Parking spaces on and
across the office property, together with access rights for pedestrians and vehicles to and
from the office property as set forth in that certain Parking Easement Agreement by and
between LaeRoc Barnabey’s 2002 LLC and LaeRoc 3621 Sepulveda 2002, LLC, dated
July 10, 2006 and recorded September 12, 2006 as instrument No. 06-2025115.
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CITY OF MANHATTAN BEACH

DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

TO: Eric Haaland, Senior Planner
FROM: Erik Zandvliet, Traffic Engineer
DATE: December 1, 2009

SUBJECT: Belamar Hotel Parking Study
3501 N. Sepulveda Boulevard
Traffic Engineering Comments

The following comments have been prepared in response to a parking study prepared by Gibson
Transportation Consulting, Inc, for the Belamar Hotel, located at 3501 N. Sepulveda Boulevard,
dated August 24, 2009. The existing site consists of a 127 room hotel, 1,320 square foot lounge,
3,575 square feet of conference/dining rooms, and restaurant. The parking study is based on a
parking supply of 74 marked angle spaces, 36 valet aisle spaces, 16 spaces in a parking easement
area adjacent to the Chevron Station at 3623 N. Sepulveda Boulevard and 22 spaces available in
evenings and weekends in an off-site commercial property at 3621 N. Sepulveda Boulevard, for a
total of 110 spaces during weekdays and 148 spaces on weeknights and all day on weekends.

It should be noted that the existing planning conditions pursuant to Resolution No. 4814 limit the
use of the Garden Room and outdoor patios for private use only with not more than 125 persons.

The parking study has been found to be INCOMPLETE, based on the following tratfic engineering
comments:

Existing Conditions

1. The average and peak number of employees shall be identified in the study.

2. The Parking Study did not identify the size of the existing restaurant and associated dining
area(s), or the restaurant occupancy on the study dates. If the restaurant is open to the
public, the size of the dining area(s) open to the public shall be identified.

3. The Parking Study did not identify the amount of unoccupied office space that would
require additional parking for Lots | and 2.

4. The Parking Study must acknowledge that curb parking is unacceptable for parking by hotel
patrons or employees.

Parking Demand Rates Comparison

5. The Parking Study must compare observed parking demand to both ITE Parking Generation
rates (latest edition), and City Municipal Code requirements for all uses on the site,
including uses for the commercial property at 3623 N. Sepulveda Boulevard (Lots 1 and 2).

6. The Parking Study did not determine the parking demand for the existing commercial uses
for Lots 1 and 2 at 3623 N. Sepulveda Boulevard. The Parking Study shall provide a
separate shared parking analysis for the commercial uses at Lots 1 and 2 for weekday and

weekend periods.
EXHIBIT
D

Parking Occupancy Study Conditions
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7. The size of the special event on July 18, 2009 was not identified. What percentage of
wedding guests were also occupying the hotel rooms? Was there unused banquet space?

8. There are missing hourly parking occupancy counts between 9am and 9pm on two study
dates, so a valid comparison can not be made to confirm typical hotel parking usage. At
least two weekend occupancy counts shall be made on consecutive weekends. The 24-hour
period with the maximum demand during these two days shall be used.

9. Since curb parking may not be used for any required or supplemental parking supply, any
existing curb parking demand associated with the hotel shall be accommodated on-site and
included in the overall parking demand. Therefore, an attempt shall be made to quantify the
latent hotel guest and employee parking demand on the adjacent streets, summarize it in a
separate column and add it to the on-site parking demand. Alternately, occupancy counts
may be made while Temporary No Parking restrictions are in effect on local streets within
200 feet of the hotel property with no adjustment in on-site parking demand.

Parking Analysis

10. The dining/banquet area occupancy rates shall be based on the occupancy load (i.e. number
of persons), not occupied square footage.

11. The parking study shall provide separate estimates of fully occupied hotel and
dining/banquet parking demands, if full occupancy is not reached during observed counts.

12. The proposed parking supply shall provide sufficient off-street parking for fully occupied
hotel and banquet parking demand, and shall identify the number of spaces and time period
required to meet this demand. Any unused banquet space must be identified and calculated
into a fully occupied and banquet parking calculation.

Valet Parking

13. A discussion of the current operation of valet service and Valet Parking Management Plan
must be made part of the Parking Study.

14. The explanation of potential impacts of paid valet service is misleading and fails to
recognize the ability to park for free on city streets. The interview failed to ask patrons that
used free valet parking if they would use the valet if there was a charge.

15. Valet parking charges are not common in suburban areas where there is free parking
available on streets because off-site guest parking would adversely impact surrounding
neighborhoods.

The use of paid valet service would likely have a significant impact on the surrounding
neighborhood, and could potentially require environmental mitigation measures. Paid valet service
is typically avoided by a large percentage of users when alternative free parking is available on
public streets near the valet parking. The use of street parking is never to be used to satisfy a
parking requirement of a business or residence, since it is not under the control or rights of the
private property owner. Therefore, paid valet service is NOT recommended at this location.

In addition, the minimum code required parking is not met by standard parking dimensions, so a
valet must be used to accommodate additional parking capacity in the aisles. Under these
circumstances, guests and employees must use a valet service, and should not be charged for a
varianced condition that is not normally permitted by other similar uses. Paid valet service should
only be treated as a convenience for customers and guests, and sufficient on-site free parking should
always be available.

G\l TRAFFIC & ROW DIVISION\TRAFFIC ENGINEER\Planning\Memo-belamar parking analysis 8-24-09.doc



ibson

transportation consulting, inc.

MEMORANDUM

TO: Timothy McOsker, Mayer Brown LLP
FROM: Patrick Gibson, P.E.

DATE: August 24, 2009

Revised January 25, 2010

RE: Parking Study for the Belamar Hotel Ref: J1025
3501 N. Sepulveda Boulevard

Gibson Transportation Consulting, Inc. (GTC) was asked to review the parking conditions at
the existing Belamar Hotel in Manhattan Beach, California. The Belamar Hotel is a 127-room
luxury boutique hotel located on the southwest corner of Sepulveda Boulevard & Rosecrans
Avenue. The hotel is supported by an on-site restaurant and lounge. Six rooms are available
for banquets, meetings, and special events. Three of these event venues are small, holding
6-12 people each, while the three other larger rooms total 3,575 square feet (sf) and have
capacities of 50, 100, and 200 guests. The lounge totals 1,320 sf and the combined
restaurant and conference/dining/meeting rooms total 3,575 sf.

Figure 1 shows the location of the hotel and the parking areas surveyed.

The hotel operates with an average staff of 22 employees during the daytime shift (generally 7
am until 4 pm) and 8 employees on a typical night shift (4 pm until 12 midnight). During peak
evening events, the on-site hotel and event staff could increase to as many as 18 employees.
Based on the travel patterns of the current employees, the employee parking demand totals
15, 6, and 12 spaces, respectively.

Parking Supply

The parking supply for the project includes the following areas:

74  marked angle spaces in on-site lots
36 spaces in the aisles operated by on-site valets
110  on-site spaces

In addition to the on-site spaces, the hotel has access to the following parking areas:
17  spaces available evenings and weekends at 3621 N. Sepulveda Boulevard

(the office development next door to the hotel).
127  spaces available to hotel guests and employees on weeknights and weekends.

EXHIBITE

e Zizalio

660 S. Figueroa Street, Suite 1120 Los Angeles, CA 90017  p.213.683.00889 [.213.683.0033




Mr. Tim McOsker

August 24, 2009
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Parking Easement

The hotel has an exclusive agreement with the office project next door that allows the hotel to use
17 parking spaces from 6:00 pm until 7:00 am Monday through Friday and all day weekends and
bank holidays. The easement is a permanent and exclusive agreement recorded against the
property for the benefit of the hotel.

The parking easement, recorded in July 2006, is described as follows in the recorded document:

“The Office Parcel Owner hereby grants and establishes for the benefit of the Hotel Parcel
Owner, its successors and assigns, an exclusive easement to use, for parking, seventeen
(17) striped non-handicap parking spaces (“Allotted Parking Spaces”) from 6:00 p.m. until
7:00 a.m. Mondays through Fridays and twenty four (24) hours a day on Saturdays,
Sundays, and federally banking holidays (collectively, "Non-Business Hours"), together
with access rights for pedestrian and vehicles to and from the Office Property (“Parking
Rights”) for so long as the hotel shall remain on the Hotel Property.”

Thus, during the weekday evenings and weekends, the hotel has permanent access to 127
parking spaces.

STUDY PURPOSE

The study involved the evaluation of the current parking demand patterns for the Belamar Hotel.
The hotel currently has two Conditions of Approval requirements that it is seeking to amend:

+ The first requires the hotel to maintain a 50-space off-site parking area because the City
believed that a prior hotel owner was conducting events that could not be accommodated
by the on-site lots. The location that the hotel used for the past several years is now
redeveloped and an alternate site will be difficult to find. The hotel reports that it never
uses this lot and the owners are seeking to have this condition removed.

¢ The second condition involves the current valet parking on-site. In an effort to encourage
on-site parking, the City has required that valet parking be provided at no cost to the
hotel visitors and guests. The hotel is now seeking the right to modify that condition so
that it may charge the registered hotel guests a fee for the valet parking service. The
parking charge would be collected at the front desk upon the guest checkout and would
not be directly collected by the valet. Restaurant patrons and all event guests would
continue to receive valet parking at no charge.

PARKING SUPPLY

Figure 1 shows the location of the on-site and off-site parking areas that are available to hotel
employees and guests.

The Belamar Hotel has three on-site parking lots (Lots 3, 4, and 5 on Figure 1) that provide a total
of 74 striped parking spaces (including five handicap spaces). With valet parking service, Lots 3,
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4 and 5 can add 8, 18, and 10 spaces, respectively, by stacking cars in the center aisles of each
lot. This brings the on-site parking supply total to 110 spaces.

Lots 1 and 2 are owned by the commercial building located immediately north of the hotel. The
building houses office space and some child-related businesses (tutoring and daytime recreational
activities). The lots provide 38 spaces that are used for employees, visitors, and parents dropping
off children. The hotel has access to 17 of the spaces in the adjacent parcel (Lot 2) between 6 pm
and 7am every weekday and all day on weekends.

Lot 6 contains 16 spaces in a parking area adjacent to the Chevron Station at 3621 N. Sepulveda
Boulevard. These spaces belong to the Chevron Station and are not available to the hotel.

Three nearby residential streets have on-street curb parking available with approximately 45
spaces provided. The east side of Oak Avenue (13 spaces) and the north side of Valley Drive (2
spaces) provide 15 curb parking spaces immediately adjacent to the hotel while the other blocks
are fronted by residential uses. A total of 45 curb parking spaces are available within easy
walking distance of the hotel. These spaces have been included in the parking study not because
they should be considered as appropriate parking areas for hotel guests and employees, but,
rather, because the City wants to measure the current level of overflow parking that affects the
neighborhood.

The City has requested that all of the nearby curb parking spaces and Lots 1 and 6 be included in
the parking study so that the total parking demand in the area can be recorded. The City has also
requested that the on-site supply and adjacent off-site easement have sufficient capacity to
accommodate the total hotel demand without the curb parking supply.

PARKING CODE REQUIREMENTS

Table 1A summarizes the parking requirements for the hotel project when the project is compared
to the City of Manhattan Beach Parking Zoning Code (City Code) and to the Institute of
Transportation Engineers’ (ITE) Parking Generation, 3° Edition rates.

The on-site parking supply for the hotel project falls short of both the City Code and Parking
Generation rates. The City Code requirements for the hotel treat each element of the hotel
property (hotel rooms, restaurant, banquet facility, meeting rooms) as separate land uses even
though there is clearly sharing of visitation among the uses. Therefore, the City Code
requirements likely overstate the actual demand (as in fact is demonstrated in Tables 2 and 3).
Parking Generation cites one parking demand rate for the combined facility.

With the off-site parking supplies (17 spaces in the adjacent commercial property), the total hotel
project parking supply almost meets the recommended ITE parking supply but still falls short of
the City Code.

Table 1B shows the same comparison for the adjacent commercial project. The office building is
very close to meeting both the City Code and the ITE recommended parking rate.
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PARKING OCCUPANCY PATTERNS

GTC conducted parking occupancy counts on a weekday and a Saturday to determine the peak
parking demand for the hotel. The weekday count was conducted on Tuesday, July 7, 2009
because the hotel was fully booked on that day. Saturday, July 18, 2009 was selected for the
weekend count because, again, the hotel was fully booked and a large wedding was scheduled
for that evening. All of the event areas of the hotel were booked for the wedding on July 18, thus
representing the largest event that could be operated at the hotel in combination with full
occupancy of the hotel rooms.

The parking occupancy counts included all the spaces shown in Figure 1 so that the pattern of
both hotel and neighborhood parking could be determined. The number of cars parked in each lot
and along each block face was recorded every hour between 6am and 11pm (until midnight on
Saturday)

Supplemental counts were conducted on a second Saturday and a second weekday — Saturday,
July 11 and Monday, July 13 (when the hotel was fully booked) — to verify the validity of the first
counts. No special events were scheduled on Saturday, July 11. The supplemental counts were
conducted at 6, 7, and 8 am and again at 9, 10, and 11 pm to match the peak hours of parking
occupancy found during the July 7 parking counts.

Tables 2 and 3 and Appendix A show the results of the parking occupancy counts.

Visitor parking is typically considered to be effectively full when it reaches 85% occupancy levels.
This is the occupancy level at which visitors get frustrated looking for the last few available spaces
and they tend to visit another store or venue. This target occupancy rate does not really apply to
this situation because the Belamar Hotel parking lot is run by valets and visitors to the hotel do not
have to look for available parking spaces. Therefore, the Belamar Hotel can effectively utilize its
entire supply through the use of the valet service.

Weekday Usage

Table 2 indicates that no hour of the day reached 85% occupancy on either weekday tested.
Despite the fact that the hotel rooms were completely sold out, the maximum weekday parking
occupancy for the on-site lots was in the 40-50% range during the early morning and late night
hours and in the 30-40% range during the mid-day hours.

It is also interesting to note that the adjacent Lots 1 and 2 were approximately 50% utilized during
the daytime hours when the businesses in the adjacent building were active, but virtually empty
during the night and early morning hours. There were only one or two cars parked in Lots 1 and 2
during the hours when the businesses were closed. This indicates that the hotel was not using
these spaces on either weekday tested. Since there was empty office space in the adjacent
commercial project during the time of the parking occupancy counts, an additional shared parking
analysis was completed assuming that the entire adjacent commercial project was occupied. This
analysis is presented in Appendix B.
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The spaces on the east side of Oak Avenue were well utilized throughout the entire day as were
the two spaces on Valley Drive immediately in front of the hotel. Observations of the parking
patterns showed that many of the Oak Avenue parkers were indeed employees or guests of the
hotel/lounge, but many of the visitors to the Oak Avenue homes and employees/visitors to the
adjacent business to the north of the hotel also used this curb parking. This is especially true at
the north end of the block and on the west side of the street.

Other block faces in the area showed light curb parking usage. Thé hotel is using the curb spaces
immediately adjacent to the facility, but hotel guest, visitor or employee parking does not spill into
the neighborhood.

Saturday Usage

Table 3 shows that the introduction of a banquet/wedding/event at the hotel increases the parking
demand during the late night hours. The hotel lots were 60-70% occupied during the event from
approximately 7 pm until midnight. Only during two hours of the evening on an event Saturday did
valets have to use the aisle spaces in Lot 4.

Even during these very busy hours, there was no valet overflow to Lots 1, 2, or 6, with fewer than
10 cars parked in these areas even during the busy event hours.

During the hours the hotel lots were very busy, there was still not an overflow into the curb parking
spaces that front residential homes except along Oak Avenue. Parking did increase on both sides
of Oak Avenue, but the remainder of the neighborhood streets was lightly parked.

These event day occupancy patterns show that:

1. Along Oak Avenue, the east side of the street is heavily utilized by hotel-related vehicles
but observations indicated that many of the vehicles parked along the west side of the
street were related to the residences fronting that side of the street.

2. With the exception of the portion of Oak Avenue immediately adjacent to the site, the
hotel is capturing its demand on the site and is not a significant imposition on the
neighborhood.

3. The adjacent lot where the hotel has permission to utilize spaces nights and weekends is
lightly used by hotel vehicles.

4. The valet parking of guests to both the hotel rooms and the event were fully
accommodated on site.

The Saturday counts when there was no event at the hotel (but the rooms were fully booked)
showed patterns much more similar to weekday conditions. The hotel lots were approximately 45-
55% occupied and the curb spaces adjacent to the hotel property were well utilized. Spillover into
the neighborhood was nonexistent.
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Figures 2 and 3 show the hourly usage pattern over the course of a weekday for the hotel parking
lots and the adjacent lot, respectively. Figure 4 shows the weekday patterns for the curb parking
spaces in the study area. These figures illustrate the available capacity in the hotel lots and the
small impact the hotel has on the adjacent neighborhood.

Figures 5-7 show the same information for the Saturday counts. Note the substantial difference
between an event Saturday and a typical Saturday. Even on an event Saturday, however, the
hotel still manages its parking to the point that neighborhood spillover is minimized and parking in
the adjacent business is not affected.

Appendix A shows the hourly parking patterns broken down on a lot-by-lot and curb face basis.

ADJACENT COMMERCIAL LOT USAGE PATTERNS

As described above, the hotel has the right to use up to 17 spaces in the adjacent commercial
property (Lot 2) during the weekday evening hours and all day and night on weekends.

The adjacent parcel contains an office building that is a combination of one and two stories. While
the land use is primarily office, there are two ground floor businesses that offer child care and
student tutoring.

The adjacent office building has approximately 12,750 sf of space, but about one-half of the total
square footage is currently vacant. Because of the high proportion of vacant space that was in
effect during the parking occupancy counts, the City requested that a separate shared parking
study be conducted for the adjacent parcel under the assumption that the project was fully
occupied. The intent of this analysis is to make sure that the hotel's use of up to 17 spaces during
weeknights and weekends does not adversely affect the operation of the land uses in the adjacent

parcel.

The first step of this analysis was to calibrate the Urban Land Institute’s shared parking model to
replicate existing conditions on the site. Figure 8 shows the hourly pattern of parking demand for
the adjacent parcel on a weekday and a Saturday under the current occupancy conditions. The
peak parking demand for the currently occupied floor area occurs during the middle of the day
with 17 spaces occupied at the weekday peak hour (11am-noon). During the late afternoon, the
weekday parking demand on site decreases to fewer than 10 occupied spaces.

Figure 8 shows that the weekend demand at the adjacent parcel is very low, again with fewer than
five vehicles parked on site during the midday hours.

The calibrated model results shown in Figure 8 replicate the parking occupancy counts for Lots 1
and 2 shown in Tables 2 and 3.

The calibrated model was used to forecast the parking demand on the adjacent parcel under the
assumption that the building was fully occupied. Figure 9 shows the results of this test. Peak
occupancy occurs during the weekday midday time period when 35 of the 38 spaces would be
occupied by visitors and employees of the building. Note that during these time periods, the hotel
does not have access to any of this parking area.
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After 5 pm, the parking demand generated by the full occupancy of the adjacent parcel land uses
decreases to fewer than 10 vehicles. Similarly, the weekend demand is fewer than 10 spaces.
Since the hotel only has access to 17 of the 38 spaces in the adjacent parcel's parking lots during
weeknights and weekends, there will always be more than adequate parking to serve the needs of
even a fully occupied building. At least 16 spaces would be available to serve a maximum
demand of fewer than 10 vehicles.

Appendix B contains more details on the calibrated shared parking model and the application of
the calibrated model to the fully occupied site.

ACCOMMODATING FULL HOTEL DEMAND ON-SITE

The City asked for an analysis of the adequacy of the on-site parking demand to accommodate
the full parking demand of the hotel under the assumption that the hotel lost the ability to park in
any of the curb parking areas or in the parking lot of the adjacent commercial project. As
described earlier in this memo, the hotel has an exclusive, permanent easement to use 17 spaces
in the adjacent office building during weeknights and weekends. Therefore it is highly unlikely that
the hotel would ever lose the ability to park in the adjacent lot. The analysis below presents the
hotel parking demand analysis compared to both the on-site parking supply and the on-site plus
easement parking supply.

Weekday Demand

Table 4 shows the total parking demand that might be related to the hotel on a sold-out weekday.
This total assumes that all curb parking along both sides of Oak Avenue is related to the hotel
although much of the parking on the west side of the street is connected with the residential uses.
It also assumes that the all of the nighttime parking on the adjacent commercial project is hotel-
related. These are conservative assumptions that overstate the actual hotel parking demand.

The total weekday parking demand could indeed be accommodated on site. The maximum
weekday demand occurs during the late night hours with a maximum parking demand of 90
spaces (82% of on-site capacity and 71% of the on-site plus easement parking capacity). During
the hours of 8am until 10pm, the parking demand is 50% or less.

Saturday Demand

The Saturday parking demand assumes that the hotel is fully occupied and that an event has
booked all the event space in the hotel. With these peak occupancy levels and the conservative
assumptions described under Weekday Conditions, Table 5 shows that only the hour from 10-11
pm would exceed the on-site supply by two spaces (112 spaces — 102% occupancy). The 112-
space parking demand assumes that all of the parking along both sides of Oak Avenue is hotel
related (an assumption that certainly overstates the actual hotel demand).

