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Staff Report
City of Manhattan Beach

TO: Honorable Mayor Tell and Members of the City Council
THROUGH: Geoff Dolan, City Manager

FROM: Richard Thompson, Director of Co ity velopmev@\/
Laurie B. Jester, Senior Planner

Daniel Moreno, Associate Planner

DATE: June 26, 2007 (Special Study Session)

SUBJECT: Review and Discussion of Recommendations made by the Mansionization
Committee

RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends that the City Council review and discuss the recommendations made by the
Mansionization Committee and staff and provide direction to staff and the Planning Commission.

BACKGROUND:
The 2005-2007 City Council Work Plan includes an item on Mansionization. On December 6,

2005 the City Council formed a residents committee to comprehensively address mansionization
issues and make recommendations to address residential development. On April 3, 2007 the City
Council held a public hearing to consider the portion of the Committees recommendations
specifically related to Lot Mergers. At the April 3" Council meeting the Council decided to not
take action on the Lot Merger proposal and instead directed staff to prepare a Moratorium on Lot
Mergers in order to give the City Council an opportunity to study the issue of Lot Mergers further
prior to the adoption of Code Amendments.

On April 17™ the Lot Merger Moratorium was adopted and the City Council agreed to hold a
special joint study session with the Planning Commission on May 8, 2007. At that Study Session
the Council felt that additional review and possibly a tour of the City would be beneficial. On
May 15" the Lot Merger Moratorium was extended and the City Council directed staff to
schedule a tour so that they could have specific visual examples and an overview of historic and
current residential development and discuss what the next steps should be regarding Code
amendments related to Mansionization regarding:

1. Amendments to encourage the retention of existing smaller homes and encourage
remodeling and enlarging instead of replacement with larger new homes and allow
accessory structures on adjacent lots under the same ownership without requiring the
lots to be merged which encourages open space.
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2. Amendments for new residential development to increase open space and setbacks
which minimizes building mass.

3. Amendments to limit Lot Mergers by limiting the number of lots that can be joined
together and adding additional requirements on certain merged lots in order to increase
open space, and limit the size of homes that can be built on one site.

DISCUSSION:
The Committee met thirteen times from February 2006 through March 2007. The Committee

discussed and adopted the following goals at their first meeting:

a. Preserve neighborhood character

b. Encourage “quality” private open space

c. Space between homes (setbacks) is important

d. Examine new Minor Exception for small home criteria
Before each meeting the Committee members would review the goals and discuss possible
measures to achieve them.

During the discussion of the Lot Merger moratorium in May 2007, the City Council raised
questions on the number of residential lots in town that are contiguous with common ownership
and when combined are two times or more the minimum lot size. The information provided to
staff from a local real estate firm is that there are approximately 100 lots that meet this criteria.
The data base that staff uses has too many variables to determine the number that meet this
criteria as the ownership names may not match exactly due to partnerships, LLC’s, corporations,
trusts and other forms of ownership which will not show as common ownership.

This number of approximately 100 lots does not necessarily provide an accurate depiction of how
many lots will be developed as double lots or larger in the future. These lots could be developed
separately, which is more common for developers. Many homeowners tend to maintain the larger
Jot and build a larger, although not maximum allowed size, home and maintain a larger amount
of yard and open space. Historically the City has approved approximately one or two lot mergers
per year for the last 8 years.

STAFF PRESENTATION

Staff will begin by providing a “windshield” bus tour of the City that will show examples of
residential development during different time frames and under different development
regulations including Pre-ZORP, ZORP, 6% and 8% bulk-volume requirements. The tour will
also show examples of large Iots, merged lots, older smaller homes, and lots that will be affected
by the new proposed open space, setback and lot merger requirements. A map of the route and
photos with a brief summary of each of the homes on the tour is attached to this report as
Attachment 1. The tour will take about an hour.

After the tour the City Council and staff will then reconvene to discuss the next steps. The
recommendations from the Mansionization Committee are detailed below.

MANSIONIZATION COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS- MARCH 15, 2007
1. Mansionization Committee Recommendation
Amendments to encourage the retention of existing smaller homes:
a. Administratively allow 100% remodel and an increase in BFA for existing non-
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conforming small homes with a limit of 66% to 75% of BFA or 3,000 SF, whichever
is less, instead of the current 2,000 SF limit with neighbor notification.

b. Administratively, with neighborhood notification, allow 100% remodel and an
increase in BFA for existing non-conforming homes with a limit of 66% to 75% of
BFA, but no SF cap, instead of the current 2,000 SF limit.

c. Remodel of existing home- Exception to bulk-volume additional 8% (6%) front yard
setback/open space requirement to allow a portion of the open space to be provided
elsewhere, if the percentage of the portion that is relocated is increased; currently no
provisions.

d. Bulk Volume- Remodel of existing homes on corner lots-Allow a percentage of the
8% (6%) additional front yard open space to be provided on the streetside frontage;
currently only allowed within the front.

Amendments to allow accessory structures on adjacent lots under the same
ownership:

Allow accessory structures (pools, extra garage, poolhouse, guest house, etc.) on adjacent
common ownership parcels without requiring the lots to be merged; currently only
gardens and patios, no structures, are allowed.

Mansionization Committee Recommendation
Amendments for new residential development to increase open space and setbacks:
a. Open space revisions:

i.  Decrease the 8% bulk volume additional front yard setback to 6% and allow to
wrap around the corner in single family residential RS AD I 'and IL

ii. Require 15% open space in the Beach Area on RS lots, the same as RM and
RH lots, currently no open space is required on RS lofs.

iii.  Eliminate the 350 SF open space cap.

iv.  Allow a larger percentage of the required open space to be located on the top
level, currently the square footage of open space on the 3" story may not
exceed the square footage of the floor area on that same level.

v.  Decks above the 2™ or 3™ story will be permitted if increased setbacks are
provided and deck is located adjacent to an indoor living area, currently not
allowed.

b. Setback revisions:
i.  Eliminate the 5’ cap on side yard setbacks; 10% of lot width required with no

cap.
ii.  Increase the rear setback from 10’ to 12’ minimum and eliminate the 25’ cap,
AD TandII.
iii. Increase the rear setback from 5’ to 10’ for RS Beach Area non-alley lots,
2,700 SF or larger in area

iv.  Decrease the maximum side/rear building wall height from 25’ to 24’ and
apply to corner side building walls also.

Notes:
1 Provide a review process to allow consideration for a reduction to the side or rear

setback, or the 6% or 8% BV requirement for small, wide, shallow, and/or
multiple front yard lots that can not meet their BFA due to the proposed
requirements.
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2 Provide a review process to allow consideration of a reduction in the 15% open
space requirement for 1-story construction in the 2-story zones and 2-story
construction in the 3-story zones.

Mansionization Committee Recommendation
Amendments to limit Lot Mergers:
Currently there are no regulations that limit the number of lots that can be merged and
development on merged lots is subject to the same development standards as other lots.
a. A clear purpose statement to clarify the intent of the proposed development

policy.

b. Applies oiily to new mergers: Applies only to multiple lot building sites that
meet the new area criteria, if merged or in the process of merger after the effective
date of the Moratorium (April 3, 2007). Would not apply to existing building
sites with multiple adjoining lots under common ownership that have been legally
merged or in the process of merger prior to April 3, 2007. Existing common
ownership lots with a total combined building site that meets the new area criteria,
with existing structures that cross property lines but that have not been legally
merged would be subject to the new regulations.

c. Has limits based on size of merged sites: Mergers containing lot area between
approximately 2 and 3 times the typical lot size in a particular neighborhood
would be subject to new regulations. Merged lots containing less than 2 times
the typical size would not be affected by the proposed standards. New lots
having more than 3 times the typical lot size would be prohibited. For
example, in Area District I the minimum lot size standard is 7,500 square feet, and
the Committee proposal would set new standards for merged sites greater than
15,000 square feet (2 times 7,500) and less than 22,500 square feet (3 times
7,500). A future merger or subdivision that would create a site with 22,500
square feet or more would not be allowed.

The proposed range of lot area for each area of the City is based on the applicable
minimum lot area. The individual factors (e.g. for Area District II, range of 2.6 to
3.9 times the minimum lot area) being proposed are based on the range of typical
lot sizes found within each Area District. If the ranges were too simple (e.g. just
between 2 and 3 times), then the proposed standard would possibly apply to too
few or too many lots within each area.

d. Establishes new development standards:

i. Require supplemental open space on the ground located adjacent to a
setback (including side yards). The area would be 2 times the setback area
that would be required on the individual lots. The intent is to ensure that
setback area that would be lost between buildings on separate lots would
be provided on a merged site and would have to be located around the
outside perimeter of the home to mitigate bulk (as opposed to an interior

open courtyard).
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ii. Limit the overall building area to no more than 66% of the amount of
buildable floor area (BFA) allowed, to mitigate bulk.
iii. Require a reduction in building height of &’ (basically one story) for
25% of the building, located adjacent to setbacks (for new buildings only).
This is intended to modulate the exterior building walls and mitigate bulk.
iv. Require perimeter fencing (if proposed) to have variation to preclude the
appearance of a fortress or compound and to blend new buildings on
merged lots with traditional development patterns on surrounding standard
lots.
Exemptions: RM, RH, and CL in Area Districts I and IT with 3+ dwelling

units.

Alternative Proposal:
Consider the following alternative which is consistent with past development patterns:

1. Allow a maximum of two typical size lots to be merged.
2. For lots that are merged under this provision:
a. Require supplemental open space on the ground located adjacent to a
setback.
b. Limit the overall building area.

CONCLUSION:
Staff recommends that the City Council forward all of the proposed Code amendments to the

Planning Commission for review and consideration. Noticed public hearings will be required and
the Planning Commission recommendations will then be forwarded to the City Council which

will also provide noticed public hearings.

Attachments:
1. Tour map and photos with summary description of homes on tour.
2. Chart of Double Lot Mergers 1999-2007
3. Chart of the Mansionization Committee Recommendations dated March 15, 2007
4. Report to the Citizens Group-Mansionization Issues dated February 9, 2006
5. List of the Mansionization Committee Recommendations dated March 15, 2007
6. Chart of the Options Discussed by the Committee But Not Recommended

H:AWork Plan 2005-2007\Mansionization\CC Report-6-26-07- tour and discussion -Mansionization.doc
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CITY OF MANHATTAN BEACH

MEMORANDUM
TO: Citizens Group-Mansionization Issues - t
FROM: Richard Thompson, Director of Community Developme

DATE: February 9, 2006

SUBJECT: Mansionization Issues

Welcome to our first citizens group meeting to address Mansionization Issues in
Manhattan Beach.

Purpose of this Report

The purpose of this report is to provide background information on mansionization
issues, suggest what the mission of the citizens group should be and express some of
staff’s concerns with making further changes to our codes.

Staff will present slides at our meeting to help illustrate how the development patterns
have changed in the past 15 years.

Background

Each year the City Council adopts a work plan which identifies many of the important
projects that will be addressed during the following year. On July 5, 2005 the City
Council adopted the current work plan which included the following work plan item:

Mansionization

Develop an issue paper on lot mergers and present it for discussion at the July 26,
2005 joint City Council and Planning Commission meeting. The paper should
include status of the lot merger ordinance and the possibility of establishing
maximum lot sizes in certain residential zones. Also, in an effort to address
mansionization issues, consider developer incentives to maximize rear yard areas
in exchange for developer benefits (i.e. basements); and review of the Minor

Exception Ordinance for small homes.
On July 26" staff presented an issue paper (Exhibit “A”) at the joint City Council
Planning Commission meeting. As a first step the City Council supported moving
forward by considering establishing a maximum lot size. The Planning Commission
conducted public hearings and made a recommendation to approve a maximum lot size
which was considered by Council on December 6, 2005. The City Council tabled the item
and formed this committee to address all three issues that are associated with this work

plan item:
1. Establish a Maximum Lot Size. Staff will propose maximum lot sizes for various
residential zones.

" 2. Establish Standards for Merging' Lots. Staff will propose standards for large
residential lots, including looking at reduced Buildable Floor Area (BFA).




3 Establish Developer Incentives as a way to address Mansionization. Staff will
propose various possible incentives as a way to address mansionization.

In order to gain a better understanding of these issues it is helpful to attempt to define
mansionization, and describe what the City has done to address this issue. Staff has also
attempted to describe what we believe to be the mission of this committee.

Definition of Mansionization

The following definitions are provided for consideration:

e A trend whereby large homes are replacing historically small homes, on
consolidated and standard sized lots resulting in an impression of unrelieved
building bulk, screening out light and air and dwarfing existing standard sized
buildings in a neighborhood. (Planning Commission discussion during Maximum

Lot Size Public Hearing)

e Construction of large homes with minimum setbacks, maximum height, attaining
maximum floor area, that appear out of scale or character with peighboring
houses and that may result in decrease of open space and landscaping.

o The process of tearing down an existing house and replacing it with one that 1s
bigger, especially one that is much larger than surrounding houses.

What the City has done to address mansionization

Over the last 15 years the City has taken a proactive role in addressing concerns with the
appearance of large homes that are built to near maximum size allowed by our codes. As
a result of this effort, codes that regulate height and size of buildings have gotten more
restrictive and the density (number of residential units) has decreased over time. The
following is a summary of tecent actions the city has taken to address mansionization
which is further described in the attachments to this report. For more information please

refer to the exhibits that are attached to this report.

ZORP 1990 and Bulk Volume Amendments 2002, 2003, 2004

In 1990 the city undertook the Zoning Ordinance Revision Program (ZORP) which
resulted in many changes to reduce the appearance of large homes, which was followed
by three subsequent amendments, Bulk Volume 1, 2 and 3, all of which were also
intended to reduce the appearance of large homes from public view without reducing the
allowable square footage. The attached chart provides a summary of the changes that
were adopted. Last year the City Council decided to wait and review the results of these
changes before making any further amendments. For more information please refer to

Exhibit B.