The parking occupancy would be 70-75% in the early moming hours, 80-95% during the late
evening hours, and 40-55% during the midday hours.
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These parking occupancy levels assume that the hotel would lose the 17-space easement in the
adjacent commercial project. Again, this condition is not expected to occur.

The final row of Table 5 shows that even with the conservative assumptions that overstate the
hotel demand, the hotel parking demand can be accommodated by the on-site and the easement
parking supply with a maximum occupancy of 88%.

VALET PARKING USAGE

Restaurant and special event guests would continue to receive free valet parking service under
the proposed modifications to the conditions now being sought by the hotel.

Most of the parking demand that occurred on the site was related to hotel guests and if the hotel
charged for parking, these parking fees would be collected at the front desk upon guest checkout.
This is a relatively common hotel charge and not one that should result in additional patrons
parking in the neighborhood in order to avoid a parking fee.

CONCLUSIONS

Off-Site Parking Requirement

Based on the parking occupancy counts conducted on four days with completely full occupancy at
the hotel (including one with a major event), the hotel does not need a 50-space off-site facility to
accommodate its peak parking demand. The hotel currently has a permanent, exclusive
easement to use 17 spaces on weeknights and weekends in the adjacent office project.

The hotel satisfies its parking demand on-site through the use of valets and even event parking
demand is accommodated on-site through the use of tandem and stacked aisle parking. The
hotel does utilize some on-street curb parking, but it is generally limited to the spaces that border
the site  During the four days of the occupancy surveys, we did not observe any valets moving
cars out of the lots to use the street parking.

Parking spillover into the adjacent neighborhoods is minimal even during event parking conditions,
and the adjacent businesses are not adversely affected by hotel parking.

The parking demand from the hotel and all ancillary uses could be fully accommodated on site for
all but one hour of a peak Saturday when all rooms were occupied and a major event leased all
event space in the hotel. Considering the hotel's permanent, exclusive easement in the adjacent
office project, even the peak parking demand could be accommodated without any use of the curb

parking.

Valet Parking Fee

The parking demand levels at the Belamar Hotel are dominated by the hotel guests. A guest
parking charge would not change the parking demand or the pattern of parking at the hotel.
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Restaurant/lounge patrons and special event guests would continue to receive free valet parking
service.

We do not expect a shift in parking to off-site locations as a result of the imposition of a
reasonable valet parking fee for hotel guests.

In our opinion, the two requests for amendments to the Conditions of Approval are reasonable
and supportable by the current conditions at the hotel. There is not the need, from a parking
demand perspective, to require the hotel to maintain a 50-space off-street parking lot, and the
imposition of a valet parking fee for hotel guests would not result in any dramatic shifts in current
parking patterns in the study area.
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FIGURE 5
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FIGURE 8
PEAK MONTH DAILY PARKING DEMAND BY HOUR
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FIGURE 9
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TABLE 1A

Parking Code Requirements
Belamar Hotel

Total Supply Excess (Shortage

Land Use City Code Requirement (1) ITE Parking Generation (2)
Component Size Unit Rate Unit # Spaces Rate Unit # Spaces
Hotel 127 rooms 1 per room 127 1.14 per room 145
Restaurant 2,600 sf 20 per 1,000 sf 52 0 per 1,000 sf 0
Meeting 2,465 sf 10 per 1,000 sf 25
Banquet 2,030 sf 20 per 1,000 sf 41 0 per 1,000 sf 0
Transport Vehicles 2 2 0 0
Required 246 145
On-site Supply 110 110
On-Site Excess (Shortage) (136) (35)
Off Site Supply 17 17

(119)

(18)

(1) Manhattan Beach Municipal Code, Chapter 10 - Off Street Parking and Loading Regulations, Section 10.64.030

Note: The parking requirement does not take into account any interaction among the on-site land uses.

(2) Parking Generation, 3rd Edition , Institute of Transportation Engineers, Washington D.C., 2004, page 71

Note: The parking demand of the ancillary resturant and event space is included in the hotel demand
rate in the Parking Generation publication.

The 85th percentile demand rate was used in the table.



TABLE 1B
Parking Code Requirements
Adjacent Commercial Parcel

Land Use City Code Requirement (1) ITE Parking Generation (2)
Component Size Unit Rate Unit # Spaces Rate Unit # Spaces
Office 12,750 rooms 3.3 per 1,000 sf 42 3.44 per 1,000 sf 44

Required 42 44
On-site Supply 38 38
Excess (Shortage) (4) (6)

(1) Manhattan Beach Municipal Code, Chapter 10 - Off Street Parking and Loading Regulations, Section 10.64.030

(2) Parking Generation, 3rd Edition, Institute of Transportation Engineers, Washington D.C., 2004, page 173
Note: The 85th percentile demand rate was used in the table.




TABLE 2

Belamar Hotel Parking Occupancy Counts Weekday
Manhattan Beach, Californla

DATE Tuesday 7172008
] Capacity | 6.00 AM | 7:00 AM | 8:00 AM | 9.00 AM | 10.00 AM] 11.00 AM]12.00 NOON| 100 FM 6:00PM | 7.00PM | 8.00PM ] 9.00PM
Adjacent Lots Lot |2 0 1 2 0 3 3 6 0 1 0 0 o 0 0
Lotz | a7 2 3 3 3 9 14 11 5 3 2 1 ) 0 1
ots | ts | o o 0 1 1 1 2 2 1 1 2 2 0 0
Occupied Spaces e . 4 5 4 13 18 19 7 8 5 9 5 5 3 2 0 1
Percent Occupied 37% | 74% | 93% | 74% | 241% | 33.3% | 352% | 13.0% | 14.8% | 11.1% | 167% | 11.1% | e3% | sew | sew | 37% | oo% | 19%
on-Site Lots ot | w13 12 11 11 13 12 12 10 9 13 10 9 11 3 8 12 12 12
Lot4 34 32 2 23 13 13 12 13 15 17 17 12 14 13 12 15 25 28
Lot5 5 4 4 4 7 8 6 6 7 7 5 6 5 4 3 5 s 5
Occupied Spaces 52 48 39 38 33 33 30 20 3 37 32 27 30 2 23 33 43 4
Percent Occupied 47.3% | 436% | 355% | 345% | 30.0% | 300% | 27.3% | 264% | 282% | 336% | 20.1% | 24.5% | 27.3% | 236% | 209% | 30.0% | 39.4% | 41.8%
Curb Parking (Capaciy 1 6:00 AM | 7:00 AM | §:00 AM | 9:00AM | 10:00 AM/ 11:00 AM|12:00 NOON| 1:00 PM | 2:00PM | 300 PM | 4:00 PM | 5:00PM | 6:00PM | 7:00PM | 8.00PM | 900 PM | 1000 PM] 11.00 P
Oak Street 9 9 13 11 11 14 14 13 14 1 11 7 9 10 8 7 8 7
Oak Street 3 3 2 0 1 2 1 1 0 0 1 3 5 5 3 2 4 4
35th Street 4 3 4 4 3 3 3 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 2 3 3 3
35th Street soun 7 | 4 6 6 6 5 5 5 5 6 3 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0
Valley Dr west Noth |4 | 1 1 3 2 2 2 3 1 1 2 2 1 1 1 0 0 ) 0
Valley Dr East Noth | 2 | o 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 1 2 2 2 2 2 1 1
Occupled Spaces L5 | = 24 30 25 24 28 28 2 2 18 18 15 18 18 15 14 16 15
Percent Occupied 511%|  53.3%|  66.7%|  55.6%|  53.3%| 62.2% e22%)  S1a%l 5119 400w 400w| 33w soow| a2o%] ssaw[ sraw] ssew| ssawl
DATE Monday  7/13/2009
6:00 AM | 7:00 AM | 8:00 AM | 9:00 AM | 10:00 AM | 11:00 AM |12:00 NOON] 1:00 PM | 2:00PM | 3:00 PM | 4:00 PM | 5:00 PM | 6:00 PM | 7:00 PM | 8:00 PM | 9:00 PM | 10:00 PM] 11-00 PM
Adjacent Lot Lot 1 [ ] ] 1 0 0
Lot2 2 1 1 2 1 2
Loté 0 0 0 1 1 1
Occupied Spaces 2 1 1 4 2 3
Percent Occupied 3.7% 1.9% 1.9% 7.4% 3.7% 5.6%
On-Site Lots Lot3 11 1 12 11 12 13
Lot4 28 2% 25 14 18 22
Lot5 8 7 8 8 8 8
Occupied Spaces 47 44 45 33 38 43
Percent Occupied 42.7% 40.0% 40.9% 30.0% 34.5% 39.1%
Curb Parking Capacty | 6:00 AM | 7:00 AM | 8:00 AM [ 9:00 AM | 10:00 AM| 11:00 AM |12:00 NOON]| 1:00 PM | 2:00 PM | 3:00 PM | 4:00 M | 5:00 M | 6:00 P | 7:00 PM | 8:00 PM | 2:00 PM | 10:00 PM) 11:00 PM
Oak Street East | 93 | 6 5 9 10 10
Oak Street west | 13 | 7 6 4 5 5 6
35th Street North 6 | s 5 [ 4 3 1
35th Street somn 7] 4 4 5 3 3 3
[Valley Dr West Noh | 4 1 1 1 2 3 2
[Valley Dr East North |2 | 2 2 2 2 1 1
Occupied Spaces 45 | 25 24 27 27 2 21
Percent Occugled 55.6% §3.3% 60.0%| 60.0%)| 57.8% 46.7%]
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TABLE 3

Belamar Hotel Parking Occupancy Counts Saturday
Manhattan Beach, Caiifornia

DATE _Saturday 7/18/2009
Caﬁ 7:00 AM | 8:00 AM | 9.00 AM | 10:00 AM] 11.00 AM]12:00 NOON| 1:00 PM 5:00 PM | 6:00 PM | 7.00 PM 12.00 MiD
[Adjacent Lot Lot |21 | o 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 [ [ o 0 [ 0 o 0 0
Loz |z | 3 3 5 8 9 8 8 7 7 9 8 8 9 7 7 5 5 4
s |6 | 2 2 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 3 3 3 3 3 2 2 2
lOccupled Spaces Lss | s 5 4 5 8 9 ) 10 9 8 10 11 11 12 10 10 8 7 6
Percent Occupled 56% | 93% | 74% | 93% | 148% | 16.7% | 14.8% | 185% | 167% | 148% | 18.5% | 204% | 204% | 222% | 185% | 185% | 148% | 13.0% | 11.1%
On-Site Lots Loz |2z | e 16 16 15 14 13 10 9 10 10 14 17 17 16 14 14 16 15 14
Lot | 58 | 40 40 38 31 25 20 13 11 [ ) 17 20 33 39 39 4 a7 45 40
s |2s | 7 7 9 12 10 6 5 7 5 5 s 8 8 7 10 13 14 11
lOccupled Spaces e 63 61 55 51 43 29 25 25 23 36 43 58 63 60 65 76 74 65
[Percent Occupled 57.3% | 573% | 55.56% [ 500% | 464% | 39.1% | 26.4% | 227% | 22.7% | 209% | 327% | 30.4% | s27% | s7.3% [ sesw | 59.4% | eo.1% | 67.3% | se.%
Curb Parking Capacity | 6.00 AM | 7:00 AM | 8:00AM | 9:00 AM | 10:00 AM| 11:00 AM|12:00 NOON] 1:00PM | 2:00PM | 3:00PM | s:00Pm | s:00eM | 6:00Pm | 7:00 Pm | 8:00 Pm | 9:00 Pm | 10:00 PM] 11:00 PM| 12:00 MIDH
0ak Street T ] o 7 7 10 15 14 8 10 10 14 14 15 11 14 15 15 16 12 11
Oak Street west |z | 1 11 11 11 11 9 6 ) 11 10 1 11 11 11 12 11 13 11 9
35th Street Noth |l e[ 4 1 2 3 5 5 3 3 3 3 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1
35th Street soun |z 2 2 3 6 5 2 2 2 2 2 3 1 1 1 2 3 3 2
Valley Dr West Noth [ 4| 3 3 3 3 3 3 4 4 2 2 2 3 2 2 2 3 3 2 3
Valiey Dr East Nonh {20 o[ 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 1 1 1 1
lOccupled Spaces s | 2 2 27 32 43 39 25 29 30 33 32 35 28 32 33 X 37 30 27
Percent Occupied 578% | S7.8% | 60.0% | 711% | 956% [ 867% | 556% | 64.4% | 66.7% | 73.3% | 71.1% | 77.8% | 62.2% | 71.1% | 733% | 733% | 82.2% | €6.7% | 60.0%
DATE _Saturday 7/11/2009
| capacity | &:00 am | 7:00 AM | 8:00 AM | 500 AM | 10:00 AM] 11:00 AM | 1200 NOON] 1:00 PM | 2:00PM | 3:00PM [ 4:00PM | 5:00PM | 6:00 PM | 7:00 PM | 8:00 PM | 9:00 PM | 10:00 PM| 11:00 PM | 12:00 MID)
Adjacent Lot Lot1 |21 | o 0 0 0 ) 0
Lotz |47 1 1 1 1 1 1
Lote I8 | o 0 ) 0 0 0
Occupied Spaces 54 ; 1 1 1 1 1 1
Percent Occupied 1.9% 1.9% 1.9% 1.9% 1.9% 1.9%
On-Site Lots Lot | 27 14 14 14 13 11 12
Lot4 58 | 29 29 28 22 30 37
Lots | 25 8 7 7 9 12 11
Occupied Spaces A0 51 50 49 44 53 60
Percent Occupied 46.4% 45.5% 44.5% 40.0% 48.2% 54.5%
Curb Parking Capacity [ 6:00AM | 7:00 AM | 8:00 AM | 9:00 AM { 10:00 AM| 11:00 AM|12:00 NOON| 1:00 PM | 2:00 PM | 3:00PM | 4:00 PM | 5:00 PM | 6:00 PM | 7:00 PM | 8:00 PM | 9:00 PM | 10:00 M) 11:00 P | 12:00 MIDI
Oak Street East | 13 | 10 3 8 7 9 9
Oak Street West | 13 8 7 7 6
35th Street North m 13 3 2 2 2 4
35th Street South 7 2 2 2 4 4 4
Valley Dr West Notn [0 [ 3 4 4 4 4 4
Valley Dr East North 2495 2 2 2 2 2 0
Occupied Spaces 45 | 3 27 25 2% 27 %
Percent Occupied [ e6.7% | 00w | ssew 57.8% | 60.0% | s57.8%




TABLE 3

Belamar Hotel Parking Occupancy Counts Saturday
Manhattan Beach, Caiifornia

DATE _Saturday 7/18/2009
Caﬁ 7:00 AM | 8:00 AM | 9.00 AM | 10:00 AM] 11.00 AM]12:00 NOON| 1:00 PM 5:00 PM | 6:00 PM | 7.00 PM 12.00 MiD
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lOccupled Spaces s | 2 2 27 32 43 39 25 29 30 33 32 35 28 32 33 X 37 30 27
Percent Occupied 578% | S7.8% | 60.0% | 711% | 956% [ 867% | 556% | 64.4% | 66.7% | 73.3% | 71.1% | 77.8% | 62.2% | 71.1% | 733% | 733% | 82.2% | €6.7% | 60.0%
DATE _Saturday 7/11/2009
| capacity | &:00 am | 7:00 AM | 8:00 AM | 500 AM | 10:00 AM] 11:00 AM | 1200 NOON] 1:00 PM | 2:00PM | 3:00PM [ 4:00PM | 5:00PM | 6:00 PM | 7:00 PM | 8:00 PM | 9:00 PM | 10:00 PM| 11:00 PM | 12:00 MID)
Adjacent Lot Lot1 |21 | o 0 0 0 ) 0
Lotz |47 1 1 1 1 1 1
Lote I8 | o 0 ) 0 0 0
Occupied Spaces 54 ; 1 1 1 1 1 1
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Lot4 58 | 29 29 28 22 30 37
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Curb Parking Capacity [ 6:00AM | 7:00 AM | 8:00 AM | 9:00 AM { 10:00 AM| 11:00 AM|12:00 NOON| 1:00 PM | 2:00 PM | 3:00PM | 4:00 PM | 5:00 PM | 6:00 PM | 7:00 PM | 8:00 PM | 9:00 PM | 10:00 M) 11:00 P | 12:00 MIDI
Oak Street East | 13 | 10 3 8 7 9 9
Oak Street West | 13 8 7 7 6
35th Street North m 13 3 2 2 2 4
35th Street South 7 2 2 2 4 4 4
Valley Dr West Notn [0 [ 3 4 4 4 4 4
Valley Dr East North 2495 2 2 2 2 2 0
Occupied Spaces 45 | 3 27 25 2% 27 %
Percent Occupied [ e6.7% | 00w | ssew 57.8% | 60.0% | s57.8%




TABLE 4

Total Hotel Weekday D d Compared to On-Site Supply and Off-site Easement Supply
Weekday Demand with Full Hotel Occupancy

Capacity | 6:00 AM | 7:00 AM | 8:00 AM | 9:00 AM | 10:00 AM] 11:00 AM]2.00 NOO| 1.00 PM | 2.00 PM | 3.00 PM | 400 PM | 500 PM | 600 PM | 7.00 PM | 8.00 PM | 5.00 PV | 10.00 PN 17.00 PRiTi2 00 MiD]
lAdjacent Lot Lot 1
Lot2 |47 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 1 4
Lot6 16
Occupied Spaces e I 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 1 4
On-Site Lots Lota [ 27 13 12 1 1 13 12 12 10 9 13 10 9 11 9 8 12 12 12 14
tota |58 | 34 32 24 23 13 13 12 13 15 17 17 12 14 13 12 15 25 28 40
Lots | 25 5 4 4 4 7 8 6 6 7 7 5 6 5 4 3 6 6 6 11
Occupied Spaces 110 52 48 39 38 33 33 30 29 31 37 32 27 30 2% 23 33 43 46 65
Curb Parking Capacity | 6:00AM | 7:00 AM | 8:00 AM | 9:00 AM | 10:00 AM| 11:00 AM|2:00 NOO] 1:00PM | 200PM | 3:00PM | 4:00Pm | 5:00PM | s:00Pm | 7:00 Pm | 8:00 M | 9:00 PM | 10:00 Pm| 11:00 PM]12.00 MIC)
Oak Street East 13 9 9 13 11 11 14 14 13 14 11 11 7 9 10 8 7 8 7 11
Oak Street West jii13 | 3 3 2 0 1 2 1 1 0 0 1 3 5 5 3 2 4 4 9
Valley Dr East Noth |2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 1 2 2 2 2 2 1 1 1
Total Hotel Demand 68 62 56 51 a7 51 47 45 a7 50 45 39 46 a5 37 a 56 59 90
[Total On-Site Supply 110 110 110 110 110 110 110 110 110 110 110 110 110 110 110 110 110 110 110
[Percent On-site Supply $1.8% | 56.4% | 50.9% | 46.4% | 42.7% | 464% | 42.7% | 40.9% | 427% | 45.5% | aoow | 35.5% | ate% | ao.e% | 33.6% | 40.0% | 50.9% | 53.6% | 81.8%