Minor Exception to Encourage Small Home Remodels and Additions 2005

This was adopted in January 2005. The purpose of this code section is to encourage home
remodeling and small additions to existing homes up to 2,000 square feet by waiving
certain nonconforming requirements (i.e. allowing substandard setbacks to remain). This

2



has been a popular provision in our code for young growing families wishing to add on to
and remodel their small home as well as “empty-nesters” that wish remain in their homes
and update them. It is staff’s opinion that this amendment results in fewer small homes
that are being replaced with large homes. The city has approved nine applications this
past year. Staff will be presenting a status report to Council in February 2006, and will
recommend no further change to the ordinance. For more information please refer to

Exhibit C.

Lot Merger and Development Standards for Large Lots 2005

Staff studied this issue and presented its findings to the Planning Commission for
discussion at several meetings. The Planning Commission tabled the item in April 2005,
waiting for further direction from City Council. The concept was to restrict the number of
lots that could be merged and then limit the size of the house that could be built on large
lots. Several residents attended the public hearings expressing concern about the city
limiting the size of a home that could be built. Little concern was expressed about
limiting lot mergers. For more information please refer to Exhibit D.

Maximum Lot Size 2005

This study was an extension and refinement of the previous lot merger study. This
proposal to establish a maximum lot size was an attempt to limit the number of lots that
could be joined and developed together which results in larger homes being built. The
purpose of establishing a maximum lot size was to preserve a neighborhood’s character
and the existing lot patterns. Staff studied this issue and presented its findings to the
Planning Commission. The Planning Commission approved a maximum lot size for
certain residential zones. In December, City Council tabled this item and formed this
Committee to study the issue further along with the other two issues related to
Mansionization. For more information please refer to Exhibit E.

Mission of the Citizens Group
1. Understand the Issues

2. Define the problem

3. Identify possible solutions and make recommendations to the Planning
Commission and City Council how best to proceed on all 3 issues.

4. Since the City does not have a view ordinance the intent of this effort does not
include view protection

Staff Concerns

" Codes are confusing and difficult to enforce. Changing the codes too often makes it more
difficult to understand and confusing to administer. Changes to the codes also create new

non-conformities.
Increasing the percent of open space under the Bulk Volume ordinance can have a
negative impact on design. ' ‘




Tt is still too early to determine whatv benefits have been achieved with the most current
limitations imposed by the bulk volume amendments, because only a few projects have
been completed that conform with the 2004 amendments.

Exhibits:
A. Issue paper presented to the Planning Co
2005, and the minutes of the meeting

Chart of the history of code changes that reduced bulk and volume

mmission and City Council on July 26,

Background information of the Minor Exception Ordinance

Background information regarding the Lot Merger and Large Lot study

MY 0w

Background information regarding the Maximum Lot Size
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Staff Report
City of Manhattan Beach

TO: “Honorable Mayor Fahey and Members of the City Council
Planning Commission

THROUGH: Geoff Dolan, City Manager

FROM: Richard Thompson, Director of Community Development
Laurie B. Jester, Senior Planner

DATE: July 26, 2005

SUBJECT: Discussion Regarding Lot Mergers, Establishing Maximum Lot Size and
Developer Incentives to Reduce Mansionization.

RECOMMENDATION:
Staff recommends that the City Council and Planning Commission DISCUSS AND PROVIDE

DIRECTION.

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

BACKGROUND:
This Work Plan Item is to: 1) review the status of the 2004-2005 Work Plan Item regarding lot

merger regulations, 2) review the possibility of establishing maximum lot sizes, and 3) consider
development incentives in exchange for development benefits to address mansionization.

On June 24, 2005 the City Council held their annual Work Plan Meeting and developed the
2005-2007 Work Plan. On July 5t the draft Work Plan was amended and then adopted by the
City Council. At that time the Council also directed staff to schedule this Work Plan item for
discussion at this Joint City Council/Planning Commission meeting.

DISCUSSION:

Mansionization issue
The City Council has been concerned with the trend of smaller homes being demolished and larger

homes been built for a number of years. In 1990 7ZORP was adopted which revised the residential
development standards in the Zoning Code, reducing the height of homes, limiting homes in most
areas to 2-stories, reducing Buildable Floor Area (BFA), increasing rear yard setbacks, and
increasing parking, in addition to other new development standards. In May 2002, new Bulk
Volume standards (BV I) were adopted which required an additional 6% front yard setback, which
tends to push second stories of homes back beyond the first story, allowed many basements to not
be counted as BFA, and required that a third garage door be setback an additional 5 feet. In January

EXHIBIT .
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2004, with the one-year review of the Bulk Volume standards, additional regulations (BV ) were
adopted which still excluded many basements from being counted as BFA, however the basement
area count towards BFA for parking purposes only, and on corner lots building walls over 25 feet in
height are required to have an additional setback. In October 2004 the Bulk Volume standards were

further revised (BV III) to increase the additional 6% front yard setback to 8%.

All of these changes have had and will continue to have a significant effect on reducing the visual
mass of new homes and additions to existing homes. However, since many of these regulations are
new, the community has not yet seen the benefit of these regulations as homes are still in the
construction stage. Also it can be difficult to identify the age of a home from just looking at it from
the street; homes are very well maintained in Manhattan Beach, and often they have exterior

remodels which can make an older home appear to be brand new.

Constantly revising the Zoning Code development standards can be difficult for architects and
homeowners to keep on top of the most current regulations. Zoning Code revisions create non-
conforming buildings which creates issues when non-conforming homes are remodeled or additions
are constructed. Identifying which Code regulations were effective when the homes were approved

can be difficult to easily track in the future.

Staff would suggest that the City Council wait until new homes have been built under the new
regulations in order to identify what type of impact they are having on construction before any new
development standards are contemplated. Staff would suggest providing at least two or more years

before considering any new standards.

Lot Mergers
This 2004-2005 Work Plan item was to review current regulations pertaining to lot mergers to

consider whether they are appropriate or if changes should be made to reduce “mansionization”.
The trend has been as two or more lots are merged, the homes tend not to maximize their BFA
but provide more open yard area, and/or increased parking. The City has approved an average of
one lot merger per year over the past seven years. Staff proposed that these new standards not

“only apply to new lot mergers but also to existing merged or large lots with large homes.

Applying these new standards to existing large lots as well as new large lots that are created
through lot mergers would protect the additional open space that is currently being provided on
the larger lots and ensure consistency in implementing the new standards.

The development standards for the new home or an addition to an existing home would be
reviewed using the Minor Exception process, s that appropriate front and rear setbacks, height,

on and offsite parking, open space, landscaping, and other development standards would be

reviewed to ensure that the new development is compatible with the surrounding neighborhood.
Existing non-conformities as well as newly created non-conformities related to BFA and setbacks
will be addressed through this Minor Exception. process, which requires - notification of
neighbors. Staff anticipates that approximately three Minor Exceptions will be requested per

year.

On January 26, 2005 the Planning Commission discussed lot mergers and continued the
discussion to February 239 On March 23, 2005 the Commission held a public hearing and
generally agreed with the recommendation provided by staff to 1)- reduce the BFA on the portion
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Agenda Item #:

of the lot that exceeds 1 ¥; times the minimum lot size by 50% to reflect the current development
trend on merged lots, 2)- increase setbacks to 10% of the lot width with no 5 foot maximum, 3)-
require a Minor Exception if a lot exceeds 1 % times the minimum lot area in the Area District
and Zone and the proposed BFA exceeds that allowed on a lot that is 1 % times the minimum lot
size, and 4)- increase parking for large homes by requiring a 4-car garage for homes with over

5,000 SF of BFA.