TABLE 2

Belamar Hotel Parking Occupancy Counts Weekday
Manhattan Beach, Californla

DATE Tuesday 7172008
] Capacity | 6.00 AM | 7:00 AM | 8:00 AM | 9.00 AM | 10.00 AM] 11.00 AM]12.00 NOON| 100 FM 6:00PM | 7.00PM | 8.00PM ] 9.00PM
Adjacent Lots Lot |2 0 1 2 0 3 3 6 0 1 0 0 o 0 0
Lotz | a7 2 3 3 3 9 14 11 5 3 2 1 ) 0 1
ots | ts | o o 0 1 1 1 2 2 1 1 2 2 0 0
Occupied Spaces e . 4 5 4 13 18 19 7 8 5 9 5 5 3 2 0 1
Percent Occupied 37% | 74% | 93% | 74% | 241% | 33.3% | 352% | 13.0% | 14.8% | 11.1% | 167% | 11.1% | e3% | sew | sew | 37% | oo% | 19%
on-Site Lots ot | w13 12 11 11 13 12 12 10 9 13 10 9 11 3 8 12 12 12
Lot4 34 32 2 23 13 13 12 13 15 17 17 12 14 13 12 15 25 28
Lot5 5 4 4 4 7 8 6 6 7 7 5 6 5 4 3 5 s 5
Occupied Spaces 52 48 39 38 33 33 30 20 3 37 32 27 30 2 23 33 43 4
Percent Occupied 47.3% | 436% | 355% | 345% | 30.0% | 300% | 27.3% | 264% | 282% | 336% | 20.1% | 24.5% | 27.3% | 236% | 209% | 30.0% | 39.4% | 41.8%
Curb Parking (Capaciy 1 6:00 AM | 7:00 AM | §:00 AM | 9:00AM | 10:00 AM/ 11:00 AM|12:00 NOON| 1:00 PM | 2:00PM | 300 PM | 4:00 PM | 5:00PM | 6:00PM | 7:00PM | 8.00PM | 900 PM | 1000 PM] 11.00 P
Oak Street 9 9 13 11 11 14 14 13 14 1 11 7 9 10 8 7 8 7
Oak Street 3 3 2 0 1 2 1 1 0 0 1 3 5 5 3 2 4 4
35th Street 4 3 4 4 3 3 3 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 2 3 3 3
35th Street soun 7 | 4 6 6 6 5 5 5 5 6 3 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0
Valley Dr west Noth |4 | 1 1 3 2 2 2 3 1 1 2 2 1 1 1 0 0 ) 0
Valley Dr East Noth | 2 | o 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 1 2 2 2 2 2 1 1
Occupled Spaces L5 | = 24 30 25 24 28 28 2 2 18 18 15 18 18 15 14 16 15
Percent Occupied 511%|  53.3%|  66.7%|  55.6%|  53.3%| 62.2% e22%)  S1a%l 5119 400w 400w| 33w soow| a2o%] ssaw[ sraw] ssew| ssawl
DATE Monday  7/13/2009
6:00 AM | 7:00 AM | 8:00 AM | 9:00 AM | 10:00 AM | 11:00 AM |12:00 NOON] 1:00 PM | 2:00PM | 3:00 PM | 4:00 PM | 5:00 PM | 6:00 PM | 7:00 PM | 8:00 PM | 9:00 PM | 10:00 PM] 11-00 PM
Adjacent Lot Lot 1 [ ] ] 1 0 0
Lot2 2 1 1 2 1 2
Loté 0 0 0 1 1 1
Occupied Spaces 2 1 1 4 2 3
Percent Occupied 3.7% 1.9% 1.9% 7.4% 3.7% 5.6%
On-Site Lots Lot3 11 1 12 11 12 13
Lot4 28 2% 25 14 18 22
Lot5 8 7 8 8 8 8
Occupied Spaces 47 44 45 33 38 43
Percent Occupied 42.7% 40.0% 40.9% 30.0% 34.5% 39.1%
Curb Parking Capacty | 6:00 AM | 7:00 AM | 8:00 AM [ 9:00 AM | 10:00 AM| 11:00 AM |12:00 NOON]| 1:00 PM | 2:00 PM | 3:00 PM | 4:00 M | 5:00 M | 6:00 P | 7:00 PM | 8:00 PM | 2:00 PM | 10:00 PM) 11:00 PM
Oak Street East | 93 | 6 5 9 10 10
Oak Street west | 13 | 7 6 4 5 5 6
35th Street North 6 | s 5 [ 4 3 1
35th Street somn 7] 4 4 5 3 3 3
[Valley Dr West Noh | 4 1 1 1 2 3 2
[Valley Dr East North |2 | 2 2 2 2 1 1
Occupied Spaces 45 | 25 24 27 27 2 21
Percent Occugled 55.6% §3.3% 60.0%| 60.0%)| 57.8% 46.7%]




TABLE 3

Belamar Hotel Parking Occupancy Counts Saturday
Manhattan Beach, Caiifornia

DATE _Saturday 7/18/2009
Caﬁ 7:00 AM | 8:00 AM | 9.00 AM | 10:00 AM] 11.00 AM]12:00 NOON| 1:00 PM 5:00 PM | 6:00 PM | 7.00 PM 12.00 MiD
[Adjacent Lot Lot |21 | o 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 [ [ o 0 [ 0 o 0 0
Loz |z | 3 3 5 8 9 8 8 7 7 9 8 8 9 7 7 5 5 4
s |6 | 2 2 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 3 3 3 3 3 2 2 2
lOccupled Spaces Lss | s 5 4 5 8 9 ) 10 9 8 10 11 11 12 10 10 8 7 6
Percent Occupled 56% | 93% | 74% | 93% | 148% | 16.7% | 14.8% | 185% | 167% | 148% | 18.5% | 204% | 204% | 222% | 185% | 185% | 148% | 13.0% | 11.1%
On-Site Lots Loz |2z | e 16 16 15 14 13 10 9 10 10 14 17 17 16 14 14 16 15 14
Lot | 58 | 40 40 38 31 25 20 13 11 [ ) 17 20 33 39 39 4 a7 45 40
s |2s | 7 7 9 12 10 6 5 7 5 5 s 8 8 7 10 13 14 11
lOccupled Spaces e 63 61 55 51 43 29 25 25 23 36 43 58 63 60 65 76 74 65
[Percent Occupled 57.3% | 573% | 55.56% [ 500% | 464% | 39.1% | 26.4% | 227% | 22.7% | 209% | 327% | 30.4% | s27% | s7.3% [ sesw | 59.4% | eo.1% | 67.3% | se.%
Curb Parking Capacity | 6.00 AM | 7:00 AM | 8:00AM | 9:00 AM | 10:00 AM| 11:00 AM|12:00 NOON] 1:00PM | 2:00PM | 3:00PM | s:00Pm | s:00eM | 6:00Pm | 7:00 Pm | 8:00 Pm | 9:00 Pm | 10:00 PM] 11:00 PM| 12:00 MIDH
0ak Street T ] o 7 7 10 15 14 8 10 10 14 14 15 11 14 15 15 16 12 11
Oak Street west |z | 1 11 11 11 11 9 6 ) 11 10 1 11 11 11 12 11 13 11 9
35th Street Noth |l e[ 4 1 2 3 5 5 3 3 3 3 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1
35th Street soun |z 2 2 3 6 5 2 2 2 2 2 3 1 1 1 2 3 3 2
Valley Dr West Noth [ 4| 3 3 3 3 3 3 4 4 2 2 2 3 2 2 2 3 3 2 3
Valiey Dr East Nonh {20 o[ 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 1 1 1 1
lOccupled Spaces s | 2 2 27 32 43 39 25 29 30 33 32 35 28 32 33 X 37 30 27
Percent Occupied 578% | S7.8% | 60.0% | 711% | 956% [ 867% | 556% | 64.4% | 66.7% | 73.3% | 71.1% | 77.8% | 62.2% | 71.1% | 733% | 733% | 82.2% | €6.7% | 60.0%
DATE _Saturday 7/11/2009
| capacity | &:00 am | 7:00 AM | 8:00 AM | 500 AM | 10:00 AM] 11:00 AM | 1200 NOON] 1:00 PM | 2:00PM | 3:00PM [ 4:00PM | 5:00PM | 6:00 PM | 7:00 PM | 8:00 PM | 9:00 PM | 10:00 PM| 11:00 PM | 12:00 MID)
Adjacent Lot Lot1 |21 | o 0 0 0 ) 0
Lotz |47 1 1 1 1 1 1
Lote I8 | o 0 ) 0 0 0
Occupied Spaces 54 ; 1 1 1 1 1 1
Percent Occupied 1.9% 1.9% 1.9% 1.9% 1.9% 1.9%
On-Site Lots Lot | 27 14 14 14 13 11 12
Lot4 58 | 29 29 28 22 30 37
Lots | 25 8 7 7 9 12 11
Occupied Spaces A0 51 50 49 44 53 60
Percent Occupied 46.4% 45.5% 44.5% 40.0% 48.2% 54.5%
Curb Parking Capacity [ 6:00AM | 7:00 AM | 8:00 AM | 9:00 AM { 10:00 AM| 11:00 AM|12:00 NOON| 1:00 PM | 2:00 PM | 3:00PM | 4:00 PM | 5:00 PM | 6:00 PM | 7:00 PM | 8:00 PM | 9:00 PM | 10:00 M) 11:00 P | 12:00 MIDI
Oak Street East | 13 | 10 3 8 7 9 9
Oak Street West | 13 8 7 7 6
35th Street North m 13 3 2 2 2 4
35th Street South 7 2 2 2 4 4 4
Valley Dr West Notn [0 [ 3 4 4 4 4 4
Valley Dr East North 2495 2 2 2 2 2 0
Occupied Spaces 45 | 3 27 25 2% 27 %
Percent Occupied [ e6.7% | 00w | ssew 57.8% | 60.0% | s57.8%




TABLE 4

Total Hotel Weekday D d Compared to On-Site Supply and Off-site Easement Supply
Weekday Demand with Full Hotel Occupancy

Capacity | 6:00 AM | 7:00 AM | 8:00 AM | 9:00 AM | 10:00 AM] 11:00 AM]2.00 NOO| 1.00 PM | 2.00 PM | 3.00 PM | 400 PM | 500 PM | 600 PM | 7.00 PM | 8.00 PM | 5.00 PV | 10.00 PN 17.00 PRiTi2 00 MiD]
lAdjacent Lot Lot 1
Lot2 |47 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 1 4
Lot6 16
Occupied Spaces e I 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 1 4
On-Site Lots Lota [ 27 13 12 1 1 13 12 12 10 9 13 10 9 11 9 8 12 12 12 14
tota |58 | 34 32 24 23 13 13 12 13 15 17 17 12 14 13 12 15 25 28 40
Lots | 25 5 4 4 4 7 8 6 6 7 7 5 6 5 4 3 6 6 6 11
Occupied Spaces 110 52 48 39 38 33 33 30 29 31 37 32 27 30 2% 23 33 43 46 65
Curb Parking Capacity | 6:00AM | 7:00 AM | 8:00 AM | 9:00 AM | 10:00 AM| 11:00 AM|2:00 NOO] 1:00PM | 200PM | 3:00PM | 4:00Pm | 5:00PM | s:00Pm | 7:00 Pm | 8:00 M | 9:00 PM | 10:00 Pm| 11:00 PM]12.00 MIC)
Oak Street East 13 9 9 13 11 11 14 14 13 14 11 11 7 9 10 8 7 8 7 11
Oak Street West jii13 | 3 3 2 0 1 2 1 1 0 0 1 3 5 5 3 2 4 4 9
Valley Dr East Noth |2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 1 2 2 2 2 2 1 1 1
Total Hotel Demand 68 62 56 51 a7 51 47 45 a7 50 45 39 46 a5 37 a 56 59 90
[Total On-Site Supply 110 110 110 110 110 110 110 110 110 110 110 110 110 110 110 110 110 110 110
[Percent On-site Supply $1.8% | 56.4% | 50.9% | 46.4% | 42.7% | 464% | 42.7% | 40.9% | 427% | 45.5% | aoow | 35.5% | ate% | ao.e% | 33.6% | 40.0% | 50.9% | 53.6% | 81.8%




TABLE §
Total Hotel Weekday Demand Compared to On-Site Supply
Saturday Demand with Full Hotel Occupancy and Major Event

Capacily | 6:00 AM [ 7:00 AM | 8:00 AM | 500 AM | 10:00 AM] 11:00 AM]2.:00 NOOJ 1.00 PM | 200 PM | 3.00 PM | 400 PM | 500 PM | 600 PM | 700 PM | 5.00 PW ] 5.00 PM | 10.00 PM] 1100 PMTI2.00 1
Adjacent Lots | Lot 1
2 [ar | 2 2 3 4 5 4 4 4 4 5 4 4 5 4 7 6 5 4
Lot [ 4
Occupied Spaces oty 1 2 2 3 4 5 4 4 4 4 5 4 4 5 4 7 6 5 4
|Percent Occupied
onSitelots | Lotz [ 27 | 16 16 16 15 14 13 10 9 10 10 14 17 17 18 14 14 16 15 14
Lot4 |- 58 | 40 40 38 31 25 20 13 11 8 8 17 20 33 39 39 41 47 45 40
Lots | 25 7 7 7 9 12 10 6 5 5 5 6 8 8 7 10 13 14 11
Occupied Spaces 1100 | 63 63 61 55 51 43 29 25 25 23 36 43 58 63 60 65 76 74 65
Curb Parking Capacity | 6:00 AM | 7:00 AM | 8:00 AM | 9:00 AM | 10:00 AM| 11:00 AM[2:00 NOOL 1:00PM | 2.00 PM | 3:00PM | 4:00PM | 5.00PM | 600 PM | 7:00 M | 8:00 PM | 9:00 PM [ 10:00 PM| 11:00 PM|12:00 MiD)
Oak Street East || 13 7 7 7 10 15 14 8 10 10 14 14 15 11 14 15 15 18 12 11
Oak Street West [ 43 | 11 6 6 6 5 3 4 6 5 6 6 6 11 12 11 13 11 9
Valley Dr East | North | 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 1 1 1 1
Total Hotel Demand 84 85 77 75 78 68 46 a5 46 48 62 70 81 95 93 99 112 103 90

Total On-Site Supply 110 110 110 110 110 110 110 110 110 110 110 110 110 110 110 110 110 110 110



TABLE §
Total Hotel Weekday Demand Compared to On-Site Supply
Saturday Demand with Full Hotel Occupancy and Major Event

Capacily | 6:00 AM [ 7:00 AM | 8:00 AM | 500 AM | 10:00 AM] 11:00 AM]2.:00 NOOJ 1.00 PM | 200 PM | 3.00 PM | 400 PM | 500 PM | 600 PM | 700 PM | 5.00 PW ] 5.00 PM | 10.00 PM] 1100 PMTI2.00 1
Adjacent Lots | Lot 1
2 [ar | 2 2 3 4 5 4 4 4 4 5 4 4 5 4 7 6 5 4
Lot [ 4
Occupied Spaces oty 1 2 2 3 4 5 4 4 4 4 5 4 4 5 4 7 6 5 4
|Percent Occupied
onSitelots | Lotz [ 27 | 16 16 16 15 14 13 10 9 10 10 14 17 17 18 14 14 16 15 14
Lot4 |- 58 | 40 40 38 31 25 20 13 11 8 8 17 20 33 39 39 41 47 45 40
Lots | 25 7 7 7 9 12 10 6 5 5 5 6 8 8 7 10 13 14 11
Occupied Spaces 1100 | 63 63 61 55 51 43 29 25 25 23 36 43 58 63 60 65 76 74 65
Curb Parking Capacity | 6:00 AM | 7:00 AM | 8:00 AM | 9:00 AM | 10:00 AM| 11:00 AM[2:00 NOOL 1:00PM | 2.00 PM | 3:00PM | 4:00PM | 5.00PM | 600 PM | 7:00 M | 8:00 PM | 9:00 PM [ 10:00 PM| 11:00 PM|12:00 MiD)
Oak Street East || 13 7 7 7 10 15 14 8 10 10 14 14 15 11 14 15 15 18 12 11
Oak Street West [ 43 | 11 6 6 6 5 3 4 6 5 6 6 6 11 12 11 13 11 9
Valley Dr East | North | 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 1 1 1 1
Total Hotel Demand 84 85 77 75 78 68 46 a5 46 48 62 70 81 95 93 99 112 103 90

Total On-Site Supply 110 110 110 110 110 110 110 110 110 110 110 110 110 110 110 110 110 110 110



APPENDIX A

PARKING OCCUPANCY DATA BY AREA
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APPENDIX 1A
PARKING LOT OCCUPANCY - WEEKDAY
TUESDAY JULY 7, 2009
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APPENDIX 1B
PARKING LOT OCCUPANCY - WEEKDAY PEAK HOURS
MONDAY JULY 13, 2009

ELlot1



Vehicles

APPENDIX 2A
PARKING LOT OCCUPANCY - SATURDAY WITH EVENT
SATURDAY JULY 18, 2009
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APPENDIX 2B
PARKING LOT OCCUPANCY - SATURDAY PEAK HOURS - NO EVENT
SATURDAY JULY 11, 2009
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APPENDIX 3A
STREET PARKING OCCUPANCY - WEEKDAY
TUESDAY JULY 7, 2009
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APPENDIX 3B
STREET PARKING OCCUPANCY - WEEKDAY PEAK HOURS
MONDAY JULY 13, 2009
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APPENDIX 4A

STREET PARKING OCCUPANCY - SATURDAY WITH EVENT

SATURDAY JULY 18, 2009
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APPENDIX 4B
STREET PARKING OCCUPANCY - SATURDAY PEAK HOURS - NO EVENT
SATURDAY JULY 11, 2009
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APPENDIX B

SHARED PARKING ANALYSIS
OF ADJACENT COMMERCIAL PROJECT



Exhibit B1

Project: Bel Hotel -- Adj

Office/C f

Description: Calibrated Model Based on Existing Occupancy :

SHARED PARKING DEMAND SUMMARY

PEAK MONTH: JANUARY — PEAK PERIOD: 11 AM, WEEKDAY
Projected Parking Supply: 38 Stalls Weekday Weekend Weekda Weekend
Non- Non- Peak Hr | Peak Mo | Estimated | Peak Hr | Peak Mo | Estimated

Project Data Base Mode Captive Project Base Mode Captive Project Adj Ad Parking Adj Adj Parking

Land Use Quanti Unit Rate Adj Ratio Rate Unit Rate Adj Ratio Rate Unit 11 AM January Demand 10 AM January Demand
Office <25 ksf 6,350(sf GLA 0.30 ' 1.00 | 1.00 0.30 kst GLA| 0.03 1.00 1.00 0.03 funit 1.00 1.00 2 0.90 1.00 [}
Employee 2.70 0.90 1.00 2.43 /ksf GLA| 0.35 0.90 1.00 0.3_2 funit 1.00 1.00 15 0.0 1.00 2
ULl base data have been modified from default vaiues, Customer 2 Customer 0
Employee 15 Employee 2
Reserved 0 Reserved 0
Totai 17 Totai 2




Exhibit B2
Project: Bel:

Hotel - Adj;

Buliding

Description: Calibrated Mode! Based on Existing Occupancy

January
Weekday Esti d Peak-Hour Parking Demand
Projecied Parking Supply: 38 Stalis Overail Pk | AM Peak Hr| PM Peak Hr| Eve Peak Hr|
Monthly Adj] 6AM | 7AM | 8BAM | SAM [ 10AM ] 11AM[12PM] 1PM | 2PM | 3PM | 4PM | 5FPM | 6PM | 7PM 8 PM 9 PM 10PM | 11PM | 12AM 11 AM 11 AM 12 PM 6 PM
Office <25 ksf 100% - - - 1 2 2 1 1 1 - - - - - - - - - 2 2 2 -
Empioyee 100% - H 9 1 12 1 15 7 6 7 6 5 4 2 - - - - 15 t5 15 4
C - - - 2 2 1 1 - - - - - - - - - 2 2 2 -
TOTAL DEMAND Empioyee - 5 9 1 12 1 15 7 6 7 6 5 4 2 - - - - 15 15 15 4
Reserved - - - - - - - - - - - . - - - N N - - N - - -
N 5 9 12 14 17 17 3 7 8 6 5 4 2 - - 5 - 17 17 17 3
UL! base data have been modified from default values, 17 17 17 4
Footnote(s):
Janua
Weekend Estimated Peak-Hour Parking Demand
Overali Pk_| AM Peak Hr| PM Peak Hr| Eve Peak Hr|
6AM | 7AM | 8AM | 9AM | 10AM ] 11AM]{ 12PM]| iPM | 2PM [ 3PM | 4PM | sPM JePM | 7PM 8 PM 9 PM 10PM | 11PM | 12AM 10 AM 10 AM 12 PM 6 PM
Empioyee 100% - - 1 1 2 2 2 ¢ 1 1 - - - - - - - - - 2 2 2 -
Customer - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
TOTAL DEMAND Employee - - 1 1 2 2 2 1 1 1 - - - - - - - - - 2 2 2 -
Reserved - - - - - - - - - - - _ - - . N - N - N - - -
- z 1 1 2 2 2 7 1 1 - - - - N - - N - 2 2 2 5
ULl base data have been modified from default values. 2 2 2 -




Exhibit B3
WEEKDAY MONTH-BY-MONTH ESTIMATED PARKING DEMAND
Existing Conditions Model Calibration

Parking Supply: 38
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Exhibit B4

Existing Conditions Model Calibration

Parking Supply: 38 Stalls
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Exhibit B5

PEAK MONTH DAILY PARKING DEMAND BY HOUR
Existing Conditions Model Calibration

Parking Supply: 38 Stalls
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Exhibit B6

Project: Belamar Hotel -- Adjacent Office/Commercial Buiiding
Description: Calibrated Model Appiied to Full Site Occupancy

SHARED PARKING DEMAND SUMMARY

PEAK MONTH: JANUARY - PEAK PERIOD: 11 AM, WEEKDAY
Projected Parking Supply: 38 Stalls Weekday Weekend Weekday Weekend
Non- Non- Peak Hr | Peak Mo | Estimated | Peak Hr | Peak Mo
Project Data Mode Captive Project Base Mode Captive Project Adj Adj Parking Adj Adj

Land Use Quanti Unit Ratio Rate Adj Ratio 11AM January Demand 11 AM January
Office <25 ksf 12,750|sf GLA | 1.00 0.30 0.03 I 1.00 l 1.00 1.00 1.00 4 1.00 1.00 0
L Employee I 1.00 0.35 | 0.90 1.00 1.00 1.00 3 1.00 1.00 4
ULl base data have been modified from default values. Customer 4 Customer 0
Empioyee 3 Employee 4
Reserved 0 Reserved 0
Totai 35 Totai 4




Exhibit B7
Project: Bel: Hotel — Adj; Office/C
Description: Calibrated Model Applied to Full Site O

January
Weekday E Peak-Hour Parking D d
Projected Parking Supply: 38 Stalls Overaii Pk_| AM Peak Hr| PM Peak Hr] Eve Peak Hr|
Monlh!x Adil 6AM | 7AM | 8AM | 0AM [10AM] 11AM] 12FM | 1 PM 2PM | 3PM | 4PM | sPM [ sPM ] 7PM | 8PM 9 PM 10PM | 11PM | 12AM 11 AM 11 AM 12 PM 6 PM
Office <25 ksf 100% - - 1 a ) a 2 2 T - - - - - - - - 4 4 4 -
Employee 100% 1 9 18 2 24 31 31 14 1 14 1 9 8 3 2 1 - - - 3 3 31 8
Customer - - 2 4 4 4 2 2 - - - - - - - - 4 4 4 -
TOTAL DEMAND Empioyee i 9 18 2 24 31 31 14 12 14 1 9 8 3 2 1 - - - 31 3 31 8
Reserved - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1 9 19 23 28 35 35 16 t4 16 13 9 8 3 2 1 - - - 35 35 35 8
ULI base data have been modified from default values. 35 35 35 8
Footnote(s):
January
d Estimated Peak-Hour Parking D d
Overaii Pk_| AM Peak Hr| PM Peak Hr]Eve Peak Hr,
SAM | 7AM | 8AM | 9AM | 10AM] 11AM] 12PM] 1PM | 2PM 3PM | 4PM | sPM | 6PM | 7PM [ 8PM 9 PM 10PM | 11PM | 12AM 11 AM 11 AM 12PM PM
Empioyee 100% - 1 2 3 3 4 3 3 2 1 1 - - - - - - - - 4 4 3 -
Customer - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - K 5 5 - - - -
TOTAL DEMAND Empioyee - 1 2 3 3 4 3 3 2 1 1 - - - - - - - - 4 4 3 -
Reserved - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - & - N N N - -
- 1 2 3 3 4 3 3 2 1 1 - - - - - - - - 4 4 3 -
ULI base data have been modified from default values. § 4 3 -




Exhibit B8
WEEKDAY MONTH-BY-MONTH ESTIMATED PARKING DEMAND

Full Site Occupancy

Parking Supply: 38
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Exhibit B9
WEEKEND MONTH-BY-MONTH ESTIMATED PARKING DEMAND
Full Site Occupancy

Parking Stalls

Parking Supply: 38 Stalls
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Exhibit B10
PEAK MONTH DAILY PARKING DEMAND BY HOUR

Full Site Occupancy

| BWeekday
Weekend

Parking Supply: 38 Stalls
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(3 ‘2
CITY OF MANHATTAN BEACH

DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

TO: Eric Haaland, Senior Planner

FROM: Erik Zandvliet, Traffic Engincer %

DATE: February 9, 2010

SUBJECT: Belamar Hotel Parking Study EXH I B IT
3501 N. Sepulveda Boulevard F

Traffic Engineering Comments

The following comments have been prepared in response to a parking study prepared by Gibson
Transportation Consulting, Inc, for the Belamar Hotel, located at 3501 N. Sepulveda Boulevard,
dated August 24, 2009 and revised on January 25, 2010. The existing site consists of a 127 room
hotel, 1,320 square foot lounge, 3,575 square feet of conference/dining rooms, and restaurant. The
parking study is based on a parking supply of 74 marked angle spaces and 36 valet aisle spaces, and
17 additional spaces in a parking easement area at 3621 N. Sepulveda Boulevard available in
evenings and weekends, for a total of 110 spaces during weekdays and 127 spaces on weeknights
and all day on weekends.

It should be noted that the existing planning conditions pursuant to Resolution No. 4814 limit the
use of the Garden Room and outdoor patios for private use only with not more than 125 persons.

The parking study has been found to be complete and satisfactory. The study concludes that while
the existing parking supply does not meet City parking codes or ITE Parking Generation calculated
rates, the actual peak parking demand including incorporation of all overflow parking demand
along both sides of Oak Avenue could be accommodated by the on-site and easement area parking
lots when using valet service. In other words, the existing parking lots can satisfy all peak parking
times on weekdays and weekends for a fully occupied hotel under worst-case conditions.
Therefore, I concur that the existing condition requiring an agreement to maintain 50 off-site
parking spaces could be suspended as long as 1) the hotel operation remain significantly the same
as the present condition and 2) the parking easement for 17 evening and weekend spaces at 3621
N. Sepulveda Boulevard continues.

It is agreed that a hotel parking charge would not significantly change parking habits for those
guests staying in the rooms. However, a valet parking fee for lounge, restaurant or banquets/special
event guests would discourage many hotel visitors from utilizing the on-site parking spaces. Since
the request for paid parking is only limited to overnight hotel guests, this condition could be
allowed on a conditional basis, if the City reserves the right to withdraw it if street parking
conditions worsen.

In addition, since the number of striped spaces does not meet either the minimum parking code or
actual parking demand, a valet must be used to accommodate additional parking capacity in the
aisles. Under these circumstances, visitors and employees must use a valet service as well and
should not be charged for a varianced condition that is not normally permitted by other similar uses.
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It should be noted that the parking study assumes that the current hotel operation and clientele
would remain the same. For this reason, there are several special conditions that should be tied to
the specific use of the property, and not transferred or granted to subsequent property leasees, as
follows:

PROPOSED CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

L.

Employees shall not be permitted to park on City streets. Evidence of employee parking on
City streets shall be a violation of the Conditional Use Permit and/or Zone Variance.

Employees shall only park in the parking lot easement located at 3621 N. Sepulveda
Boulevard on weekdays after 6pm and at all times on Saturdays, Sundays and federal bank
holidays unless the lot easement is fully occupied.

An Employee Rideshare Program shall be instituted and maintained for all employees that
encourages carpooling or other alternative transportation modes. The program shall include
incentives and other features to effectively reduce single-occupancy vehicle usage.

A valet parking fee may be allowed for overnight hotel guests only and shall be charged on
the room bill only. Visitors without rooms and others shall not be charged for valet service

or parking.

All available on-site spaces, including easement parking spaces at 3621 N. Sepulveda
Boulevard when available, shall be utilized by the valet service before parking any vehicles
in aisles or blocking other vehicles.

Appropriate signs stating the free and paid valet service terms shall be posted at all hotel
property entrances to the satisfaction of the Community Development Department and City
Traffic Engineer.

Disabled parking spaces shall not be obstructed by valet service or parked cars at any time.

Up to three (3) signs shall be posted along the Oak Avenue property frontage discouraging
hotel parking in the residential neighborhood to the satisfaction of the City Traffic Engineer.

The provisions of the Conditional Use Permit and Zone Variance amendments shall be
limited to the current hotel operator and existing hotel operation. The City reserves the
right to modify and/or revoke any or all of the terms and conditions upon change in
tenant/leasee/owners/land use or if parking conditions on City streets worsen as determined
by the City Traffic Engineer.

G:\l TRAFFIC & ROW DIVISION\TRAFFIC ENGINEER\Pianning\Memo-belamar hotel 02-09-2010.doc



CITY OF MANHATTAN BEACH

NOTICE OF A PUBLIC HEARING BEFORE THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF
MANHATTAN BEACH TO CONSIDER AN APPLICATION FOR USE PERMIT AMENDMENT
FOR THE BELAMAR HOTEL LOCATED AT 3501 N SEPULVEDA BLVD

Applicant:
Filing Date:

Project Location:

Project Description:

Environmental
Determination:

Project Planner:

Public Hearing Date:

Time:
Location:

Further Information:

Public Comments:

Appeals:

Mail:

Belamar Hotel, LLC.
November 4, 2010

3501 N Sepulveda Blvd

Application of a Use Permit Amendment to discontinue the requirement for
a satellite parking lot and to allow the hotel to charge overnight guests for
valet parking services.

This project is Categorically Exempt, Class 1, Section 15301, California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines.

Esteban Danna, 310-802-5514, edanna@citymb.info

Wednesday, February 24, 2010
6:30 p.m.
Council Chambers, City Hall, 1400 Highland Avenue, Manhattan Beach

Proponents and opponents may be heard at that time. For further
information contact project Planner. The project file is available for review
at the Community Development Department at City Hall.

A Staff Report will be available for public review at the Civic Center Library
on Saturday, February 20, 2010, or at the Community Development
Department on Monday, February 22, 2010, or City website:
www.citymb.info on Friday, February 19, 2010 after 5 p.m.

Anyone wishing to provide written comments for inclusion in the Staff
Report must do so by February 17, 2010. Written comments received after
this date will be forwarded to the Planning Commission at, or prior to the
public hearing, but will not be addressed in the Staff Report. Oral and
written testimony will be received during the public hearing.

The Planning Commission’s decision is appealable to the Manhattan
Beach City Council within 15 days from the date of the Planning
Commission’s decision. Appeals to the City Council shall be accompanied
by a fee in the amount of $465.

February 10, 2010

Publish: February 10, 2010 — Beach Reporter

EXHIBIT
4




Applicant:
Belamar Hotel

Project Description:
Application of a Use Permit Amendment to discontinue the requirement for a satellite
parking lot and to allow the hotel to charge overnight guests for valet parking services.

Comments:

We have lived as neighbors of the hotel (and it’s various owners) since 1995. Parking on
neighborhood streets by guests, employees and vendors of the hotel has always been an
issue of concern. It is simply a matter of fact that the business of the hotel impacts the
lives of those who live in the adjacent neighborhoods. In the interest of minimizing this
impact we are opposed to amending the current Use Permit.

The requirement of a satellite parking lot should not be discontinued and should be
delegated as dedicated and mandatory employee parking. What impacts the neighborhood
most is the daily parking by hotel employees. This concern has been brought to the
attention of Tom Beedon, General Manager of the Belamar, on several occasions but the
problem continues to exist.

Additionally, when parking is charged for guests of the hotel there is a definite and
immediate increase in street parking. We acknowledge that some guests will choose to
park on the streets whether or not a fee is charged and is perhaps beyond the control of
the Belamar. However we request that parking continue to be included for hotel guests
and additionally would suggest that the hotel could make an increased effort to advertise
this amenity.

In the interest of maintaining a respectful relationship with the neighborhood community
of which it is a part, we hope the Belamar Hotel continues to be required to maintain its
current Use Permit.

Respectfully submitted,

Diane Frederic and Mark Sasway
3500 Elm Avenue

Manhattan Beach, CA 90266
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From: Love, Jason C. {jlove @bargerwolen.com]

Sent: Wednesday, February 17, 2010 10:28 AM

To: Esteban M. Danna

Subject: Objection to Belamar Hotel, LLC’s Application for a Use Permit Amendment
To Whom It May Concern:

I am the owner of 3513 QOak Avenue which is directly across Oak Avenue from The Belamar Hotel's driveway
and write concerning the hotel's application for a Use Permit Amendment to discontinue the requirement for a
satellite parking lot and to allow the hotel to charge overnight guests for valet parking services. | object to
the proposed amendments to the use permit requested by the hotel. Despite the fact that the hotel now offers
complimentary valet parking, many of the guests and patrons of the hotel do not avail themselves of this free
parking, instead choosing to park on Oak Avenue and other streets in the surrounding neighborhood. This issue
already makes it difficult to find street parking in close proximity to my home. If hotel guests were charged for
parking at the hotel, the number of guests attempting to find parking on Oak Avenue and the surrounding streets
would grow substantially. This would undoubtedly cause increased traffic, noise, and pollution in this quiet
residential neighborhood.

Further, | have also observed several employees of the hotel parking on Oak Avenue and other surrounding
neighborhood streets. While it is unclear based on the amendment description what impact, if any, the proposed
amendments to the use permit will have on employee parking facilities, if the elimination of the satellite lot would
in any way diminish the parking available to the hotel's employees, the proposed amendments are also
objectionable for the reasons stated above. Any increase in the number of people seeking to park in the
neighborhood surrounding the hotel, either guests or employees, will adversely impact the neighborhood. While |
enjoy living across the street from the hotel and have a good relationship with the management and staff of the
hotel, | do not believe the proposed amendments to the use permit are in best interests of the neighborhood
surrounding the hotel.

Please do not hesitate to contact me should you have any questions regarding my objections to the proposed
amendment to The Belamar Hotel's use permit. Thank you for your time.

Jason C. Love

BARGER & WOLEN LLP

633 West Fifth Street, 47th Floor
Los Angeles, California 90071

Tel. (213) 614-7357

Tel. (213) 680-2800 (main operator)
Fax. (213) 614-7399

email: jlove@bargerwolen.com
www.batgerwolen.com

The information in this transmittal (including attachments, if any) is privileged and confidential
and is intended only for the recipient(s) listed above. Any review, use, disclosure, distribution or
copying of this transmittal is prohibited except by or on behalf of the intended recipient. If you
have received this transmittal in crror, pleasc notify me immediately by reply email and destroy all
copics of the transmittal. Thank you.

file://H:\Planning_Commission\Sepulveda_3501\Correspondence\Objection%20to%20Be... 02/17/2010



Acting Director Jester said that language can be added to the minutes as suggested by
Commissioner Seville-Jones.

A motion was MADE and SECONDED (Lesser/Seville-Jones) to APPROVE the minutes of
January 13, 2010, as amended.

AYES: Andreani, Lesser, Paralusz, Seville-Jones, Chairman Fasola
NOES: None.
ABSENT: None.
ABSTAIN: None.

D. AUDIENCE PARTICIPATION
None.
E. PUBLIC HEARINGS

01/13/10-2  Consideration of a Use Permit Amendment to Discontinue Requirement for
a Satellite Parking Facility and to Require Registered Hotel Guests to Use
Paid Valet Parking at 3501 North Sepulveda Boulevard (Belamar Hotel)

Assistant Planner Danna summarized the staff report. He indicated that the site is developed
with a 127 room hotel that includes 1,320 square feet of lounge area and 3,575 square feet of
conference room and restaurant area. He indicated that the parking study submitted by the
applicant states that the site has 74 marked parking spaces and 36 additional spaces available
for use as valet parking. He stated that the hotel holds an agreement with the adjacent property
at 3621 North Sepulveda Boulevard for use of an additional 17 parking spaces on evenings
after 6:00 p.m., on weekends, and on bank holidays. He commented that the current Use
Permit requires the hotel to provide complimentary valet service to all patrons and requires that
50 spaces be retained at the site located at 850 Sepulveda Boulevard. He stated that the
proposal is to amend the current Use Permit to charge overnight guests for valet service and to
remove the condition requiring off-site parking.

Assistant Planner Danna commented that the applicant’s parking report indicates that
eliminating the requirement for 50 off site spaces would not change the current parking
conditions on the site. He said that the City Traffic Engineer has determined that although the
existing parking supply does not meet the current Code requirements, the parking lots can
satisfy all peak parking demand times on weekdays and weekends with the hotel at full
occupancy. He stated that the Traffic Engineer has also determined that the existing condition
requiring 50 off-site spaces may be suspended as long as the hotel operation remains
significantly unchanged and the parking easement for the use of the 17 off-site spaces remains
available. He said that the Traffic Engineer has indicated that charging for valet parking would
not significantly change parking habits for overnight guests; however, a valet parking fee for
restaurant use and special events guests would discourage visitors from using the on-site spaces
and increase the use of street parking by hotel visitors. He said that the Traffic Engineer has
recommended special conditions that would be tied to the use of the property which are
included in the draft Resolution. He commented that a public notice for the hearing was mailed
to the property owners within 500 feet of the subject site and published in the Beach Reporter.
He indicated that staff received two letters in opposition to the proposed amendments. He
stated that the Traffic Engineer has determined that the current number of parking spaces
available to the hotel is sufficient for the parking demand provided that the parking and
operational conditions of the hotel do not change significantly.

Planning Commission Meeting Minutes of Page 2 of 10
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In response to a question from Commissioner Lesser, Assistant Planner Danna said that there
have been complaints by the neighbors regarding parking under the previous ownership of the
hotel.

Commissioner Lesser said that he is concerned with the parking demand during times when the
hotel is full to its maximum occupancy. He asked regarding whether off-site parking may be
needed when the hotel is at full occupancy.

Assistant Planner Danna said that the Traffic Engineer has determined that the number of
parking spaces that would be provided without an additional 50 off-site spaces would be
sufficient. He pointed out that the City can review the site a year after approval to make any
necessary modifications.

Commissioner Lesser asked whether it has been taken into consideration that hotel guests may
park on the adjacent streets if they learn that there is a charge for valet parking. He asked if
there is any method proposed to encourage guests to pay the fee for valet parking rather than
park on the street.

Assistant Planner Danna said that a condition is included to provide for a review of the site
after six months or a year.

Commissioner Andreani commented that the proposal to charge overnight guests for parking
does not seem unusual based upon hotels she has visited in other cities. She said, however, that
she is not certain of the practice in Manhattan Beach. She asked whether there are other hotels
in the City which charge for overnight parking.

Assistant Planner Danna indicated that the Marriott does charge for parking.

In response to a question, Acting Director Jester pointed out that many projects which have
multiple uses are granted parking reductions. She commented that hotel and restaurant uses
frequently have shared parking because they have different peak times.

In response to a question from Chairman Fasola, Assistant Planner Danna indicated that 246
parking spaces would be required if the hotel were to be built today, and the requirement from
the Institute of Traffic Engineers (ITE) is for 145 parking spaces. He indicated that the existing
parking includes 110 parking spaces with an additional 17 parking spaces available during
evenings and weekends.

Commissioner Seville-Jones asked regarding the wording of the signage indicating that
overnight guests would be charged a fee for valet service and that it would be free for short-
term guests. She asked whether being made aware that other guests are not being charged
would make overnight guests feel that they are being treated differently.

Assistant Planner Danna pointed out that it is common practice for hotels to charge overnight
guests for parking. He stated that the intent of the signage would be to encourage people who
are attending events at the hotel to use the valet service by informing them that they would not
be charged.

Chairman Fasola asked regarding the wording of the signs that would be placed on Oak
Avenue to discourage hotel guests from parking within the neighborhood as required in
Condition 19 of the draft Resolution.

Planning Commission Meeting Minutes of Page 3 of 10
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Assistant Planner Danna said that the signs along Oak Avenue may include language which
indicates that complimentary valet parking is available for hotel events.

In response to a question from Chairperson Fasola, Acting Manager Jester stated that the
Seaview Inn and the El Porto Motel are located in residential neighborhoods.

John Mackel, general counsel for the hotel operator, indicated that they are glad to be part of
the community and want to work with the neighbors. He said that they attempt to be good
participants in the communities in which they are located. He commented that their company
acquired the hotel at the end of 2006, and their operation is oriented toward business travelers.
He pointed out that most business travelers are generally quiet and do not tend to create
disturbances. He pointed out that charging for valet service would generate substantial revenue
for the hotel. He commented that the current off site parking arrangement is tenuous, which is
a challenge in attempting to attract lenders to invest in the hotel. He indicated that they would
support a condition requiring hotel employees to park on site. He said that there would also be
a condition regarding ride sharing.

Tim McOsker, an attorney with Mayer Brown LLP, representing the applicant, said that the
original conditions requiring additional off-site parking and free valet service were intended to
mitigate the impact of the hotel operation on the adjacent neighbors. He stated that the owners
are working very hard to communicate with the neighbors and to comply with the spirit of the
conditions. He pointed out that they now do not have access to the 50 off-site parking spaces
previously allotted by Allied Signal, as that site is now part of Plaza El Segundo. He indicated
that the current owner of the hotel found that the additional spaces were not used and are not
necessary for the hotel operation. He indicated that they hired a consultant to conduct a
comprehensive parking study. He stated that the conclusions of the parking study show that all
cars can be accommodated even with full occupancy at the hotel.

Mr. McOsker said that their original application was for elimination of the requirement to
maintain 50 off-site spaces and for the owners to have the ability to charge all hotel guests for
valet parking. He indicated that after further input from the City, they later amended the
application to request elimination of the off-site parking requirement and to request the ability
to charge only overnight guests for valet service. He said that the City’s Traffic Engineer
agrees with the applicant’s parking consultant that all parking for the hotel can be
accommodated without the additional 50 off-site parking spaces and that charging for overnight
parking would not impact the adjacent neighborhood. He stated that the staff has drafted
conditions that they feel are fair. He indicated that there would be a condition included that
employees shall not park on the adjacent streets, and evidence of employees parking on the
street would be a violation of the Conditional Use Permit. He said that they are working on
establishing a ride share program. He stated that there is also a condition that the project shall
be in substantial conformance with the project description submitted to the Commission and
that any substantial deviation from the approved plans must be reviewed by the Director of
Community Development. He said that there is also a condition that the City reserves the right
to modify valet parking operations if parking conditions on City streets worsen as determined
by the Traffic Engineer. He pointed out that those conditions allow staff and the Commission
the ability to exercise their discretion.

Tom Beedon, the general manager of the hotel, said that they attempt to run a successful
business and want to reach out to the neighbors. He commented that they have put a large
amount of money into making changes to the hotel based on the feedback that they have
received from the neighbors. He indicated that their goal was to base the operation of the hotel
toward business travelers, and they built a meeting center to accommodate their business
customers. He stated that they renovated the ballroom in the courtyard area to provide
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soundproofing in order to mitigate noise impacts to the neighbors. He commented that they
have also hosted block parties for the adjacent neighbors.

Commissioner Lesser pointed out that the Commissioners need to be concerned about any
changes a future owner may make to the hotel, as the conditions of the Use Permit remain with
the property once it is sold.

In response to a question from Commissioner Lesser, Mr. McOsker pointed out that the prior
owner did acquire the use of 50 off-site spaces at alternative locations when the use of the
parking lot at Allied Signal was lost. He indicated, however, that he does not have information
regarding the use of the spaces at the Allied Signal lot by the previous owner.

In response to a question from Commissioner Lesser, Sarah Drobis, Gibson Transportation
Consulting, Inc., said that their parking study took place on a weekend when the hotel was at
full occupancy and when a wedding was occurring which maximized the use of the event
space.