Notice of the April 27" Planning Commission public hearing was sent t0 all property owners in
the City, over 400 notices, with lots that are 1% times the minimum lot size. Many residents
called, sent letters and attended the public hearing. Many of those that spoke at the hearing felt
that any new standards should not apply to existing oversized lots, but only new lot mergers, and
several residents had concerns with the increased side setbacks. The Planning Commission ended
up with a split 2-2 vote, with two Commissioners recommending that the new changes only
apply to new lot mergers, and two voting to have no changes at all.

The current Planning Commission has three new members who have not reviewed this Work
Plan item. The options that the City Council has are: 1) send the past information back to the new
Planning Comumission and proceed based on their recommendation, OT 2) provide further
direction to staff and the Planning Commission then staff will refine the proposal based on that
direction and send the item t0 the new Planning Commission for review and recommendation, 3)
in lieu of establishing new lot merger regulations direct staff and the Planning Commission to
consider establishing maximum lot sizes as discussed below, or 4) study both new lot merger

regulations and establishing maximum lot sizes and send both items to the Planning Commission

for review and recommendation.

Maximum Lot Sizes

Another approach to addressing mansionization and large lots being created by lot mergers is to
establish a maximum lot size for newly created lots. This approach would be used in lieu of
establishing new lot merger regulations. During the teview of lot mergers the Commission
discussed the possibility of limiting the maximum lot size and initially several Commissioners
seemed to be supportive of this approach in combination with other regulations. The minimum
lot size for newly created lots is shown in the chart below. There are many lots that exist in town -

that are smaller than these minimums that are legal non-conforming, and in Area Districts III and
IV there a number of “1/2 lots”.

ADI ADII AD Ol and IV

Area District
2,700 SF

| Minimum Lot Size-Square feet | 7,500 SF 4,600 SF

Establishing a maximum lot size is an approach that would be easy for the community to
understand and easy for staff to implement, s it does have the advantage of simplicity.

Incentives to Reduce Mansionization
At the June 24, 2005 Work Plan meeting the City Council discussed the possibility of providing

development incentives for new construction in exchange for the community deriving benefits from
a project. This is a kind of “carrot and stick” approach to development. An example that was given
was in exchange for being allowed to develop basements which do not count towards BFA, a rear
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yard setback would need to be significantly increased in size.

How much of a basement is counted towards BFA is a section of the code that has changed
significantly with the adoption of the new Bulk Volume regulations within the past 5 years. The
current regulations encourage large useable basements by not counting them at all towards BFA if
there is less than 2 feet of the basement exposed above local grade, and only 30% of the basement is
counted towards BFA if the basement is between 2 to 6 feet exposed. Previously 50% of basement
areas were counted as BFA and there were restrictions that required very small room sizes with
very low ceilings that were used as storage rooms. The trend with the new basement regulations has
been for homes to develop large habitable basements, typically 700 to 1500 square feet in size,
although basements up to 3000 square feet in size have been approved. This trend has significantly
increased the living area of homes although there typically is not an increase visually in the size of a
home when viewed from the street.

Since properties are receiving a significant benefit with the new basement regulations, the Council
could consider requiring additional development criteria in exchange for allowing basements. For
example, properties with basements could be required to Increase setbacks, decrease building
height, increase the 8% additional front setback requirement, increase open space (RM and RH

zones), decrease BFA, ora BFA cap could be imposed.

CONCLUSION: _
Staff would suggest that the City Council review the options to addressing Mansionization and

direct staff accordingly. If the City Council directs staff to revise the Zoning Code, then staff will
present a report to the Planning Commission at a noticed public hearing. The recommendations
from the Planning Commission will then be forwarded to the City Council for final review and

action.

H:\Work Plan 2005-2006\CC-PC Report-Mansionization- Lot Mergers 7-26-05.doc
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CITY OF MANHATTAN BEACH
MINUTES OF THE
JOINT MEETING OF THE
CITY COUNCIL
AND THE
PLANNING COMMISSION
JULY 26, 2005

The Adjourned Regular Joint Meeting of the City Council and the Planning Comumnission of the

City of Manhattan Beach, California, was held on the 26™ day of July, 2005 at the hour of 6:40
p.m.. at the Creative Arts Center, at 1560 Manhattan Beach Boulevard, in said City.

ROLL CALL

Present: City Coungil: Tell, Aldinger, Montgomery, Ward and Mayor Fahey.

Planning_Commissioners: Simon, Schlager, Bohner, Lesser and Chairperson

Savikas.
Staff: City Manager Dolan, Community Development Director Thompson,
Senior Planner Jester, Senior Planner Lackow and Associate Planner Moreno.

Absent: None.
Clerk: Dolan (Acting).

AUDIENCE PARTICIPATION

Laura Cohen, No Address Provided, indicated that she is interested in the proposed Lot
Merger Ordinance and expressed concerns about the standards, particularly the increased
setbacks, that were proposed but not approved last year for oversized lots.

SCHEDULED

05/0726.1 Discussion Regarding Lot Mergers, Establishing Maximurn Lot Size and
Developer Incentives to Reduce Mansionization

The City Council, Planning Commission and Staff discussed the issues as outlined in the staff
report which will be studied by staff in the following order and presented to the Planning

Comimission for recommendations to the City Council:

o 1. Maximum Lot Size
Staff will propose maximum lot sizes for various residential zones.

e 2. Standards for Merging Lots

Staff will propose standards for merging residential lots, including looking at reduced
Buildable Floor Afrea.

o 3. Pogsible Development Incentives to Reduce Mansionization
Staff will propose various possible incentives as a way to address mansionization.

These items will be studied after the Tree Ordinance Revisions Work Plan item.

Joint City Council/Planning Comuission Meeting Minutes of July 26, 2005 1



05/0726.2 General Discussion Regarding Planning Commission Items

The City Council and Planning Commussion held a discussion regarding Communication

Policies.

ADJOURNMENT

At 8:45 p.m. the meeting was duly adjourned with the City Council adjourning to the 5:30 p.m.

Adjourned Regular Meeting to be followed by the 6:30 p.m. Regular City Council Meeting on

Tuesday, August 2, 2005, in the City Council Chambers of City Hall, 1400 Highland Avenue. in

said City.
RICHARD THOMPSON
Recording Secretary
JOYCE FAHEY
Mayor

ATTEST:

LIZA TAMURA

City Clerk

o8}

Joint City Council/Planning Commission Meeting Minutes of Suly 26, 2005






History of Code Changes that Reduced Bulk and Volume

CODE ITEM | PRE-ZORP ZORP B/V-1 B/V-2 B/V-3
(before 1990) | (1990 - 2002) | (2002 —2003) (2003 —2004) (2004 — present)
Parking 2-enclosed 3-enclosed (if > | 3-enclosed (if > 3-enclosed (if > | No change
3,600 sq. ft.) 3,600 sq. ft.) 3,600 sq. ft.)
(basement area
counts towards
BFA for parking
Bldg. Height 26 feet (no 26 feet (max. 2 | 26 feet (max. 2 26 feet (max. 2 | No change
limit on # of stories) stories) stories)
stories
Height 2 - property 4- property 4- property 4- property No change
Methodology corners corners corners corners
Bldg. Setbacks
Front 20’ 20’ 20' 20"
6% -within 1/5 | 6% -within 1/5 8% - within 1/5
(2" story) 2" story) (2" story)
Sides 3-5 . 3-5 3'-5 3-5
(10% lot width) | (10% lot width) | (10% lot width) | (10% lot width)
Rear 5' (portion @ 10'-25' 10'-25' 10'-25'
1% level) (3-200flot | (3-200flot |(3-20 of lot
10% (lot depth | depth) depth) depth
— 2% Jevel
Allowable Lot Coverage BFA BFA BFA No change
Bldg. Sq. Ft (.9 x lot area) <4,801 sq. ft. | <4,801sq.ft. | < 4,801 sq. ft.
(7xlotarea) | (7x lot area) | (.7 x lot area)
> 4,800 sq. ft. | >4,800sq. ft. | > 4,800 sq. ft.
(.65 +240 x (.65 +240 x (.65 +240 x
lot area) lot area) lot area)
Countable 50% - if 50% - if 0% - below 0% - below
BFA. basement 1S basement is grade <2' grade <2'
entirely below | entirely below 30% ->2' 30% ->2'
grade grade
Garage Door 8' (single door) | 8' (single door) 9! (single door) | No change
Width 18' max. door | 18' max. door
(lots <55') (lots < 55')
27' max door | 27' max door
(lots > 55') — (lots > 55) — one
one door 5' door 5' beyond
beyond

B




History of Code Changes that Reduced Bulk and Volume

CODE
DEFINITIONS
Through Lots Two separate Two separate
6% additional 8% additional
L front setback front setback
Chimneys No limit in Min. 8 above | Min. 8'above | Min. 8' above No change
setbacks — min. | grade — grade —- grade — sideyard
2' clear to PL sideyard — 12" | sideyard — 12" | -12'max.
max. max. projection | projection
projection 14' max. height
in 6% area
3'wx35'()
Corner lots Walls > 25' - No change
increase setback
for lots > 35’
Egress/light Permitted in Not permitted in | No change
/ventilation setbacks setbacks
wells

EXHIBIT !
i
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MINOR EXCEPTION
TO ENCOURAGE SMALL HOME REMODELS AND ADDITIONS
2004-2005 City Council Work Plan item
Ordinance No. 2068
Ordinance No. 2069 (Coastal Zone)

Goal:
The purpose of Amendment is to provide a process to encourage home remodeling and small additions to existing

smaller legal non-conforming homes. This is intended to encourage smaller homes to be retained by allowing
some flexibility for modest expansions and remodels.

Background:

Remodeling and adding onto older smaller non-conforming homes can be challenging due to the City’s non-

conforming, “50% rule”, regulations that limit alterations. Many older smaller homes are considered non-

conforming as they do not comply with current Zoning requirements for setbacks, height, or other development

regulations. These current regulations make it difficult for smaller older legal non-conforming homes to be
omes to be demolished and the construction

remodeled or even add a new room addition, thereby encouraging h
of new homes, which are often built to the maximum allowed by the Zoning Code.

Highlights of Revisions:
e 2000 SF maximum- existing plus addition
e No structural alterations to non-conforming portions of home except as follows:
o For Building Safety requirements ’
o For architectural compatibility
o To integrate new 2™ floor into existing 1* floor
o Other minor modifications subject to Directors approval
25% of existing home must be retained
Non-conforming parking, up to 1 smaller each direction, may remain
Other minor parking non-conformities may remain
Existing non-conforming portion of home must provide a minimum of 50% of each of the required

minimum setbacks
e No further additions beyond 2000 square feet unless entire structure is brought into conformance with

current Code.

Planning Commission Meetings:
August 25, 2004
October 13-and 27, 2004

City Council Meetings:

February 21, March 2 and April 6, 2004 (Work Plan meetings)
November 16, 2004 '

December 7 and 21, 2004

January 4, 2005

Joint Meeting:
April 13, 2004 (Work Plan priorities)

Amendments effective:
Ordinance No. 2068- (Area Districts [ and IT)- February 3, 2005
Ordinance No. 2069- (Area Districts Il and IV-Coastal Zone)- October 13, 2005

Conclusion: —
Nine Minor Exceptions applied for and approved in one-year, since effective February 200 EXHIB'T &
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LOT MERGERS AND LARGE LOTS
2004-2005 City Council Work Plan item

Goal:
The purpose of this Work Plan Item is to review current regulations pertaining to lot mergers to consider whether

they are appropriate or if changes should be made to reduce “mansionization”. The trend has been as two or
more lots are merged, the homes tend not to maximize their BFA but provide more open yard area, and/or

increased parking.

Background:
The City has approved an average o
administratively approved if all of the Code stan

f one lot merger per year over the past seven years. These applications are
dards are met when the lots are merged. Although the BFA’s

are generally not maximized when lots are merged, the public view of new homes from the street is often more
Additionally, the pattern of development within a

pronounced as the home, as well as the lot, is wider.
neighborhood is altered as there are new larger lots mixed in with the existing standard size lots, and the

orientation of front yards may be altered.

due to a split vote, and since further direction
as of June 2005 there are three new Planning
ewed the item since the

This item was tabled by the Planning Commission in April 2005
from the new City Council was desired by staff. Additionally,
Commission members who have not studied the issue. The City Council has not revi

Planning Commission tabled it in April 2005.

Highlights of Proposed Revisions:
e Minor Exception would be required for lots that exceed 1 2.
proposed BFA exceeds that allowed on a lot that is 1 % times the minimum lot size
e The BFA on the portion of the lot that exceeds 1 %2 times the minimum lot size would be required to be
reduced by 50%
Side and comer setbacks would be 10% of the lot width with no 5 foot maximum
Existing and newly created non-conformities would be addressed though the Minor Exception process
Standards could apply to only new lot mergers or also to existing merged or larger lots
Possible neighborhood compatibility -criteria and additional development standards through the Minor

Exception process
Standards would apply to al

times the minimum lot area, if the

1RS Zones and to the RM and RH Zones in Area Districts IIl and IV
4-car garage for homes 5,000 SF or larger

Planning Commission Meetings:
January 26, 2005

February 23, 2005

March 23, 2005

April 27, 2005

City Council Meetings:
February 21, March 2 and April 6, 2004 (Work Plan meetings)

Joint Meeting:
April 13, 2004 (Work Plan priorities)

[EXHIBIT
2D
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CITY OF MANHATTAN BEACH
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT

TO: Planning Commission

THROUGH: Richard Thompson, Director of Community Development

FROM: Laurie B. Jester, Senior Planner

DATE: April 27, 2005

SUBJECT: Zoning Code Amendment and Local Coastal Program Amendment for New

Residential Development Standards for Lot Mergers and Large Lots-City
Council 2004-2005 Work Plan Item (City of Manhattan Beach)

RECOMMENDATION
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission CONDUCT the CONTINUED PUBLIC

HEARING, DISCUSS, and ADOPT a Resolution (Exhibit A) recommending to the City
Council approval of revisions to the Zoning Code and Local Coastal Program related to Lot

Mergers and Large Lots.