Commissioner Seville-Jones asked whether any thought was given as to how hotel guests
would react to signage which indicates that parking is complimentary for short term visitors but
not for overnight guests.

Ms. Drobis said that her understanding is that it is customary for hotels to charge for overnight
parking. She pointed out that the signage would be intended to encourage hotel visitors who
are not staying at the hotel to use the valet service rather than parking on the street.

Commissioner Seville-Jones said that she understands that many hotels charge for valet service
in areas that are not near residents and where there are no alternatives for parking. She
indicated, however, that there are neighborhood streets adjacent to the subject property where
overnight guests of the hotel could park in order to avoid paying the fee.

Ms. Drobis indicated that the hotel would provide notice to their business customers regarding
the charge.

Chairman Fasola asked regarding the current parking conditions of the hotel.
Ms. Drobis said that they did observe employees and visitors parking on Oak Avenue when the
parking study was conducted. She pointed out that the draft Resolution includes a condition

that all hotel employees would be required to park on site.

Commissioner Paralusz asked regarding the method the valet would use to distinguish between
a short term guest and an overnight guest.

Mr. McOsker commented that the valet charge would be included on the hotel bill rather than
paid to the valet operator.

In response to a question from Commissioner Seville-Jones, Mr. Beedon said that they would
accommodate a guest who requests that the valet charge be taken off of their bill.

Chairman Fasola opened the public hearing.

Audience Participation
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Dottie Carey, a resident of Oak Avenue, said that the conditions in the neighborhood have
improved since the new owner has operated the hotel. She stated that the general manager does
communicate with the neighbors and has made improvements to the hotel. She commented,
however, that there will be more of an issue of hotel guests parking on the neighborhood streets
if the hotel charges for valet service. She suggested that parking meters be installed which
would discourage hotel guests from parking on the adjacent streets. She commented that the
former owner of the hotel used the 50 off-site parking spaces at the satellite lot to shuttle
employees. She asked whether the parking study included employee parking in considering
times that the hotel is at full capacity.

Beth Emery, a resident of EIm Avenue, said that the operators have been good neighbors. She
commented, however, that she does feel there would be a potential significant impact to the
adjacent residents if the hotel charges for valet service. She stated that she has witnessed what
she believes were employees of the hotel parking in the neighborhood. She commented that
she also has witnessed a valet parking a car in the neighborhood on two occasions. She said
that she always attempts to save her company from a valet charge if possible when she travels
on business. She commented that the Marriott hotel does charge a parking fee, and the
surrounding businesses have become very adamant about not allowing parking for the Marriott
on their properties. She stated that she does believe there would be an impact to the neighbors
if the hotel charges for valet service.

In response to a question from Commissioner Lesser, Ms. Emery said that she understands that
the City needs to be friendly to businesses; however she does not feel that the proposals to
charge for valet service and to eliminate the requirement for off-site parking should be granted.

Ann Rose, a resident of EIm Avenue, said that the applicant has been a good neighbor. She
commented that traffic for the hotel is currently very light because of the slow economy;
however, parking problems could become worse once the economy improves.

Josh Cooperman, a resident of EIm Avenue, said that the hotel has been a good neighbor;
however, he does not feel the subject proposals for charging for valet service and for
eliminating the off-site parking requirement should be approved. He said that there has been a
parking issue in the adjacent neighborhood when larger events have occurred at the hotel. He
said that Mr. Beedon has always called him back when he has made complaints. He
commented that parking on the adjacent streets is impacted when there are large events at the
hotel. He stated that he has witnessed the valets parking cars on the adjacent streets, and he has
seen employees parking on the street. He stated that the condition requiring employees on site
would be unenforceable. He pointed out that people will park on the adjacent streets if they
have the option of parking for free rather than paying for valet service. He said that it would be
very difficult to differentiate between hotel guests that are visiting for a short term or staying
overnight. He commented that the off-site parking is not currently utilized because hotel guests
are not made aware that it is available.

Jason Love, a resident of Oak Avenue, said that he has observed hotel guests parking on the
adjacent street when the valet parking is full. He stated that he is not certain whether it was
taken into account in the parking calculation that employees would be required to park on site
which would reduce the amount of available parking for hotel guests. He commented that he
has witnessed employees of the hotel parking on the adjacent streets. He said that
consideration was not given to having time limits for parking or placing meters on the adjacent
streets to encourage visitors of the hotel to use the valet.
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Mr. Beedon commented that Mr. Cooperman has talked to him regarding hotel employees
parking on the street. He pointed out that they have designated an area of their lot for
employee parking. He stated that they have contacted a labor attorney to determine whether it
can be made a rule of employment that employees are required to park on site. He indicated
that he was not aware previously of any instances of valets parking cars on the adjacent streets.

Ms. Drobis commented that they did observe hotel employees parking in the neighborhood
when they were conducting the parking study. She said that the study did account for all of the
parking that was observed on the adjacent streets.

Commission Discussion

Commissioner Andreani commented that she feels that the primary problem is regarding the
parking for hotel guests and not the employees. She said that employee parking can be
controlled by the operator. She stated that she is concerned about the number of satellite
spaces that would be available for use by the hotel. She indicated that she concurs with
requiring the ITE standard of 145 parking spaces, as the hotel would not be at maximum
capacity at all hours. She indicated, however, that there is a discrepancy between the 145 as
required by the ITE and the 127 that are available for use by the hotel. She commented that she
is not clear regarding the alternative locations for off-site parking that are available to the hotel
and how they are utilized. She commented that she would like to arrive at a parking solution
which would not exacerbate the problems for the immediate neighbors. She asked whether
restriping of the parking lot was considered in order to add parking spaces. She indicated that
the 50 parking spaces which were previously available to the hotel at Plaza EI Segundo were
most likely not utilized because they are quite a distance from the hotel. She also suggested the
possibility of guests parking at an off-site facility. She also suggested the possibility of
establishing a residential parking permit program for certain residents on Oak Avenue, EIm
Avenue, and 35" Street. She commented that she would lean toward denying the request to
charge overnight guests for valet service, as there could be an impact to the adjacent residents
from hotel guests parking on the adjacent streets in order to avoid paying the fee.

Commissioner Seville-Jones said that she would support allowing the hotel to retain fewer than
50 off-site spaces but feels that there is a need to retain some off-site parking. She suggested
that the applicant be required to retain 18 off-site spaces for use by the hotel rather than 50 as
currently required since this would be the total spaces required by the ITE standards. She also
suggested that the spaces could be used for employees or valet overflow parking. She
commented that she is concerned that eliminating the requirement for 50 off-site parking spaces
altogether may make it difficult to require that a lesser number of off-site spaces be retained in
the future if necessary. She said that retainingl8 off-site spaces would make it possible to
determine whether they are utilized and whether they are necessary in order to accommodate
the parking demand. She said that she is encouraged that the applicant would be able to
prevent employees from parking on the street. She commented that unlike a downtown area
where hotel guests are forced to use valet parking, the subject site is in a residential area where
there is free parking available on the adjacent streets. She suggested that she may be more
agreeable to allowing the applicant to charge for valet service if a permit parking program is
established or if meters are installed on the adjacent streets in order to discourage guests of the
hotel from parking on the street.

Commissioner Paralusz indicated that she feels the number of spaces required by the ITE is
appropriate rather than the City Code requirement. She commented that she is reluctant to
eliminate parking requirements, particularly for a successful business. She said that she would
also support retaining 18 off-site parking spaces which would match the ITE requirement. She
said that she is also concerned that it would be difficult to require that any off-site spaces be
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retained in the future if the requirement for retaining the 50 off-site parking spaces is
eliminated altogether. She commented that she was not aware previously that the Belamar
Hotel did not charge for valet service, and she does not know if hotel guests would be aware
that there is no fee even with signage. She said that she will park on the street when possible in
order to avoid a valet charge. She said that she is not certain that she could support allowing
the hotel to charge overnight guests for valet service.

Commissioner Lesser commended the applicant on their efforts in being a good neighbor to the
residents and also thanked the residents for their input. He stated that the Commission must
consider the future use of the property. He commented that he feels that it seems fair for the
neighboring residents to expect some inconvenience during larger events that may occur
infrequently; however, the concern is the impact to the neighbors if large events occur on a
frequent basis in the future. He stated that his concern is whether larger events at the hotel
would generate more cars than can be accommodated. He commented that he would like more
input from staff as to whether they feel requiring the hotel to retain the use of 18 off-site spaces
would be appropriate. He indicated that the Commission does have concerns with lowering
parking requirements; however their decisions need to be based on clear data. He said that he
would be receptive to a requirement that the hotel retain 18 off-site spaces for overflow
parking. He commented that it is customary for hotels to charge for valet service. He stated
that he has gone to events at the hotel and has parked on the street because there has been a line
of cars waiting for the valet service. He indicated that he also was not previously aware that
there was no charge for valet service at the hotel. He stated that he is concerned with the
impact that would result from the hotel charging overnight guests for valet service and is not
certain how it would be implemented. He pointed out that the wording in the draft Resolution
would allow staff the opportunity to modify the restrictions in the future. He indicated that he
would be receptive to allowing the applicant an opportunity to test charging for valet service in
order to determine the extent of any impacts.

In response to a question from Commissioner Lesser, Acting Director Jester said that the
Commission would have the option of approving the application and directing that the
applicant pursue the possibility of placing a two hour time limit for parking on the adjacent
streets, but there is no guarantee that the parking restrictions would be approved. She said that
placing restrictions on street parking would require review by the Parking and Public
Improvements Commission and City Council.

Commissioner Lesser pointed out that regulating the parking on the street would be a separate
procedure that would be apart from the subject request.

In response to a question from Commissioner Lesser, Acting Director Jester indicated that her
understanding is that the parking study did take into account parking when the hotel was at its
maximum occupancy both with the rooms and a large event. She pointed out that the applicant
currently has contracts for use of 50 off-site parking spaces. She indicated that ITE parking
requirement is used as a comparison in the parking report. She said that a requirement for
retaining 18 off-site parking spaces would be an appropriate number to consider. She
commented that she is uncertain of the exact number of spaces in each of the three off-site lots
that the hotel is currently permitted to use, and it may be appropriate to use one of those lots
although they may have slightly fewer than18 spaces.

Commissioner Paralusz commented that she has a concern with the impact of the hotel
charging overnight guests for valet parking because people would have the option of avoiding
the charge by parking in the adjacent neighborhood. She said that requiring paid valet parking
for overnight guests would encourage people to park on the adjacent streets. She said that she
is not inclined to permit the applicant to charge overnight guests for valet service.
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Chairman Fasola indicated that he feels retaining the use of 50 off-site spaces may not be
necessary. He said that he would support reducing the required number of off-site spaces
provided that it can be reviewed by the City and that there is the flexibility to increase the
number in the future if necessary. He stated that he does not feel that he can support allowing
the applicant to charge overnight guests for valet service. He indicated that the subject site is
located within a residential community which requires sensitivity to the neighbors. He
indicated that charging for parking would result in some hotel guests parking on the street. He
commented that he has parked on the street when he has visited the hotel. He also pointed out
that current business at the hotel is slow because of the economy, but parking for the hotel
could become more of an issue as the economy improves.

Acting Manager Jester said that her understanding from the discussion is that there is not
support by the Commissioners for allowing the applicant to charge for valet service and that
there is support for requiring the applicant to maintain 18 or so off-site parking spaces rather
than 50 as currently required. She indicated that staff can modify the draft Resolution to reflect
the position of the Commission.

Commissioner Andreani asked for further clarification regarding the wording of the signage
that would be placed at the hotel to discourage guests from parking on the adjacent streets.

Acting Manager Jester indicated that the wording of the signs would be considered further and
discussed with the City’s Traffic Engineer and the applicant.

Mr. McOsker indicated that they would request flexibility if the Commission decides to
require 18 off-site parking spaces, as it would be very restrictive for them to be forced to retain
parking at a specific location. He commented that he would urge the Commission to allow
them the opportunity to test charging overnight guests for valet service and revisit the issue in
six months or a year to determine whether there are any impacts to the neighbors.

Commissioner Paralusz said that she would not support allowing the applicant to charge
overnight guests for valet service. She said that she is not willing to risk any additional impacts
to the residents resulting from the hotel charging guests for valet service.

Commissioner Seville-Jones stated that she also would not support allowing the applicant to
charge overnight guests for valet service. She indicated that she would consider allowing the
applicant to charge for valet service if it were in conjunction with parking restrictions on the
adjacent streets.

Commissioner Andreani said that she would not support allowing the applicant to charge
overnight guests for valet service.

Commissioner Lesser said that he would be willing to consider the issue of allowing the
applicant to charge overnight guests for valet service in the future if there were limitations
placed on parking along the adjacent streets; however, such a process is not under the
jurisdiction of the Planning Commission.

Chairperson Fasola commented that he also is not in favor of allowing the applicant to charge
overnight guests for valet service because it would impact on the neighbors.

Mr. McOsker pointed out that the parking on the adjacent streets would be improved by the
condition in the draft Resolution requiring employees to park on site. He also indicated that the
valet charge is the most important part of their application. He said that they feel charging
overnight guests for valet service could be implemented without impacting their business. He
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said that they would like the opportunity to have the item continued until the next meeting so
that they can consider their options further.

Chairman Fasola reopened the public hearing.

A motion was MADE and SECONDED to (Seville-Jones/Andreani) to CONTINUE
consideration of a Use Permit Amendment to discontinue requirement for a satellite parking
facility and to require registered hotel guests to use paid valet parking at 3501 North Sepulveda
Boulevard to the meeting of March 10, 2010.

AYES: Andreani, Lesser, Paralusz, Seville-Jones, Chairman Fasola
NOES: None.
ABSENT: None.
ABSTAIN: None

F. DIRECTORS ITEMS
None.
G. PLANNING COMMISSION ITEMS

Commissioner Seville-Jones stated that the joint City Council and Planning Commission
meeting on February 23 was very productive. She said that the issues discussed included the
Tree Ordinance and Use Permits, and the Sepulveda Corridor Guidelines. She indicated that
hopefully within the next year revisions will come forward for the Tree Ordinance and Green
Building Code.

Commissioner Lesser thanked the City Council for a meeting with a broad discussion of issues.

In response to a question from Chairman Fasola, Acting Manager Jester said that Arco has
withdrawn their plans for replacing the service station on Manhattan Beach Boulevard. She
said that they may chose to renovate the existing structure on the site or build a new structure,
same size and location, which would not require a Use Permit rather than to build a new larger
structure.

H. TENTATIVE AGENDA March 10, 2010
l. ADJOURNMENT

The meeting was adjourned at 8:50 p.m. to Wednesday, March 10, 2010, in the City Council
Chambers, City Hall, 1400 Highland Avenue.

SARAH BOESCHEN
Recording Secretary
ATTEST:

LAURIE JESTER, Acting Community Development Director
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LAW OFFICKS
CHRISTENSEN, GLASER, FINK, JACOBS, WEIL & SHAPIRO, LLP

10280 CONITELMLATION BOULRVARD
NINETEENTYH FLOOR
LOS ANGELRS, CALIFORNIA 90067
(310) 3853-3000
FAX (310) B58-2020

DIRKCT DIAL NUMBER .
31 0-556-7800 July 2_5, 2006 T mERITAS 1AW FiRMS WORLOWIDS
EMAIL: THMCOSKER@CHRISALASE .COM :

Richard Thompson

Director of Community Development
City of Manhattan Beach

1400 Highland Avenue

Manhattan Beach, CA 90266

Re:  Belamar Hotel

Dear Mr. Thompson:

Pursuant to Manhattan Beach City Council Resolution No. 4814 approving the decision
of the Board of Zoning Adjustment (Resolution No. 91-8), as amended, the hotel commonly
known as the Hotel Belamar located at 3501 North Sepulveda Boulévard, is required to maintain
an agreement with the owner of the property located at. 850 South Sepulveda Boulevard in the
City of El Segundo, allowing the Hotel to make use of fifty (50) parking spaces on the subject
site at all times on weekends and after 6:00 p.in. on weekdays.

The Hotel is currently unable to use the off-site parking due to construction that is
ongoing. As a result, the Hotel has acquired parking use agreements (“Interim Agreements”) as
substitutes during the time that the off-site parking remains unavailable, The Interim
Agreements are substantially similar to the off-site parking requirements. Therefore, the Hotel's
requesting an administrative approval of this arrangement as a temporary alternative to the

requirements of Resolution No. 4814.

The Hotel requests that you confirm the following by signing and dating this letter below:

1. That the Interim Agreements shall serve as a substitute for the off-site parking under
" Resolution No. 4814 until such time as construction of the parking area is completed at

850 South Sepulveda Boulevard in the City of El Segundo;

2. That, provided the Interim Agreements remain operative, the Use Permit under which the
Hotel presently operates will not be revoked during the construction of the new parking

area at 850 South Sepulveda Boulevard in the City of El Segundo; and
| DE@EUWE”
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Richard Thompson
July 25, 2006

Page 2

2.

That, provided the Interim Agreements remain operative, the Use Permit under which the
Hotel presently operates will not be revoked during the construction of the new parking
area at 850 South Sepulveda Boulevard in the City of El Segundo; and

That the present owner of the Hotel (LAEROC Barnabey’s 2002), and any future or
successor owner of the Hotel, may rely upon your administrative approval.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Timothy McOsker
of CHRISTENSEN, GLASER, FINK, JACOBS,
WEIL & SHAPIRO, LLP

Reviewed and approved:

Date: _ 7 i —&

Richard Thompson . |
Director of Community Development
City of Manhattan Beach

TM:ph



CONSENT TO ASSIGNMENT OF LICENSE AGREEMENT

This CONSENT TO ASSIGNMENT OF LICENSE AGRBEMENT (this “Consent”) i
made 8 of the /$%day of December, 2006, by WHITE & DAY MORTUARY (the “Licensor”).

RECITALS:

A, Licensor and Laeros Bamabey’s 2002, LLC, a California limited liability company
{“Licenses”), ave parties to that certain License Agreement dated as of November 1, 2005 (the
“License Agreement”).

B.  Licensee, as seller, and Belamar Hote), LLC, a Delaware limited liability company
(“Belamar Hotel"), as buyer, have entered into that certatn Hotel Purchase and Sale Agreement And -
Joint Bscrow Instructions (Hotel Belamar) made 83 of October 18, 2006 (the “Purchase
Agreement™), for the sale to Belamar Hotel of the property located at 3501 Sepulveda Boulevard,

_ Manhattan Beach, California and commonly known a8 the Hote! Belamar, as more patticularly
described in the Purchase Agreement.

: C. On the closing Jate under the Purchase Agreement, Liomse’chasageedtbassign the
License Agreement to Belamer Hotel. ,

D.  Pursuantto Section 8 of the License Agresment, the Licensor’s prior written consent
is required for the sssignment to Belamar Hotel of the'Licenss Agreement.

AGREEMENT:

For good and valuable consideration, the sufficiency of which is hereby acknowledged, the
Licensor agrees as follows:

1 The Licensor hereby consents to the assignment of the License Agresment by
Licensee to Belamar Hotel;

' 2. 'The Licensot hereby confinms that the “Permitted Use” under the License Agroament
is the use described in Section 4 of the Licenss Agreement; :

3. The undersigned Licensor hereby confirme that it is the current Licensor under the
License Agresment and has not assigned any of ity right, itte and interest thereunder; end

4. The undersigned individual has been duly authorized to sign, acknowledge and
deliver this Consent on behalf of tho Licensor,

[Signature on following page)

60021413 i



N WITNESS WHEREOF, the undersigned hes exocuted and dolivered this Consent as of the
date first written above,

LICENSOR:

WHITE & DAY MORTUA

By: > '

Name: Ty
Title: e

6002115.1 2
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" LICENSY. AGRREMENT

THIR LYCENSE AGREEMENT (“Licenne”) ix made as of the Jat day of November
2008, botween White & Pay Morhary {("Licensor”), and LAEROC BARNAREY'S 2002,
LLC, a Caltfornin llmited tability company dofng husiness as Belstoar Hotel formorly known a9
Ramsboy's Hotel (“Lieens o), with reforenca to tho following facte:

A, Licensor and Liccnsee have entered into this writien Licenso Agreement conecrning
the lleensing of mﬂ; (2:3) parking speces at the parking ares (the “Faridng
Area”) afjacent 1o the Li nsor's faollity loosted wt 3405 8. Sepulveda Bivd, Suite
200, Manhuttun Reach, CA 90266-3628.

NOW TIEREFORR, for a valuable consideration, the rooeipt and sufficlency of which is
hersby acknawledged, the parties agres es follaws:

1. The Licensor hmb'y grants to the Licensee 8 non-exclusive Reense (o utllize the
Parking Area for the Permitied Use (ek hereinafier defined).

3" This License 1o wse the Parking Arcn sholl commence as of November 1, 2005
(the "Commoncoment Date") and continue five yoars Whercafter (the “Term"); provided,
bowever, olther the Licensor of the Licensee may tonminate this License sl any lime dedng the
‘Serm ouid for amy reason by providing to the alher party 1o less tham thixty (30) days prior written:
notico of i13 Intent to terminais the License.

3. The Liconses ¢hall pay to the Lioensor a monthly fee of One Hundred and No/100
Dotiars (§100.00) (“Monthly Fee"). The Monihly Pes shail be due and peyubic ou or befors the
first day of the month end payablo to_WAime DAy _bad ) OF
such othey person or place as tho Lisensor may from time to time denignate In writing. The
Monthly Pea for the first month (and any subsequently surued months e4 of the dato thin License
i executed by the parties) shall he puyable upon oxcoution of this License by the Licsnsee,

4, The Licenses may utilize the Parking Area on a non-exclusive basls on weekends
and after § pm on woekdaya, -

'S. The Licensee shatl make na alierailony, additfons or improvenents, in, on or
abow the Parking Avea.

6. I'hls Licensc is for the Permitted Uso oply end doss not inoludo the rights to ary
additional services,

7. The Licsnses recognizea thet the Licensor Is providing aceess (o the Parking Ares
solely as an acentmondation to the Licengee. Liconsee acknawiedges and agreos (1) that tha
Liaensar und its ayents and cmployeoes shall not he teble for loes or damage to the Livensec's (or
im employees’, agoria’, guosly mnd frivitees”) paiwonal property, trude fixtures, stiiomobiles,
trucks, vans and othsr equipment focated i, on or abont the Parking Area osused by firo, theft,
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oxplosion, atrikes, rioth, nogligent acts, tho conditien of the Parking Arca, of by any ollier causes,
wod the Lisennee foy \tsolf, its agenia and employees, hereby waives any oludm againat e
Licenrot with regard therelo, and (1) to tndemnlfy, dofend and hold haxmless tho Liconsor its
officars, directors, agents, croplayess, comtractors, Invitoos and usigns, from wnd against sny and
all claime, demands, damnges, losses, labilitlos or expenses fachuding, without limitetion,
attornoy feos and logal costs, suffered dlrectly or by reason of any clalms, demands, mults or

brought by or In favor of any person(n) which arise out of, aro cocasloned by, or ate n
any way attributable to the use or 0ot of the Perking Area by the Liconsee, its agents,
officors, smployoes, guents, avites Md/ox ouslomeors.

8. The licensco shall not assign any of its rights undce this License I any marnér
whalsnover o subleasc any postion of the Parking Arad whtbout the prioe written consent of the
Licenser. The Licensco shall not hypothooste, mortgage, pledge or othos cocumber any tnterost in
{ho Liconas o the Parking Arsd. ‘I'he Licennar shall have the unfettered right to assiyn itx intevost
under ths T.icenso at any tine.

9. ‘The Livensew hercy agrecs diring the Term to oty and maintain & its sole
sxpansc commerolal gonera) Hibility insurance with # simgte combined dability Honly of not less
than One Milllon and No/100 Dallars ($1,000,000.00) and propeaty damage fimits of not less
than One Mllion snd No/100 Dollace {$1,001,000.00), with compasios reasanably vatishelory 10
e Liveasor, naming tho Liconsor and such othor pties we the Licensor may idontify Rs
uidifions) insureds, sgainat liabliity with reapect (o Incidents oocwning om, in or shout te
Puking Area or wising out of the Licensec's use and acoupancy thoreof. The Licensee alw
agroow to majotetn, ot Hs soks expensy, Tire and extended coverage insurmos covering tho full
roplacement cost of all of the Licensee's and its agonts’, gusais' and Jnvitees’ perscnal propety,
1mdo fhinuros, antomoblles, traks vans and othér oquipsunt Incated in, on or abous the Parking
Aton. Notwithslanding the aforesald Habillty timits, said limity sball not diminish or othorwlss
impaot or affeot the Liconses's obligntions hereunder. 3f snual premivras patd by the Tleensor
for five and oxtended coverage insuranoe oxcoed standmd rales hecauss of the Licehses's
oporations oF any typo of proporty Hs places ar permits to be placed upon the Parking Arca, the
T4oensvo shall prompily pry fho cxecss amotnt of the premhum upon desvand of tho YAconsor.
The polioy ot policics s0 malntuined by the Licensov shall be fseued by a company or companiee
Nicensod to do business In the Suate of Callfomis, and the Licenseo shall doposit o duplicate cupy
of the potiy or policies evidencing the samo with the Lloensor on or before the Commencemont
Date. Ssid poticy or policies shall contaln a provision requiring the Insuver to give the Livensor
1o less thin ten (10) days writien potice befure cuncoling or terminating any sald polloy for any
reason, including éxplration of the poliocy.

10.  Any notice, demand, raquost, consonty approval or communication that cither
vty deslren or 18 required to glve to the othor paty with respect 0 this T.Joense shall bo given or
sorved in writing and sent to the Licensor and the Lioenses at the sddressen et forth below:

1.lconsor: ()
f
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Liconace: Kim Dejamin, Prosident
) o/o Luoroc Partders
Lagroo Bamaey’s 2002, LLC
2447 Paciflc Coast Highway
Sulte 201
Hermona Beach, Crilfornia 90234
Pax Nov (310) 796-1495

All such notioes shall b sent by (1) cortified or registerod mall, yetum teceipt requestod, and shell
o cffectiva three (3) days after the dato of mulling; (il) Fedoral Express or similar uvemight
contlor and shall by sffective one (1).day afier delivery lo Pederal Exprees or slmllur ovemight
courler; (jif) facsimile ranmnission and shott he effective un (ho daie of tha dato of tranamission;
o1 (iv) persont) soevios wnd shail be effective on the same duy av sorvice. Any such addsess joay
be changed from timo to time by elther paxty sevving notlees 8y providad above, :

15,  This Liccose shali bo subjost and mubordinato to sty movigage, deed of wag or
gound leass now or hoteafler plased on the Parking Ares or any portion thereof by the Liconsos
o Its assigns and to replacements, renowals and oxtgnsions (herenf, and the Licenzve upon
tequen by thy Licensor shal) oxocute Dnstruments (In form satisRictory 10 the Licomor)
acknowledging such subordination. _

12.  The Licenseo govenants not to suffer miy waste or damage ot disfiguroment or
Injury to the Parking Aroa snd/or the Licensor's adjoining propenty. _

§3.  ‘This Licenso is ma-gxclusive and the.l.ivensor shall have the vight to clase any
portion of tho Purking Arce and deny accoss thereio In commection with any sepalss or in an
smergency, as it may require, without lubilily, vost, or abatement of the Monthly Foo, The
{iosnsor shel! further have the Tight 1 access and use the Prkling Avea ot sny tme during the
Torm, .

4. The Licensce shall porfonm, abserve, and comply with such vulea as may bo
adopted by the Lictnsor in respect to the use of the Parking Area, ‘fhe Licsases shall further
comply with all nukes; rogulations, ordinances, cndon and laws of all govemmuntal authoritiea
having Jurisdistion over s Parking Area.

15.  °The Liconsee shall, and sha)l cause its agents, guosts end inviteey, wheo wing the
Parking Areh to obsssve and obey ull signs regarding fire lanos and no parking zones, and whon
parking always park betoon any designated lines. 'Fho Liconscr ressrves the right (o {ow away,
at the oxpunse ol the Licensee, any vehivle wad/or traller o/hich is impropesly parked or parked in
a no parking zone, .

16,  ‘The Livensoc, upon explrstion or other sermination of thig Liconse, shal) surrender

and dallver up the Parking Arca in thy spme condltion s exists as of the date of thia V.icense,
rensanable wenr and bevr exceped,

.3,
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7. Tho Livenaco stull not install, uso, generats, slare, tansport or gispose of in, on,
from or about the Parking Arca sy hazardous substuncos, toxic chemionls, pollutants or other
materials yegulated pursuant to the Comprehonslve Bavltonmentsl Response, Compensation and
Liability Act of 1980, 4270.8.C. Seo. 9601-9657, as aended, the Resource Conservatlon and
Recavery Act of 1976, 42 US.C. Beo, 6901 et soq., of ary eimilar st law or local erdinunce
inoluding, without limitetion, any matcslals contalning ashestos, pol yohlorinated bipkenyle, etude
oll o7 natural gas (coflcotively, “Hagardous Substanew”), The Licenses fo agrocs. 1o
Incemmify, delbond and bold ths Livetsor harmloss from and againet any olalm, damags, fine ot
othor exponsd ﬁinoludhs court costs, RYtomeys® foos und othar cosi of defensen) srising out of
tha Liconsce's instaliation, uso, gencration, snage, eneportation or diaposal of wy Haxardous
Substancos 1, 00, from of aout the Parking Area.

(k. Mo waiver of any breach of any covenant b provision bereln. contained shall bo
doemsd ¢ waiver of sny progediog of sicoosding breach thereaf, or of avy other covenant ox
provision hereln comafned. No extension of time for performance of any obligution or aot shall
bo desmed an extenston of the time for performance of any other obligasion (0 aot oxcept thoss of
the walving panty, which shall bo extendad by 8 period of ime cqual to the perlod of the delay.

19, In tho eveml elthar party heretn brings an sction or sult ngednst the other parly
beonuse of the alleyed breach of any of the covenants, ogreements o provisions of this Lioense
by that psrly, the prevailing party I vuch action or sult shall be entitled to rccover from tho other
pasty ol costa upd expensos of tho aoticn or mut, Inslading, but not limited to, sttomey [ees,
2ecounting and eagineering fbes, said any oter profeesional foes resuldng theroftom., whelher or
not such ult or action proceeds to judgment and dwing eny apposl.

20, ‘This Agreemeat is the fins) expression of, and coutaing the entise agreoment
between the partley wilh rospeot to the aubjost mater hereof and suporscdes all prior
underwiendings with vespect theseto, This Agroament may not be modified, changed,

instument signed by the party to be charged or hy its agent duly authorized In writing or o
ofheiwiss oxpresaly permitted berein. The partics do nol intend o confer any bensft hersundor
on any person, firm or comoratlon other than the parties heceto.

21, 'the partics each acknowledgo and egree that time 19 srelotly of the essence with
reapeet to each and ovory term, condion, obligaton and provision hereof and that fallors w
timoly perform any of the terms, conditions, nbligations or provislons hoteof by clther perty shall
constints a materi) breaoh of and a non-cureble (but walvable) default under this Liscnse by the

party so falling fo perform.

23, ‘Ihe parlics ugree (hat thin Liconse shall bs governed by, intsrpreted uhder, and
construed and enforced in aecordance with the laws of the State of Califomta.

23, This Agrcoment, and any Rxhihit or modification hareto, Including, but net
{imited to, any photovopy or favsimile, may he wxscuted in one or more separato cowerparts,

-4.
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each of whivh, when 4o cxoouted, shall be deempd to be an original. Sueh connterparts shall,
togethot, constituto ond he onv and the samo instrument. . :

™ WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties have executed thin)ioense as of fts dato.
LICHNROR: *

B

LICENSBE!
LAEROC BARNABEY'S 2002, LLC

By
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CONSENY TO ABSIGNMENT OF LICENSE AGREEMENT .

Thie CONSENT TO ASSIONMENT OF LICENSE AGR?.END?NT (this “Consemt™) is
rande w2 of the day of Dectmmber, 2006, by TIMMB G. GUNDBRLOCK. AND KURT

GUNDERLOCK. (coliectivaly, the “Licentor).
RECITALS: -

A, Licensor and Laeroo Barnabey's 2002, LAC, a Califomda limited Hability company
(“Licensea”), are parties to thut ceriain License Agreement dated as of November 1, 2005 (the
“Litense Agresment™). . .

B. Licénsse, a» seller, and Bolamar Hotel, LL.C, s Delaware limited liability company
(“Belamar Hote)"), asbuyes, have entered into that certain Hotel Purchiase and Salo Agreement And
Jolut Bacrow Instructions (Hotel Belamar) made a3 of Ootober 18, 2006 (the “Parchase

neut™), for the sals o Belamar Hotel of the propeity located at 3501 Sepulveda Rowlovard,

Beach, California'and commonly known a5 the Hotel Belames, &8 more particularly
descrived in the Purchase Agreemont, . .

C.  Onthwolovingdstounder tho Purchase Agroement, Licensce has ngreed to assign the
Lioensp Agretment to Belamar Hotel, ' :

D.  Pursoant to Section B of the License A greemest, tho Licensox’s prior written consent
s required for the assigmnent to Belamar Hotel of the License Agrecment.

AGREBMENT:

For good and valuabls consideration, the sufficienay of which is hereby acknowiedged, the
Licensor agrees as follows; .

1. Ths Licensor hereby consents to the assignment of the Licenss Agrooment by -
Licenses 1o Bolnmar Hotel; S . ’

2. TheLiconsor herchy confiims that the*Permitted Use” under the License Agrecment
18 the nse described in Section 4 of the Licenye Agreement; and

3, The undersipned individuals hereby confirm that they are the cumrent Licensor under
the License Agreement and have not assigned any of theix right, title and interest thevcunder.

[Signature on folowing page]_

oI S
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IN WITNESS WHERKE ]
the dato fitst written xbove, OF, the uadorsi gned have executed and delivered this Consent ag of

LICENSOR:

S091
. ‘ 2
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LICENSE AGREEMENT

"'THYS LICENSE AGREEMENT (“License™) 18 made 83 of the st day of November
2008, between TIMME G. GUNDRLOCK AND KURT GUNDERLOCK (“Licensor”), and
LAEROC BARNABEY'S 2002, LLC, 8 Califtmia limited liability company doing business as -
Belamar Hotel formetly known #6 Burnabey's Hotel (“LAcenses”), with reference fo the ﬂ:llowmg

thote:

A. 'l‘hmue a. Gmdarlonk o Kurt Gundexlook (“Licensor”) and Laeroo Bearnabey's
2002, LLC (“Licenses”), have enteted into this written Licenss Agreoment conceraing
the lcensiug of eight (8) parking spaces at the packihg arca (the “Paridng Ares™)
adjacent to the Licensor’s fiellity Jocated ot 3313 North Sepulveda Blvd,, Manbattan
Beach, CA 90266-3628,

NOW THERBFORE, for a valuable consideration, the xoedpt wd sufficlency ofwhich )
hereby ach\owlodsod, the parties ngres a3 Mlows .

I The Lloenm hereby grants to the Licenseo s non-sxolusive Ticense to utilize the
Parking Ares for the Permisted Use (as hercinafter defined), . 4

2. This License to use the Parking Avea shall commence 83 of November 1, 2005 (the
“Commencement Date”) and continuo five years thercefter {tho “Term"); provided, however,
olthex the Livensor oz the Licensee may tesminate thia Liconso at any time duriog the Term and for
any reason by providing to the other party no loss than Ihisty (30) days prior written notice of its

intent to tenulpate the Livense,
or #i00 Amerth 1o i

ol Tk or. dRiwkr i Roenn Seaviess 41' ﬂd-ﬂm Ny 14"

3. (Thol‘..lmeosluﬂpaytotthiomsorunmmhbvfnoofFlﬂymdNollOODollm‘s Y et *

($50.00) (*Monthly Fes”). The Monthly Fee shall be dus and peyable on or beflore the fitst day
of the month and payable to Roger S Romhro at 3313 North Sepulveda Blvd,, Manhatten Besch,
CA 90266-3628, or such other person or place as tho Licaeor may from time to time designate in
wiiting, The Monthly Fes for the first month (and any aubsequently scorued monthe as of the date
this Liconse 18 executed by the parties) shall be payable upon exooution of this Licenso by the
Lioensoe

4. The Licensee may utilize the Paking Arca on & non-exolusive basls on weekends
el after 6 pm on woekdays. ’

S.  'The Licenseo shall inake no alterations, additlons or fmprovements, in, on or shout
the Parking Area. .

6. This License is for the Permitied Uss only and docs not inslude the rights 10 any
addltiona] aervices,

7. Thé Licensee recognizes that the Licensor s providing acoess to the Patlung Ares
sololy as an accommodation to the Liotnges Licenser acknowledges and agrees (i) that the
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Liconsor and 1a agents and employecs shalf not, be liable for logs or damage to the Licensce's (or
its employees’, sgonts’, guests and tnvitees’) personal property, trade. fixlures, automobiles,
trucks, vans and other equipment looated in, on or about the Perking Area caused by fire, theR,
oxploslon, strikes, riole, neghgent aots, the condition of the Parkdng Avea, or by any other causes,
and the Licenses for itself; luasquamdmploym,hmbywdmuwcmmmw the Licensor
with regard thereto, and (8) to indonnify, defend eod bold hamiless the -Licensor ita officers, -
dieeotors, agonts, employees, contractors, wvitoss and assigns, from and against any end all
olelms, demands, damages, losses, Habilitles or expenses including, without limitation; aitorney
foos and legal conts, saffered directly or by reason of any clairas, demands,.suits or judgments
brought by or in fcvor of any person(s) which ariso out of, aro ocoasioned by, or are in xny way
attributable to the use or ocoupancy of the Parking Area by the Licensoe, fle agents, offloers,
employoes, guests, invitees and/or customers, .

8. 'The Liconsee shall cot 4ssign any of its rights under this License in amy manger
whatsoever or subleass ary portion of tho Parking Area whhout the prior written congent of the
Licensor. The Licensee shall not hypothecate, morigago, pledgo or other encumber any interest in
the Licetse or the Parking Arca. The Lioensor shall have the unfettered right to assign its interest
under thie License st any time.

9 The Licensoe hereby agress during the Term to ocarry and maintain at s sole
expense conunercisl gensrel lisbility insusance with 2 singlo conibined lability limlt of not ksa
then One Million and No/100 Doliars ($1,000,000.00) and property damago Limits ofnot lees than
One Milion and No/100 Dollars ($1,000,000.00), with companios reasonably satisfactory to the
Licensor, naming tho Licensor and such other partles as tho Lisensor may identify es additfonsl
Insureds, agetnst-Uability with respect to incidents oocurring on, i or sbout the Parking Area or
ariying out of the Licensee's use end occupancy thereof. The Licensoe also agrees {0 maintetn, et
itg sole expensa, fire and extonded coverago insurance coveking the full reptavement cost of all of
the Licenses's and its agents’, gueste' and invitees’ potsonal property, trade fixtures, antomobiles,
trucks vans and other equipment located In, on or about the Parking: Arce. Notwithstending the ’
aforesaid Nability itmits, said limits ahall not dimintsh or otherwise impact or affect the Liconseo's
obligations hereunder. If mual prenalurs pald by the Licensor for fire and extended coverage
ingurance exceed staoderd rates becauss of the Livensee's operations or any typo of proparty its
places or permits 10 be placed upon tho Parking Aseq, $he Licenséo shall promptly pay the excess
amount of the premivm upon demand of the Licensor. The polioy or policies so maintained by the
Licouseo shall be issued by a company or vompenics ¥oensed to do buslness in the Siste of
Californis, aod the Licensoe shall depoglt 8 duplioate copy of the polioy or policies evidencing the
same with the Licensor on or before the Commencement Dato.. Seid policy or policies shall:
contain a provision requiring the ineurer to give the Licensor no less than ten (10) days written
notice before canceling or terminating any said policy for any rosson, including expiration of the
policy.

10 Any notics, demand, request, consent, approval ox communication that olther party
desires or is required to give to iho other party with reapect to this Litense shall be given or
sorved in writing and sent to the Licensor end the Licensee at the addresses aet forth below:

<




Licensor: Timme G, Gondeslook and Kurt Gunderlook
" 3313 North Bopulveda Blvd:
Manhattan Beach, CA 90288-3628
Fax No: 310-546-7225

Licensce:  Kim Beajamin, Preaident
¢/o Laoroc Pariners
Laeroo Barnaey's 2002, L1C
2447 Pacific Coast Highway
Suite 201
Hermosa Beach, Caltfornds 90254
Pax No. (310) 796-1493

All such noticss shall be seat by (i) certified or registored mall, teturn reoeipt roquested, and shall
be effbotive three (3) days after the date of malling; () Federal' Bxpress or similar overnight
courfer and shall be effective one (1) day afier delivery (o Pederal Exprees or similar ovemlght
vourder; () ﬂwoimﬂa transratssion and shall be effective on the date of tho date of transmission; or
(iv) personal service and shall bo offsciive on the same day as servico. Any such addrees may bs
changed from tims to time by elther purty secving notlces as provided above.

- 1. This License shall be subjsct and subordinate to any mortgage, deed of wrust or
ground loase now or bereafter placed on thoe Parking Aroa or any portion thereof by the Liveosor
or [ts assigns and to replacemonts, renowalp and extensions thereof, and the Lioenses upon
. request by the Licensor shall exccute instumeats (in form satishctory to the' Licensor)

* acknowledging guch subordination.

12.  The Licersec covenants not to suffer any wasto or demage or dmﬂguremeut or
injury to the Parking Area and/ot the Licensor's adjolaing property.

. . - This Licanso is non-exclusive and the Lioensor sball have the right to cloze any
portion of the Parking Aves and deny access thereto in conneclion with any repaire or i an
emergency, as it may require, wihout liabliity, coet, or abatement of the Mounthly Fee. The
Licensor ghall furtber have the right to acoess and-use the Parking Area at any time during the
Term.

) 14,  The Licenseo shall perform, observe, and comply with such rules &s may be
adopted by the Licensor In respoct to the use of the Parking Area. Tho Licengeo shall further
comply with all rules, regulatlons, ordinances, codes and laws of all govemmenta! suthorities

having jurisdiction over the Parking Area. . .