BACKGROUND
On February 21, 2004, the City Council held a special session and developed the 2004-2005

Work Plan which was formally adopted on March 2, 2004. On April 6, 2004 the City Council
identified and prioritized five of these Work Plan Items assigned to the Community Development
Department. On April 13, 2004 the City Council and Planning Commission held a joint Work
Plan meeting to discuss and provide direction on the prioritized projects. At that meeting the
subject Work Plan item was identified as the fifth priority item and staff indicated that it would
be brought before the Planning Commission for discussion as staff resources and work load

levels allowed.

On January 26, 2005 the Planning Commission discussed the Lot Merger Work Plan item, asked
staff for additional information and requested that the item be brought back for further
discussion. On February 23, 2005 the Commission reviewed photos and discussed merged lots,
and lots that have not been merged but have the same owner as an adjacent property that is used
as a yard area. On March 23, 2005 the Planning Commission held a public hearing and asked for
further information and provided direction to staff to prepare Code amendments. The January
26“’, February 23 and March 23" staff reports, attachments, and minutes are attached.

At the March 23™ meeting the Planning Commission generally agreed with the recommendation
provided by staff and directed staff to prepare amendments to the Zoning Code as follows:
e Reduce Percentage of Buildable Floor Area (BFA)- For additional lot area that is
added that is over the original standard size lot, BFA will be reduced.
e [Increase setbacks- The two interior side yard setbacks that are lost when lots are
merged would be required to be added to the side yards of the newly created lot.

EXHIBITD



e Merger of more than two lots- If more than two standard size lots are merged, a
Minor Exception will be required as well as additional criteria.
e Increase parking for large homes- Homes with over 5,000 SF of BFA will require a

4-car garage.

DISCUSSION

Overview and Issue
The Work Plan Item is to review current regulations pertaining to lot mergers to consider

whether they are appropriate or if changes should be made to reduce “mansionization”. The
trend has been as two or more lots are merged, the homes tend not to maximize their BFA but

provide more open yard area, and/or increased parking.

The City has approved an average of one lot merger per year over the past seven years. These
applications are administratively approved if all of the Code standards are met when the lots are
merged. Although the BFA’s are generally not maximized when lots are merged, the public view
of new homes from the street is often more pronounced as the home, as well as the lot, is wider.
Additionally, the pattern of development within a neighborhood is altered as there are new larger
lots mixed in with the existing standard size lots, and the orientation of front yards may be

altered.

Code Amendments
At the February 23, and March 23, 2005 meetings the Planning Commission directed staff to

prepare amendments to the Zoning Code to address the four areas previously mentioned. After
reviewing all of the previous lot mergers and comparing different approaches to accomplishing
the City Councils’ and Planning Commissions’ goals, Staff is proposing a slightly simplified
approach to reaching these goals. Staff feels that this simplified approach will be easier for both
the public and design community to understand and for staff to implement. Using the Minor
Exception discretionary process will allow more individual consideration of a project to ensure

that the goals of neighborhood compatibility are met.

Since many lots currently are substantially smaller than the Minimum Lot Area required in the
Area District and Zone, staff recommends that the new requirements for a Minor Exception apply
to lots that exceed 1 ¥ times the Minimum Lot Area. Basically, a Minor Exception application
will be required if a lot exceeds 1 % times the minimum lot area in the Area District and Zone,
and the proposed Buildable Floor Area (BFA) exceeds that allowed on a lot that is 1 % times the
minimum lot size. Using this criteria about half of the nine lot mergers over the past seven years
would have required a Minor Exception, and the lots that would not have required a Minor
Exception range from approximately 70-700 feet under the maximum BFA that would have

required them to apply for a Minor Exception.. (Exhibit B)

The BFA on the portion of the lot that exceeds 1 ¥2 times the minimum lot size will be required
to be reduced by 50% to reflect the current development trend on merged lots. In making this
recommendation on the percentage to reduce the BFA on the portion of the lot that exceeds 1 Y2
times the minimum lot size, staff reviewed the percentages of BFA reduction for the lot mergers
that have been approved over the last seven years. In the RS Zone in Area Districts I and II there



is a range of 49 to 94% reduction in BFA for the portion of the lots that exceeded 1 %2 times the
minimum, with a 73% average. In the RS and RM Zones in Area District III both lot mergers
were under the BFA so there is no percentage reduction. In the RH Zone in Area District Il there
is a 26% reduction in BFA, and this lot that is currently under construction will become non-
conforming. Provisions have been made to address this and other non-conformities that may be
created through the Minor Exception process if needed in the future.

Additionally, side setbacks at 10% of the lot width, with no 5 foot maximum as currently-
allowed, will also be required for new construction.

The development standards for the new home or an addition to an existing home could be
reviewed using the Minor Exception process, so that appropriate front and rear setbacks, height,
on and off-site parking, open space, landscaping, and other development standards could be
reviewed to ensure that the new development is compatible with the surrounding neighborhood.
Existing non-conformities as well as newly created non-conformities related to BFA and setbacks
will be addressed through this Minor Exception process, which requires notification of
neighbors. Staff anticipates that approximately three Minor Exceptions will be requested per
year. The following chart provides a summary of the proposed standards.

Area District ADI-RS | ADI-RS | ADII-RS AD I and
and RM ADIV-RH

Minimum Lot Size-Square feet 7,500 SF | 4,600 SF 2,700 SF 2,700 SF

1% Times Minimum Lot Size-| 11,250 SF | 6,900 SF 4,050 SF 4,050 SF

Square feet

Maximum Buildable Floor Area| 0.65plus | 0.65 plus 1.6 1.7

(BFA) for portion of lot under 1% 240 240

times Minimum Lot Size

Maximum Buildable Floor Area 33 33 8 .85

(BFA) for portion of lot gver 1 %2

times Minimum Lot Size

Maximum BFA without a Minor | 7,552 SF | 4,725 SF 6,480 SF 6,885 SF

Exception (for lots over 1 %; times

the minimum lot size)

Existing Side and Corner Side 3;5 3;5 3:5 3;5

Setbacks (minimum;maximum) 3;5 3;5 1 1

Proposed Side and Corner Side 3;10% 3;10% 3;10% 3;10%

Setbacks (minimum;maximum) 3;10% 3;10% 1;10% 1;10%

Staffis still recommending that these new standards not only apply to new lot mergers but also to
existing merged, or large lots. Applying these new standards to existing large lots as well as new
large lots that are created through lot mergers would protect the additional open space that is
currently being provided on the larger lots and ensure consistency in implementing the new

standards.



The revised Code language is attached in the draft Resolution (Exhubit A) as redlined-strikeout

text.

The following addresses the questions raised by the Commission at the last meeting.

Application of Standards to Area Districts and Zone

Staff is recommending that these new requirements apply to all of the RS Zones and to the
RM and RH Zones in Area Districts I and IV. Staff is not recommending that the Minor
Exception review process apply to the RM and RH zones in Area Districts I and II for the

following reasons.

1.

Staff would like to encourage the assembling of parcels in Area Districts I and II as
vehicular and pedestrian circulation, on and off-site parking, grading, landscaping, and
open space can often be addressed more comprehensively with a larger lot size. Generally
there are not alleys in Area Districts I and II, so vehicular circulation design can be more
challenging.