15.  Tho Licenses shall, and sball causs its agents, guests and lavitees, whon using the
Parking Areg 10 observe aid obey all slgns xegarding fire lanes and no parking zones, and when
pocking ahways park betweon any designated tines. The'Licensor reserves the tight to tow-away,
at the expensp of the Licensee, any vehiole and/or tuilnr which is improperly parked or parked in
ano paﬂthg Zono,




16, The Livenses, upon explration or other termination of this Lioense, shall survender
and deliver up tho Parking Aren in the same condition a3 oxistg ag of the dste of this License,
reasonabls wear and tear excopted, :

17.  The Licenses thall not install, use, generate, store, transport or dispose of in, vy,
Som or sbout the Parking Arca any hazardous substences, toxio chemicals, poliutants or other
rmaterials regulated pursfant to the Comprehensive Rnvironmental Response, Compensation and
Liabiltty Act of 1980, 42 U.S.C. Sec. 9601-9657, as amended, the Resource Cpnuﬂutlon and
Recovery Act of 1976, 42 U.8.C. 8ec, 6901 et seg,, or any slmilar stuto Inw or Joce! ordinance
tnotuding, without limitation, any materials containing asbestos, polyohlorinated bipheayls, crude
oll or natural gas (collectively, “Husardous Substances”), The Licenses fisthor agrees to
indemanify, defend and hold the Licensor barmless from and ageingt my clabm, demage, fine br
other exponse (Inbluding court costs, affornoys’ foes amd other costs of defensés) arlsing out of
the Licensee's installation, use, goneration, storage, iransportation or disposal of any Hazardous
Substences In, on, fom or about the Parking Atea,” ) :

18,  No waiver of sny breach of any covepant or provision herein confatned ehall be
deemed a waiver of eny preceding or succesding breach thereof, or of any other covenant or
provielon herein contained, No extension of tims for performance of any obligation or act shall be
deemed an extension of the tlms for perfimmance of any othst obligation to act except those of
the waiving party, which shall be extended by a pericd of time equal to the period of tha delay.

19.  In the event either party heretd brings an action or suit agatnst the othor party
because of the alleged breach of any of the covenants, agreaments or provisions of this Licenso by
that pasty, the prevailing party in such sotion or sult shall be entitled to recover from the other
party all costs and expenses of the aclion or sult, inchding, but not timited to, attomey foes,
socounting and engineering foes, and any othet professional foes resulting theveftom., whether or
not such sult or aclion proceeds to judgment and during any appeal.

. 20,  This Agreement is the final expression of, and contains tho entire agreement -

between the parties with rospect 10 the subject matter boreof and supersedes all prior
understandings with respect thersto, This Agreement waey mot be modified, changed,
supplemeated or terminated, nor may eny obligations bersunder be waived, exoept by written
instrument sigoed by the party to bo oharged or by s agent duly muthorized in wrlting or #s
ottierwiso oxpressly permitted herein, The pesties do not inteid to confr any benefit heteunder
on any person, fitm or corporation other than the pasties hereto,

21, The parties each acknowledge and agree that time is etrictly of the csssnce with
respect (o cach and every term, conditlon, obligation and provision hercof and that fallure to
timely perform any of the tecws, conditions, obligations or provisions hereof by either party shali
constitute a material breach of and a non-curable (bwt waivable) defhult wnder this Lioanse by the
pasty go failing to perform. . ‘

ode




22, The partize agreo that this Licenso shall be govemed by, imerpreted vndéy, and
construed and ensdreed in acoardance with the laws of the State oan_Hl'omia.

23, This Agreement, and arty Bxhibif or modification hereto, fnchiding, but not limked
to, any photocopy or favstmile, may be executed in one or more separate countorparts, each of
which, when 5o expouted, shall bo deemed to bo an original, Such counterparts shall, topether,
constiiute and be one and the same instrument.

IN WETNESS WHEREOP, the parties have executed this Lioense 8a of ite date.
LICENSOR: '

- TIMME -G. GUNDRLOCK AND  KURT
GUNNDERLOCK . ' .

LICBNSEE:
LAEROC BARNABEY'S 2002, LLC

B.Y'” [&A«..‘ dt&;é/ﬂ

I lznl c1llo oy p—




CONSENT TO ASSIGNMENT OF LICENSE AGREEMENT

This CONSENT TO ASSIGNMENT OF LICENSB AGREBMENT (this “Consent™) i
made as of the ay of December, 2006, by S. ROOER ROMBRO AND JOANNA w.

ROMBRO, hushand and wife (collectively, the “Licensor").
RECITALS:

A.  Licensor and Laeroc Bamebey's 2002, LLC, a Califomia limited lisbility company,

("“Licensee"), are parties f0 that certain License Agreement dated us of November 1, 20054the”
“License Agreement”). .

B. Licensee, as scller, and Belamar Hotel, LLC, a Delaware \imited liability company
(“Belamar Hotel"), us buyer, have eptered into that certain Hotel Purchase and Sale Agreoment And
Joint Bscrow Instructions (Hotel Belamar) made as of Qctober 18, 2006 (the ‘“‘Purchase
Agreement”), for the sale to Belamas Hotel of the property located at 3501 Sepulveda Boulevard,
Manhattan Beach, California and commonly known as the Hotel Belamer, as more particularly

degeribed in the Purchase Agreement.

C.  Onthoclosing date under the Purchsse Agreement, Licensee has agread to assign the
License Agreement to Belamas Hote!.

D.  Pursuantto Section 8 of the Licefise Agreement, the Licensor's prior written consent
iis required for the assignment to Belunar Hotel of the License Agroement.

AGREEMENT:

For good and valuable consideration, the sufficiency of which ig hereby acknowledged, the
Licensor sgrees as follows:

1. The Licensor hereby consents to the aysignment of the License Agreement by
Licensec to Belamar Hotel;

2., The Licensorhereby confisms lhat {be"Pesnitted Use" undes the License Agreement
is the use desoribed in Section 4 of the License Agreement; and

3. ‘Theundersigned individuals hereby confirm that they are the current Licensor under
the License Agretxnent and have not sssigned any of theix right, litle and intereal thereunder.

[Signature on following page)

002175.1 1
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the undersigned have executed and delivered this Consentasof
the date first written above.
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LICENSE AGRBEMENT

THIS LICENSE AGREEMENT (“License”) is mado 28 of the 1at day of November
2003, between 8, ROGER ROMBRO AND JOANNA W. ROMBRO, huvbaud and wite,
hereinafter collecitvely referrad to as (“Licensor”), and LAEROC BARNABEY'S 2002, LLC,
a Callforoia Jimited liability compeny dolng business as Boelamar Hotel formerly known as
Brmabsy's Hotel (“Licensos™), with reference to the following fhots:

A. 8. Roger Rombeo and Joarma W. Rombro (“Licensor™) and Laeroo Bamabey's 2002,
LI.C CLiccasn”), have eqitered Into this written Liconse Agreement conoeming the
ficonsing of fouctoon (14) pasking spaces at the foa.;klns arca (the “Parking Area”)
adjacent to the Licensor's w!l!!g looated at 3405 8. Bepulvedn Blvd, Sulte 200,
Manhettan Beach, CA 90266-3628. .

NOW THEREFORE, for a valuable considezation, the reoeipt and sufficlonoy of which is
hereby acknowledged, the parties agros as follows: :

5. Tho Licensor hereby grants to the Licensee & non-exclusive license to utilize the
Parking Area for the Permltted Use (as herelnafter defined),

2, ‘Tuls Licenso to upe the Parking Area shelt commence a8 of November 1, 2005
(the “Commencement Dats”) and vontbruo five yours theceaier (the #Term™); provided,
however, either the Licensor or the Liconses may terminate this Liconso at any tims during the
Term and for any reason by providing 0 the othes party no loss than thisty (30) days prior
written notlo of tts intent to termingde the Liconse.

3. The Liotnseo shall pay to the Licensora rnonthly fos of Ono Hundred and No/100
Dotlars (§100.00) (Monthly Foe™). ‘The Monthly Fee shall be due and payeble on or before the
first day of the month and payable. to §, Roger Rombro and Josnna W, Rombro at 3405 S.
Sepulveda Bivd, Sulte 200, Manhsttan Beaoh, CA 90266-3628, or such other person or place a3
tho Licensor may from time to time designate in writiag, The Momhly Fee for the first month
(and any subsoquently acorund months as of the dale this Liconse [s executed by the pantles) shall
be payable upon execution of this Licenso by the Licensee,

4. The Licenses may viilize the Parking Acea onsa non-exchislve basis on weekends
and after 6 pm on weckdays. :

5. The Liosnoee shall make no alterations, additions or improvements, in, on or
about the Parking Ates, :

6. This License ls for the Permitted Use only and does not Include the rights to any
additional services. ,

: 7. The Licenseo recognizes that the Lioensor ls providing accass to the Parking Area
solely a3 an acoommeodation to tho Licentee. Liconseo ackoowledges and agroos (i) that the
Licensor and its agents and cmployees shal} not be llable for loss or damage to the Licensee's (or

————— g o
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ity oraployoes’, agents’, guests and Invitees’) porsonal property, wade fixtures, automobiles,
trucks, vans and other equipment foosted in, on or about the Perking Area caused by fire, theft,
sxplosion, strikes, rlots, nogligent aots, the condition of the Parking Area, o by any othor causes,
and- the Licensee for itself, Its ageats and employoes, heredy walves any olaim against the
Licensor with regard thoreto, and (li) to Indomnify, defond and hold harmiess the Licensor lta
offlcers, directors, agents, ensployees, oontraciors, Invitees and assigns, ffom and against any and
all clalms, demands, dsmages, losscs, isbiiittes or oxpenses Including, sithout limdtatlon,
atiomey fees and Jegel costs, suffered directly or by reason of any olshns, demands, sits or
Judgments brought by or i favor of any persor(s) which atiso owt of, rro oocasioned by, or e in
any way attributable to the use of ocoupancy of the Perking Ares by the Licensoe, its agents,
- offlvers, employoes, gueets, invitess and/or customers.

8. Tho Licensoe shall not assign any of ite tights under this Licenso {n any manner
whatsosver or sublease any portion of the Parking Area without the prior written consent of the
Licensor, The Licensee shall not hypothsoate, morigage, pledge or other oncumber any interest
in the Liconso or the Parking Area, Tho Licensor shall have the unfettered right to assign K
Intorost under this Lioense al sny time.

9. mLiwmhmbywduﬂngMTmtoomy and malntain at Us sole
expenso commerclal genoral labitity insuranco with & single combined llabliity Timit of not less
thari One Million end No/100 Dollars ($1,000,000.00) and property damage Umits of not less
then One Miilion aad No/100 Doltars ($1,000,000.00), with companles reasonably satlsfactory
to the Licensor, naming the Liconsor and euch other partics a2 the Licensor may Identify as
additlonal Insureds, sgainst Nabillty with respect to Inoldents coourring on, i or ebout the
Parking Area or asising out of the Licensee’s use end cocupsnoy thereof, The Licensee also
wwmatmln.ntiuaolomﬁnmmwmohmmmmmn
replacement cost of sl of the Liconsoo's and its sgenty’, guowts' and jnvitees' personal property,
trade flxtures, sutomoblies, trucks vans and other equipment focated in, on or ghout the Parking
Area. Notwithstanding the aforceaid lablilty lirnits, sald Jmits shall not diminish or othorwise
impnot or affect the Livonsod's obligations hereunder. If stinual premiums paid by the Licensor
for firo and extended ooverage ingursnice excoed gtandard rates booauss of the Liconeee's
opmﬁonvormytyponfpmpqtymplsworpmniuwbophuduponm Parking Ares, the
Lioanseo shall promptly pay tho exocss amount of the premium upon demsnd of the Licensot.
The policy or policies so maintained by the Licensee shall be 1ssuoed by & company of companica
Jiconsed to do businsss in the Stxe of Califomnta, and the Licensee shall depostt a dupilote copy
of the polioy or policies evidencing the same with the Licensor on oz before the Commencement
Date, Said policy or policies shall ocontain & provision requiring the insuref to givo the Licensor
110 Joss than ton (10) days written notioe before eanceling or terminating any gaid policy for any
rezson, Including expimstion of the policy.

10.  Any notice, domand, requost, gonsent, approval of communication that cithss
arty deslres or Js required to give to the ofher party with respoct @ thia Llcense shall bo given or
sorved In writing and sent to the Licensor and the Licensce at the addresses st forth bolow:
Licensor: S. Roger Rombro and Joaana W. Rombro
1405 9, Sepulveda Bivd., Suite 200

“2-
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Manhastan Beach, CA 90288-3628
Fax No: 310 -$02-8849

Licenseo: Kim Benjaratn, President
clo Laeroo Partnerd
Lacroo Bamasy’s 2002, LLC
2447 Pacifio Const Highway
Sulis 201
Hermosa Beaoh, Califomia 90254
Fax No, (310) 796-1493

Al such notioes shall ba seat by (1) certified or registered mall, rEtum yecelpt requested, and
shall bo effective threo (3) days after the daté of malling; (1) Federe] Express or almilat
overnight courler and shall be offeotive one (1) day after delivery to Federal Express or similar

"overight courler; (1) facsimile trenymission and shatl be effective on tho date of tho date of

transmission; or (iv) poraonal gervioo end shall be effecilve on tho same day as gervica. Any
auch address may be changed from time 1o timo by elther perty serying notlcos as provided
above. :

1. This Liconso shall be qublect and subordinate to any , deed of trust or
ground lease naworhorumrphudmmm:morwpwﬂontlmofby the Licensor
or It assigns and to replacements, renowals and exensions thoreof, and the Licensce upon
request by the Liconsos shall exccute Justruments (In form satisfuotory to the Livensor)
acknowledging such subordination.

{2, -The Lioensoe oovonants not to guffor any waste of dsmago ot disfigursment or
Injury to the Parking Arca and/or the Livensor's adjoining propesty.

13, This License is non-exclusive and the Licensor shall bave the cight to olose any
portion of the Parking Arsa and deny ecoess thersto {n sonnection with sy repairs or in an
enmergency, a3 it may require, without llabifity, cost, or abatsment of the Monthly Feo. The
Licensor shall fusthor have the right to access and use the Parking Atea at any time during the
Term.

4. The Licenses shall perform, observe, and comply with such rules as may be
adopted by the Licensor {n vespect to tho use of the Parking Area. The Licenses shall furthor
comply with al) rulee, rogulations, ordinances, cades end laws of all govemmental authorites
having jurisdiotion over the Parking Area. ,

15.  ‘Tho Licensos shall, an shall oause {ta agents, gucels and Invitees, when valng the
Parking Aroa to obesrve and oboy all signs regarding firo lancs and 10 parking zones, and when
parking always park between any desipnsied lines, The Licensor ressrves the right to tow aWEY,
4t the expanse of the Licenses, any yehicte and/or traiter which is impropetly parked or parked in
a no parking zone.
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16. ‘The Licensee, upon explration or other tormination of this Llcense, ghall
surrender and deliver up the Parking Arsa In the same conditlon as exlats as of the dato of this
Licsnse, ronsonable wear and teer exceped. '

17.  The Licenseo shall not ingtall, use, genotals, 81010, transport ot dlsposc of in, on,
from or about the Parking Area sny hagardous substances, toxlo chernicals, poliutants or other
materlals regulatod pursuant 0 the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Componsation and
L1ebllity Aot of 1980, 42 U.9.C. 800, 9601-9657, ns amended, the Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act of 1976, 42 U8,C. Seo. 6901 et 80q., or any simllar state law or loce} ordinance
inchuding, without limitation, any materials contelning asbertos, polyohlorinated biphenyis,
orudoe oll or usatural gas (oollectively, “Bimeardous Sebstances”). The Licenses further agrees (o
indemnify, defond and hold the Liconsor harmisss Som and sgalntt any olalm, damage, fine of
other expenso (includlog court costs, sttomays' foss and other costs of defonses) arlsing out of
the Licensse's installetion, use, goneration, storage, transportation or disposal of any
Substances in, on, from or sbout the Parking Area,

18,  No waiver of any breach of sny covenant ot provigion heroln contatned shall bo
doemod & walver of any precoding of sucoceding breach thereof, or of sy oiher covenant or
provision herein contalned. ‘No extenslon of time for performance of any obligation or act shall
be deerpod an. extension of the time foc porformance of any other obligation to act pucept those
of the walving perty, which shall be extended by 8 peried of time equal to the perlod of the

delay.

19.  In the ovent cither party heroto brings an action of sult againgt the othee parly
beoause of the alleged breach of any of the covenants, sgreoments of provisions of this Licenee
by that paty, the prevalling party in such action or suit shall be cutitied to rocover from the other
party )l costs and expeuses of the action or sult, noluding, but not limited to, attorney fees,
acoounting end engineering foos, and any other profeesional feos resulting therefrom., whether of
not such suit or action prooeeds to judgment and during any appeal, :

20.  This Agreoment is the (lnal expression of, and contains the entlro agresmont
between she pastles with respect fo the subject matter hercof and supersedes al) prior
undecetandings with rospect thereto. This Agreement may not bo modified, changed,
supplemented o7 termineted, nor may any obligations hereunder bo watved, except by written
Instrument signed by the party to be oharged or by 1t agent duly authorized In wrillag or a8
otherwiso expressly pormitted hevein, The perties do not intond 1o confox any benefit hesounder
o0 any person, fir or corporation other than the parties hezeto.

21.  The pantles sach sokniowledgs and agres that ime is tsictly of tho essence With
rospoct to each and overy torm, condition, obligstion and provision hereof and that fullure to
tinety perfonn any of the-tesms, conditions, obligations or provisions heveof by elther patty shall
constitute a mteria) breach of and a non-oureble (but walvable) defsult under this Lioense by the

pety so failing to perform. -

22, The pasties agree (hat this Livense shall be govemed by, interpreted undar, and
construed and enforced in accordanoe with the laws of the Btate of Callfornla.

-4

S



23, This Agreement, and any Exhibit or modification hereto, Including, but not
liralted to, any photocopy eF fwcsimfle, may be executed in ono of MoTe separate counterpacs,
each of which, when g0 exocuted, shall be deemed (o bo an original. Such counterparts shall,.

~ togoether, constitute and bo one and the sams Instrument.

YN WITNESS WHEREOF, the partles have oxeouted this License s3 of its date,

LICENSOR: ﬂ
(4 .

8. ROG 0
JOANNA W. RO,

Its

By ;
Tis Cw
LICENSEE:
LAEROC BARNABEY'S 2002, LLC
By -

Tis

* 5.

e o m————— 4%
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thelbelamar

THE LARKSPUR COLLECTION

Valet Control Sheet
June 2010
Date Hotel Occ % 7:00 PM 9:00 PM 12:00 AM
1 ~ 77 39 59
2 90 38 61
3 93 36 42 50
4 92 30 50 55
5 83 9 55 60
6 75 40 42 48
7 91 20 45 — 59
8 95 20 42 62
9 95 22 52 60
10 95 40 50 65
11 95 60 77 77
12 91 65 70 74
13 69 63 40 54
14 06 45 50 58
15 99 53 60 61
16 99 23 45 85
17 98 18 50 59
18 a7 25 55 62
19 97 22 65 75
20 60 17 30 49
21 83 27 35 53
22 89 19 42 58
23 94 14 48 52
24 93 22 56 62
25 93 48 69 68
26 96 19 69 74
27 76 34 51 66
28 88 21 48 41
29 83 32 56 54
30 87 41 60 50

* bold/green dates indicate weekend

* LQR"\' Xugh,(;% numibzeg s dei wate wetlcendls .

EXHIBIT F
PC b 8]




thelbelamar

THE LARKSPUR COILLECTION

Valet Control Sheet

July 2010
Date Hotel Occ % 7:00 PM 9:00 PM 12:00 AM

1 87 40 55 58

2 90 30 60 67

3 87 54 58 64
4 95 60 72 78
5 61 29 36 75

6 75 48 50 59

7 86 60 62 64

8 93 62 67 69

9 75 48 56 68

10 90 60 67 73
11 81 53 62 76
12 86 60 72 76

13 94 45 43 49

14 95 40 43 55

16 94 50 56 59

16 95 58 60 62

17 o7 40 58 68
18 92 35 48 55
19 90 38 50 86

20 95 45 56 62

21 98 40 50 54

22 91 42 52 56

23 86 60 60 62

24 94 45 57 64
25 80 50 52 57
26 04 60 68 73

27 98 40 55 . 62

28 99 50 56 70

29 93 54 55 63

30 96 58 58 69

31 96 48 60 74

* hold/green dates Indicate weekend




thelbelamar

THE LARKSPUR QOLLECTION

Valet Control Sheet

August 2010
Date Hotel Occ % 7:00 PM 9:00 PM 12:00 AM

1 84 42 24 67
2 91 38 53 53

3 91 48 A7 51

4 92 51 45 55

5 0 24 60 63

6 87 38 58 87

7 ' 92 28 77 74
8 87 54 69 61
] 84 33 30 56

10 93 29 41 58

11 92 45 35 64

12 88 22 29 64

13 93 K] 37 89

14 92 40 22 83
15 73 29 40 50
16 91 32 47 57

17 97 42 41 57

18 89 45 34 54

19 90 31 39 54

20 88 37 27 63

21 a0 28 22 50
22 76 21 55 73
23 81 29 62 24

24 95 31 40 39

25 97 40 34 46

26 95 35 42 34

27 95 36 44 57

28 88 29 31 35
29 89 45 20 51
30 91 26 50 56

31 92 21 30 54

* hold/green dates indicate weekend




thelbelamar

THE LARKSPUR COLLECTION

Valet Control Sheet

September 2010
pate | 1 | 7.00 pm [ 0:00 m [12:00 Am| 3:00 am | Note any PM hotel evants that
Occ % exceed 20 people
1 87 34 42 45 55
2 83 a8 46 50 53
3 88 44 43 30 58
4 g6 32 49 73 69 75ppl 1pm-4pm
5 73 28 32 45 73
6 68 20 29 39 44
7 68 20 25 30 39
8 81 27 36 44 49
9 67 30 37 43 47 50pp! 6pm-11pm
10 92 40 45 50 56
11 93 20 37 55 61
12 75 23 40 47 49 12ppl 8am-11:30pm
13 80 30 33 45 50 11ppl 8am
14 98 23 AN 42 51
15 96 31 a9 45 47 70ppl 11am-8pm/13ppl 8am-6pm
16 97 35 42 57 57 35ppl 9am-4pm/1 3pp! Bam-Bpm
17 92 50 57 63 65 -
18 98 40 55 60 70 100pp! 8pm-11-m/20ppl 11am-2pm
19 78 45 58 60 65 173pp! 5pm-10pm
20 87 28 52 56 20pp! 9am-8pm
21 95 30 45 49 58 30ppl 12pm-2pm
22 08 28 33 37 45 30ppl 8am-5pm/25ppl Spm-7pm
23 97 22 30 40 55 30ppl 8am-5pm
24 90 28 35 40 49 54ppl 7am-5pm
25 94 35 43 50 55 54ppl 7am-4pm/85ppl 6pm-11pm
26 77 17 24 37 40
27 82 21 33 40 50 30ppl 9am-Bpm
28 94 24 29 37 49 30ppl Gam-6pm
29 93 41 45 46 50 35ppl 7:30am-9am/ 30ppl Qam-5pm
30 94 38 37 48 55

* bold/green dates indicate weekend




the lbelamar

THE LARKSPUR COLLECTION

Valet Control Sheet
October 2010
pate | ot [12:00 am| 2:00pm [ 7:00pm | o:00 pa | Noteany PN potol events that
Occ % exceed 20 people
1 87 53 64 60 70 13ppl 8am-6pm/ 30ppl 3pm-8pm
2 91 60 70 70 64 24ppl 5pm-11pm
3 57 67 74 38 41
4 94 31 32 40 46 30pp! 1am-8pm
5 92 40 44 28 31 30ppl 9am-8pm
6 87 _20 18 29 35 30ppl 9am-9pm{1 ippl 11am-4pm
7 98 35 35 35 40 10pp! 8am-6pm
8 94 45 47 40 50 30ppl 24h
9 92 64 70 20 80 30pp! 24h/80ppl 6pm-11pm
10 74 36 a8 43 51 80ppl 8pm-11pm
11 94 55 58 32 40 30ppl 24h
12 g0 50 53 57 60 8ppl 7am-5pm
13 08 60 58 59 62 8pp! 7am-5pm
14 90 41 41 55 59 :
18 84 59 55 38 60 35pp! Gam-5pm/20ppl 7am-5pm
16 93 65 69 58 60 35ppl 7am-5pm/4ppl Sam-5pm
17 61 39 51 19 29 80ppl 6pm-11pm
18 82 33 48 26 39
19 91 56 56 19 42 30pp! 8am-8pm/45pp! Spm-Spm
20 89 52 53 29 43 30pp! 8am-10am/50ppl 9 am-6pm
21 83 54 57 18 49 55ppl 8am-5pim
22 78 48 50 3N 59 30ppl 9am-5pm
23 86 88 73 65 68 5ppl 7am-3pm
24 59 59 64 49 53 30pp! 12pm-3pm
25 98 37 38 35 41
26 99 35 38 23 44 30ppl 9am-5pm
27 77 32 34 22 30 39ppl 7Tam-7pm
28 87 44 49 40 39 39pp! 7am-3pm
29 82 58 58 38 48
30 N 64 69 49 56 110ppl Bpm-11pm
31 71 69 72 40 37

" * bold/green dates indicate weekend
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to the
Belamar
Hotel

8' clearance

HA

SignType A: DIRECTIONAL

Hotel
Parking

8' clearance

B

-to direct travelers, who are looking for the hotel, to find it.

-to keep hotel traffic on arterial routes as a means to reduce

traffic volume on residential side streets.

Hotel

Overnight
Parking

8' clearance

SignType B & C: PARKING

Note: Signtypes- A,B,and C

1) 8' vertical clearance
(for all signs overhanging
public right of way)

2) Sign posts shall be placed
on hotel property wherever
possible S

3) Directional & parking signage

shall be placed on existing posts

to the extent feasible (and subject

to input from Public Works Department)

4) Note: Directional sign location # 1
shall be located within landscaped
area on hotel property.

Note: Signtype D

Max. 6" height from lower
adjacent grade within 5' radius.
Sign Panel as shown= 18 sq ft area

4'-6" above grade

ED

-to deter hotel guests from parking their vehicles
overnight on the neighborhood residential streets.

4!_0"

Belamar
= Hotel
Parking

Sign Type D: PARKING ENTRY ID/

DIRECTIONAL

-to identify driveway on Oak Ave as hotel point

of entry

-to direct hotel guests to on-site parking

Overview: Signtypes

FORMA
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Symbol Key

@  ncicates decision points

Directional Sign: placementfiocation
Tun leftiright indicator
Go forward-

E Parking Restriction

OAY W3

Rosecrans Ave

35th St

@)
Q
~ the
belamar
j<> hotel
)
Main Entry

epanndas N

Post & Panel

Direct traffic

(arriving from airport)
to " turn right at corner".

Note: Directional sign location # 1
shall be located within landscaped

area on hotel property.

Curb Raised Planter Wall

[ ]

Wayfinding: Directional signs

guiding traffic from

Sepulveda to hotel entry

Post & Panel

Direct traffic on
N Valley Dr to
“turn right

at Oak Ave"

>
to the

Belamar
Hotel

Post & Panel

Direct traffic to

"go forward- do not turn

left at this gate".

4

to the
Belamar

Hotel

SignType A : Directional
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b ORMA
Rosecrans Ave \
Rosecrans Ave
114 4th Avenue North
Area of study Edmonds,Wa. 98020
/ D|rect trafﬁc - T425.7752442 F 4257752817
~ — arriving from airport
~ g p
to turn right at corner. Designer:
Clayton Moss
Z ggg%ﬁz/ryl Project Mngr.
th w CMoss@FormaSeattle.com
I'B_I'I_ g beeiamar L) m @) the ‘
> 2 hotel c_<_ 3 R belamar Project:
& S Main Entry |3 > > hotef Ject: Neighborhood
® @ @ Main Entry » Planned Sign
@ Program.
Q °
=4 -
(C<g_ Location: Manhattan Beach
35th St I California
(2 35th St ®
Q> <
\\Q’ @Q . . Client: Larkspur Hotels
R 4‘}\ Direct traffic on & Restaurants
N N Valley Dr to
(7] turn right/left on
& Oak Ave.
| | thelbelamar
0 Indicates decision points A LARKSPUR COLLEC N HOT
Directional Sign: placement/location 0 Indicates decison paints A SPUR COL £
Turn lef Dire cementfiocation
Direct traffic on Direct traffic N Valley Dr. e
. 35th- go forward - go forward do not turn .
do not turn on Elm Ave on Elm Ave Bl patin stion
9 Wayfinding: problem: Wayfinding: proposed solution
Key intersections & decision points along arterials Traffic cutting thru the neighborhood
do not provide directional assistance to by using side streets can be reduced by strategic
travelers trying to find the hotel. placement of directional signs along the main arterials.
As a result a fair number of travelers unfamiliar to The diagrams above show the primary points of Sheet Title
the area get lost. This creates an impact on the confusion & where directional signs should be located.
neighborhood as vehicles are using Date: 42010
various side streets to find their way to the hotel.
Rev: 11-09.10
Design Intent: Wayfinding | paget
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Rosecrans Ave

OAY Wig

@)
Q
=~
> the
< belamar
® hotel
Main Entry

35th St

Wayfinding:

epanndesS N

al

Directional signs guiding
traffic traveling on
N. Valley Dr. to hotel entry

<.
Direct traffic on N Valley Dr. g’ tlhe
- "Turn left at Oak Ave". H?)t?erlnar

6 | +

Direct traffic N Valley Dr.

to the
- "go forward -do not turn Belamar
on Elm Ave". Hotel

SignType A : Directional

F O
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I

Rosecrans Ave

@  ncicates decision points

Directional Sign: placement/iocation
Tumn leftiright indicator
Go forward-

[P] Parking Restriction

oAy WIT

OAY YeQ

Main Entry

the
belamar
hotel

S

WCIYfI ndi NJ: Directional signs

guiding traffic traveling on
35 St. toward hotel entry

Direct traffic on 35th St.
to- "Go forward, do
not turn on Elm Ave".

4
to the

Belamar
Hotel

epoAndas N

Direct traffic on 35th St.
to- "continue forward to
next intersection".

A

to the
Belamar
Hotel

Direct traffic to-
"Turn left at Oak Ave".

SignType A :

&
to the

Belamar
Hotel

Directional

F O

R M A
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Rosecrans Ave

Symbol Key

BN Go forward-

[P] Parking Restriction

SRV JEO

m P
3 15
z
D
P
@
35th St

e

belamar

Main Entry

epenndas N

Pa rking: Parking restrictions on
Oak Ave.

No
Hotel

Parking

H E @

SignType B : Parking Restrictions
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Symbol Key

@  ncicates decision points

Directional Sign: placement/iocation
Tun leftiright indicator
Go forward-

[P] Parking Restriction

Rosecrans Ave

OAY Wig

35th St

OAY MeO

m
& the
belamar

hotel
Main Entry

@

epenndas N

Pa rking: Parking restrictions on
Oak Ave.

No
Hotel

Overnight
Parking

Location #'s

SignType C : Parking Restrictions
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Rosecrans Ave

Symbol Key

@  ncicates decision points

Dir
Tun
Go forward-

[P] Parking Restriction

cement/location

Belamar
= Hotel
Parking

-ldentify Driveway
-Direct traffic from Oak Ave
B to hotel entry & on- site parking

epenndaS N

Parking:Lot Entry

SignType D : Parking Entry ID
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AT A GLANCE
Total Rooms - 127
Suites — 7
Total Meeting/Event Space — 7,095 sq ft
Meeting/Event Rooms — 6

WITHIN THE HOTEL
Second Story Restaurant
Complimentary 24 hour business center
Complimentary wireless Internet access
Adrenaline fitness center
Outdoor heated pool and jacuzzi
Sundry shop
Concierge services
DVD movie library

Complimentary valet parking*

The Sunset Garden to calm your sou

100% Smoke-free environment

WITHIN YOUR GUEST ROOM

e 350+ thread count linens with feather
down comforters

Complimentary wireless Internet access
L'Occitane bath and body products
DVD player

Boston Acoustics radio with
iPod docking station

Spacious work desk

Room service from Second Story
Restaurant

Turndown service on request
In-room spa treatments
Refrigerator

Coffee maker

Iron and ironing board
Plush bathrobes

Air conditioning
Complimentary newspaper

Complimentary shoe shine

POINTS OF INTEREST

Shopping/Restaurants — Across the street
The Beach — 1 mile

Downtown Manhattan Beach — 1.5 miles
Los Angeles International

Airport — 3 miles

Home Depot Center — 10 miles

Santa Monica Pier — 14 miles

Beverly Hills, CA — 16 miles

West Hollywood, CA - 18 miles

Long Beach, CA - 18.5 miles

Malibu, CA — 21 miles

Disneyland — 32 miles

Complimentary valet parking is available for special

thelbe

THE LARKSPUR COLLECTION

A COOL RETREAT

Experience a sun-kissed Manhattan Beach
hotel stay or vacation getaway. The Belamar,
a luxury boutique hotel ensconced in the
upscale L.A. enclave of Manhattan Beach,
California invites you to bring your sense

of adventure for an L.A. retreat. Enter a
modern oasis with retro accents for the
enlightened traveler. Join the fabulous from
near and afar who have discovered L.A.’s 4
most stylish new hotel.

arnar

events. If you are attending an event, please refrain
from parking in the surrounding neighborhood.

EXHIBITH
Pc MTG 1 2-8-1 o Printed on Recycled Paper. ':'.‘

LARKSPUR p*

COLLECTION

3501 SEPULVEDA BOULEVARD MANHATTAN BEACH, CA 90266
T 310.750.0300 | RESERVATIONS: 888.235.2627 | TheBelamar.com



FLOOR PLANS

RESTROOMS SECOND FLOOR MEETING SPACE

WILSHIRE
BOARDROOM

BUSINESS CENTER

SUNSET BALLROOM

BEVERLY
BOARDROOM

FIRST FLOOR MEETING SPACE

R
z ISERELS

HOLLYWOOD

CENTURY SUNSET GARDEN

BANQUET ROOM & FUNCTION FACILITIES

FIRST FLOOR MEETING SPACE SQ FT DIMENSIONS CEILING HT THEATER CLASSROOM BANQUET CONFERENCE
Sunset Ballroom 2,030 58'x35' 7'-22' 130 Q0 120 30
Sunset Garden — — — 180 — 200 —

SECOND FLOOR MEETING CENTER

Beverly Boardroom 208 16'x13" 10 10 6 6 6
Wilshire Boardroom 391 23'x17" 10! 10 12 12 12
Century 986 58'x17" 10' 90 50 70 30
Ventura 560 28'x20! 10' 60 20 40 20
Hollywood 320 16'x20' 10' 12 o) 10 10

BEVERLY BOARDROOM WILSHIRE BOARDROOM VENTURA

T: 310.750.0300 | RESERVATIONS: 888.235.2627 | sales@thebelamar.com

thelbelamar
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A COOL RETREAT

Experience a sun-kissed Manhattan Beach hotel stay or

vacation getaway. The Belamar, a luxury boutique hotel

ensconced in the upscale L.A. enclave of Manhattan

Beach, California invites you to bring your sense of

adventure for an L.A. retreat. Enter a modern oasis

with retro accents for the enlightened traveler. Join

the fabulous from near and afar who have discovered

L.A.'s most stylish new hotel.

WITHIN THE HOTEL

* Total Meeting Rooms - 6
Total Square Feet — 7,095

* Second Story Restaurant
» Complimentary 24 hour
business center

* Complimentary wireless
Internet access

¢ Adrenaline fitness center

* Outdoor heated pool
and jacuzzi

e Sundry shop

* Concierge services

* DVD movie library

* Complimentary Valet parking
* 100% Smoke-free environment

WITHIN YOUR GUEST ROOM

* 350+ thread count linens with
feather down comforters

« Complimentary wireless
Internet access

+ |'Occitane bath and
body products

= DVD player

* Boston Acoustics radio
with iPod docking station

* Spacious work desk

* Room service from
Second Story Restaurant

* Turndown service on request
* Refrigerator
* Plush bathrobes

POINTS OF INTEREST

e Shopping/Restaurants —
across the street
* The Beach - 1 mile

* Downtown Manhattan Beach —
1.5 miles

= LA Int’l Airport — 3 miles

3501-Sepu.l_v:adc Boulevard
Manhattan Beach, CA 90266

T310.750.0300 RES. 888.235.2627

TheBelamar.com

¢ Home Depot Center — 10 miles
* Santa Monica Pier - 14 miles

* Beverly Hills, CA - 16 miles

* West Hollywood, CA - 18 miles
* Llong Beach, CA - 18.5 miles

¢ Malibu, CA - 21 miles

* Disneyland - 32 miles

Printed an RecyoleB Pape. &9

LARKSPUR g%y

COLL FCTION’,/.TE’



CITY OF MANHATTAN BEACH

NOTICE OF A PUBLIC HEARING BEFORE THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF
MANHATTAN BEACH TO CONSIDER AN APPLICATION FOR USE PERMIT AMENDMENT
FOR THE BELAMAR HOTEL LOCATED AT 3501 N SEPULVEDA BLVD

Applicant:
Filing Date:

Project Location:

Project Description:

Environmental
Determination:

Project Planner:

Public Hearing Date:

Time:
Location:

Further Information:

Public Comments:

Appeals:

Mail:

Belamar Hotel, LLC.
November 4, 2009

3501 N Sepulveda Blvd

Application of a Use Permit Amendment to reduce number of required
satellite parking spaces, give the hotel the option to charge overnight
guests for overnight parking, and implement a neighborhood
directional/parking signage program.

This project is Categorically Exempt, Class 1, Section 15301, California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines.

Esteban Danna, 310-802-5514, edanna@citymb.info

Wednesday, December 8, 2010
6:30 p.m.
Council Chambers, City Hall, 1400 Highland Avenue, Manhattan Beach

Proponents and opponents may be heard at that time. For further
information contact project Planner. The project file is available for review
at the Community Development Department at City Hall.

A Staff Report will be available for public review at the Civic Center
Library on Saturday, December 4, 2010, or at the Community Development
Department on Monday, December 6, 2010, or City website:
www.citymb.info on Friday, December 3, 2010 after 5 p.m.

Anyone wishing to provide written comments for inclusion in the Staff
Report must do so by December 1, 2010. Written comments received after
this date will be forwarded to the Planning Commission at, or prior to the
public hearing, but will not be addressed in the Staff Report. Oral and
written testimony will be received during the public hearing.

The Planning Commission’s decision is appealable to the Manhattan
Beach City Council within 15 days from the date of the Planning
Commission’s decision. Appeals to the City Council shall be accompanied
by a fee in the amount of $465.

November 23, 2010

Publish: November 25, 2010 — Beach Reporter

EXHIBIT J
PC MTG 12-8-10



November 29, 2010

TO THE CITY OF MANHATTAN BEACH PLANNING COMMISSION

| have lived two streets over from the Balamar Hotel for 39 years. When we
first moved here there was a parking problem. Our streets were a parking
lot for the hotel. Several residents banded together and worked with the city
to resolve the issue.

The Balamar is currently doing a good job managing traffic. | am against
charging for hotel parking. Guests may object and resort to parking on the
residential streets.

At the time | was involved with this issue the hotel operated on a
conditional use permit and zone variance: BZA91- Resolutions 4488 and
4489. In 1991 the code required 298 parking spaces. The hotel provided
only 108 spaces.

A January 15, 1991 LLG report concluded that a total of 152 on-site parking
spaces would address parking demands. This required a shared parking
arrangement with the 3621 Super Sams facility and property to the North
owned by Exxon.

I am opposed to the reduction of satellite parking. | suspect that there has
been a drop in business due to the current economic downturn. When
business picks up the hotel may once again need those spaces. Note that
the hotel needs parking for room guests, dinner guests, traffic associated
with weddings and banquets, and employees.

I hope you will consider the problems we have had in the past when you
make your decision.

Anne Rose M m

3525 Elm Avenue
Manhattan Beach, CA 90266

310 545 0668
rerose@earthlink.net



Esteban M. Danna

From: Janine - Beach House <hermosabeachhouse@adelphia.net>
Sent: Saturday, November 27, 2010 3:30 PM

To: Esteban M. Danna

Subject: Belamar Hotel Charging for guest parking

| strongly oppose the hotel charging for customer parking. Already, the streets surrounding
the hotel are full of employee cars and customer cars. It is impossible to get two cars going
up/down the hill on 35th Street between Elm and Oak. Charging for hotel customers to park
their cars will add to this congestion as customers will try to save the $10,512 dollars per night
or whatever the hotel charges. In these economic times when travelers are trying to make
their dollars go further, they will certainly be parking cars in our neighborhoods. Please do not
grant the hotel the right to charge for parking.

Mrs. J. Johnston
3516 Pine Avenue
M.B., Ca 90266



CITY OF MANHATTAN BEACH

NOTICE OF A PUBLIC HEARING BEFORE THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF MANHATTAN
BEACH TO CONSIDER AN APPEAL TO A PLANNING COMMISSION DECISION FOR A USE PERMIT
AMENDMENT FOR THE BELAMAR HOTEL LOCATED AT 3501 N SEPULVEDA BLVD

Appellant:

Filing Date:

Project Location:
Project Description:

Environmental
Determination:

Project Planner:

Public Hearing Date:

Time:
Location:

Further information:

Public Comments:

Mail:

Belamar Hotel, LLC.
December 23, 2010
3501 N Sepulveda Bivd

Appeal of the Planning Commission’s decision to deny the hotel the option
to charge overnight guests for overnight valet parking,

This project is Categorically Exempt, Class 1, Section 15301, California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines.

Esteban Danna, 310-802-5514, edanna@ citymb.info

Tuesday, January 18, 2011
6:30 p.m.
Council Chambers, City Hall, 1400 Highland Avenue, Manhattan Beach

Proponents and opponents may be heard at that time. For further
information contact project Planner. The project file is available for review
at the Community Development Department at City Hall.

City Council Agenda packets are available in the Police Department 24
hours a day beginning at 5:00 PM the Friday before a City Council Meeting;
in the Library beginning at 5:00 PM the Friday before a City Council
Meeting; and on the City website: www.citymb.info by 5:00 PM the Friday
before a City Council Meeting.

Anyone wishing to provide written comments for inclusion in the Staff
Report must do so by January 12, 2011. Written comments received after
this date will be forwarded to the City Council at, or prior to the public
meeting, but will not be addressed in the Staff Report.

January 5, 2011

Publish: January 6, 2011 — Beach Reporter
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