There is a very limited area of land in the RM and RH zones in Area Districts I and II,
about 5% of the entire residential zoned land in the Area District. In contrast, the RM and
RH zone in Area Districts IIl and IV is more than 60% of the residential of the entire
residential zoned land in the Area District.

The RM and RH zones in Area Districts I and II zones are located along arterials, and
provide a transition to the Single Family zone, while in Area Districts II and IV most of
the entire Area District is zoned RM and RH.

Generally RM and RH lots in Area Districts Il and IV are not consolidated, but are
developed individually with 2-unit condominiums. Vehicular access from both the front
and rear of the property is required in order to develop the site as condominiums, except
for the Strand. When lots are combined, staff feels it would be appropriate to review the
project through the Minor Exception process to ensure neighborhood compatibility.

The Zoning Code already substantially reduces the BFA for lots over 7,500 SF in the RM
and RH Zones in Area Districts [ and II. In Area Districts IIl and IV there is no reduction
on BFA for larger lots. An example of this is the two 8-unit condominiums approved on
adjacent properties at 1202 and 1208 Tennyson Street, which are currently almost
complete. These are two separate lots with a common driveway, and alley access which is
not typical in Area Districts I and I As two lots the maximum BFA is approximately
28,000, however if the lots were combined the BFA would be about 26,000 SF, a
reduction of approximately 2,200 SF. The project as approved was developed at just
under - the maximum BFA. ‘

A Use Permit is required for condominiums with 3 or more units, which is typical for
Area District T and II, so design issues are reviewed through the public hearing process.
Staff would discourage multiple discretionary review processes.

Regulate number of lots that are merged
Again, a simplified approach is proposed in that any newly created lot that exceeds 1 Y times
the minimum lot area as well as existing lots that are larger than 1 % times the minimum lot



area would require approval of a Minor Exception if the total BFA on the lot exceeds that
allowed on a lot that is 1 % times the size of a standard lot. Currently there are approximately
400 existing lots in the City in the RS Zone in Area Districts I and II, and in all of Area
Districts II and IV that exceed 1 % times the Minimum Lot Area. This will allow existing
homes to be expanded, but with a review if the lot size and BFA exceeds a certain threshold.

Non-conformities
Currently the Code requires a maximum 5 foot side and corner yard setback in Area Districts

I and 11, and 1 foot on comer sides in Area Districts IIl and IV. The new regulations that
require side setbacks that are 10% of the lot width with no maximum will create new non-
conformities. The Code currently does not have a reduced BFA for portions of lots over 1 %2
times the minimum lot area. The new requirement will also create some non-conformities for
existing larger lots. Existing non-conformities as well as newly created non-conformities
related to BFA and setbacks will be addressed through the Minor Exception process.

Increase parking for large homes
Staff is suggesting that this new requirement for a 4-car garage apply to all homes 5,000

square feet or larger in size. The Code currently requires a 2-car garage for all single family
homes up to 3600 square feet in area, and a 3-car garage for homes over 3600 square feet in
area. The commission may with to consider whether the 4™ garage spaces should be enclosed.

Minor Exception Process
The current Minor Exception regulations allow the Director of Community Development to

grant minor exceptions from certain Zoning Code regulations. In order to approve a Minor
Exception there are specific notice requirements to neighbors, findings, criteria, and
conditions that must be met. Staff believes that these existing provisions could be expanded
to address lot mergers and larger lots, as well as non-conformities. The Resolution provides

additional Code language to address these new requirements.

Purpose, Criteria, and General Plan Policies
Additions to the Purpose and Directors Review and Action sections of the Code are

important in order to relay the intent of the City Council and how that intent and goals are
translated into Code requirements. Language from the City Council Work Plan has been
added to the Purpose section and existing criteria tying in with the General Plan has been

clarified.

NOTIFICATION AND PUBLIC INPUT
A list of members of the design community including architects, designers and contractors were

notified of the proposed Code Amendment. A notice was also sent to all properties that exceed 1
Y, times the minimum lot size for the Area District and Zone, over 400 notices, and therefore
would be subject to the proposed regulations. Additionally, a 4 page ad was placed in the Beach
Reporter to notify the public of the proposed amendments.

Several dozen people called and e-mailed requesting information on the proposed Amendments.
- When the proposal was explained to them most of them appeared to be supportive of the



Amendment. Most people were concerned about “mansionization” and indicated that their lots
were under the BFA that would require a Minor Exception. There was some concemn about
creating non-conforming setbacks, which is addressed in the Minor Exception process. Staff
emphasized that the Amendments require Planning Commission as well as City Council review
and approval and that the proposal by staff could be modified. They were all encouraged to

continue to stay involved in the public review process.

CONCLUSION _
Staff requests that the Commission hold the continued public hearing, discuss, and adopt the

attached Resolution, recommending to the City Council approval of the Code amendments.

EXHIBITS
Draft PC Resolution No. 05-xx- Code language revisions shown as redlined- strikeout

text

Chart of Merged Lots- Size and BFA

Staff Report, attachments, and minutes- March 23, 2005

Staff Report, attachments, and minutes- February 23, 2005
. Staff Report, attachments, and minutes- January 26, 2005

(Duplicates of staff reports, attachments, and minutes deleted)

>

mo QW
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RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION
OF THE CITY OF MANHATTAN BEACH
RECOMMENDING APPROVAL OF AMENDMENTS
TO THE CITY ZONING CODE (CHAPTERS 10.12,
10.64, 10.68 AND 10.84) AND TO THE LOCAL
COASTAL PROGRAM (CHAPTERS A.12, A.64, A.68
AND A.84) RELATED TO NEW MINOR EXCEPTION
REGULATIONS FOR LOT MERGERS AND LARGE

LOTS.

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

WHEREAS, on February 21, 2004, the City Council held a special session and
developed the 2004-2005 Work Plan, and,

WHEREAS, on March 2, 2004, the City Council formally adopted the 2004-2005 Work
Plan, and;

WHEREAS, on April 6, 2004 the City Council identified and prioritized five of these
Work Plan Items assigned to the Community Development Department, and;

WHEREAS, on April 16, 2004 the City Council and Planning Commission held a joint
Work Plan meeting to discuss and provide direction on the prioritized projects, and;

WHEREAS, on January 26, and February 23, 2005 the Planning Commission discussed
the proposed Code Amendments, and continued the discussion to March 23 and April 27,

2005, which were scheduled as public hearings, and;

WHEREAS, pursuant to applicable law, the Planning Commission of the City of
Manhattan Beach conducted a public hearing on March 23, 2005, on the proposed Code
Amendments related to new minor exception regulations for lot mergers and large lots,
and continued the public hearing to April 27, 2005, and;

WHEREAS, the public hearings were advertised pursuant to applicable law, testimony was
invited and received, and;

WHEREAS, public noticing included a one-quarter page display ad in a newspaper of
general circulation (Beach Reporter), in addition a courtesy notice was mailed to affected

property owners, interested parties, the design community, and;

WHEREAS, the applicant for the subject project is the City of Manhattan Beach; and,

. WHEREAS, the purpose of the proposed Amendments is to provide a process to regulate
development on merged lots and larger lots to maintain the existing trend of residential
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development on larger lots that does not maximize the BFA, and provides increased open
space, providing neighborhood compatibility, and;

WHEREAS, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the
Manhattan Beach CEQA Guidelines, the subject Amendments are exempt in that they are
covered by the general rule that CEQA [Section 15061 (3)] only applies to projects which
have the potential for causing a significant effect on the environment, and since it can be
seen with certainty that there is no possibly that the activity will have a significant effect on
the environment, the activity is not subject to CEQA,; and,

WHEREAS, the proposed amendments have been prepared in accordance with the
provisions of Title 7, Division 1, Chapter 4, Section No. 65853, et seq., of the State of

California Government Code.

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission finds that the project will not individually nor
cumulatively have an adverse effect on wildlife resources, as defined in Section 711.2 of the

Fish and Game Code; and,

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission made the following findings with regard to the
proposed changes:

1. The proposed amendments are consistent with the City of Manhattan Beach
General Plan.

Goal LU-1: Maintain the low-profile development and smalltown
atmosphere of Manhattan Beach. '

Goal LU-2: Encourage the provision and retention of private
landscaped open space.

Policy LU-2.2: Preserve and encourage private open space on residential
lots citywide.

Goal LU-3: Achieve a strong, positive community aesthetic.

Goal LU-4: Preserve the features of each community neighborhood,
and develop solutions tailored to each neighborhood’s unique

characteristics.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Planning Commission of the City of
Manhattan Beach hereby recommends APPROVAL of the proposed amendments to the
Manhattan Beach Municipal Code (Chapters 10.12, 10.64, 10.68 and 10.84) and the Local
Coastal Program (Chapters A.12, A.64, A.68 and A.84) as follows:

SECTION.1. The Planning Commission of the City of Manhattan Beach hereby
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recommends that Section 10.12.030 of Title 10, of the Manhattan Beach Municipal Code
and Section A.12.030 of Title A of the Manhattan Beach Local Coastal Plan
Implementation Program, entitled Property development regulations: RS, RM, and RH
districts, is hereby amended as follows:

A and 10.12.030 Property development regulations: RS, RM, and RH districts.

PROPERTY DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS FOR AREA DISTRICTS I AND II

Additional

Area District I Area District IT Regulations
RS RM RH RS RM RH

Area (sq. ft.) 7,500 7,500 7,500 4,600 4,600 4,600 (A) (Bi

I é 92 ::‘.
Width (ft) 50 50 50 40 40 40
Minimum Setbacks
Front (ft. 20 20 20 20
Side (ft.) 3409 3400 3 KR

j 300

Corner Side(ft.) 3:10% 31005 3

Rear (ft.) 1025 10;25 1025 10325
Maximum Height
of Structures (ft.) 26 26 30 26 26 30 H) P)
Maximum Buildable Floor Area

Lot Area (Sq.Ft.)

7,500 or less 1.0 1.2 1.0 1.2

More than 7,500 0.7 0.9 0.7 09

+2250 +2250 +2250 +2250
4,800 or less 0.7 0.7
More than 4,800 0.65 0.65
+240 +240




RESOLUTION NO. PC 05-xx
Exhibit A- PC 4-27-05

Minimum Lot Area

Per Dwelling
Unit (sq.ft.) 7,500 3,750 1,000 4,600 2,300 1,000 (A)

Note: In the RS districts, the enclosed area for vehicle parking and loading, up to 400
square feet on lots with less than 4,800 square feet and up to 600 square feet on lots with
more than 4,800 square feet, is excluded from the determination of the maximum amount
of buildable floor area. In all residential districts, 50% of habitable room floor area in a
basement located entirely below local grade is excluded from the determination of

buildable floor area.

PROPERTY DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS FOR

AREA DISTRICTS III AND 1V
Additional
Area District ITT Area District IV Regulations
RS RM RH ~ RH

Lot Dlmensmns
Area (sq. ft.) 2,700 2,700 2,700

Width (ft.) 30 30 30 30

Minimum Setbacks
Front (ft.)
Side (ft.)
Corner Side (ft.)
Rear (ft.)

D = W

(D) (E) (F)(G)

Maximum Height
of Structures (ft.) 30 30 30 30 o @)

Maximum Buildable Floor Area

(Sq.Ft)

1.6 16 1.7 1.7
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Minimum Lot Area per
Dwelling Unit (sq.ft.)2,700 1,350 850 850 @)

Note: In the RS district, the enclosed area for vehicle parking and loading, up to 400
square feet on lots with less than 2,700 square feet and up to 600 square feet on lots with
2,700 square feet or more, is excluded from the determination of the maximum amount of
buildable floor area. In all residential districts, 50% of habitable room floor areain a
basement located entirely below local grade is excluded from the determination of

buildable floor area.

()

08 Reverse Comner Side Setback: Reverse comer lots in Area Districts I and
11 shall have the following side yards:
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(a) On the lot side line which adjoins another lot the side yard shall be
determined in the same manner as for an interior lot.

.(b) On the street side line, the width of the required side setback shall
be the same as for the interior side setback on the lot except that the size and shape of
such required side setback nearest the lot rear line shall be increased to include all of that
portion, if any, of a triangle formed in the following manner:

(1)  On the common lot line of the reverse corner lot and the
key lot, a point shall be established where the rear line of the required front yard on the -
key lot intersects such common lot line;

(2.))  On the street side line of the reverse corner lot, a point shall
be established distant from the common street corner of the key lot and the reverse corner
lot equal to the depth of the required front yard on the key lot; '

(3.)  The third side of the triangle shall be a straight line
connecting points (1.) and (2.) of this section. If an alley intervenes between the key lot
and the reverse corner lot, the width of the alley shall be included in determining the
length of the line on the street side line of the reverse corner lot.

Rear Setback: In Area Districts I and II, the rear setback (RS) shall be determined
as follows:

RS = 0.3 x (lot depth in feet) - 20; provided that the minimum setback is 10 feet
and the maximum required setback is 25 feet.

D Maximum Buildable Floor Area. The maximum buildable floor area FRES
lot shall be determined by multiplying the lot area times the Floor Area Factor (FAF),
hgn % shown in the table.

included in definition of buildable floor area; see Chapter 10.04.

Certain space is not

In Area Districts I and II in the RS districts, the enclosed area for
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vehicle parking and loading, up to 400 square feet on lots with less than 4,800 square feet
and up to 600 square feet on lots with 4,800 square feet or more, is excluded from the
determination of buildable floor area. In Area Districts Ill and IV in the RS district, the
enclosed area for vehicle parking and loading, up to 400 square feet on lots with less than
2,700 square feet and up to 600 square feet on lots with 2,700 square feet or more, is
excluded from the determination of buildable floor area. '

In all residential districts, seventy percent (70%) of floor area in a
basement that is not entirely below local grade, and up to 200 square feet of basement
area used for storage and mechanical equipment purposes, is excluded from the
determination of buildable floor area. Basement areas located entirely below local grade,
and the related egress wells if they are the minimum size required by the UBC and
located outside of the front yard setback, are excluded from the determination of

buildable floor area.

] The minimum site area shall be 12,000 square feet for General Day Care,
General Residential Care, and Public or Private Schools.

SECTION 2. The Planning Commission of the City of Manhattan Beach hereby
recommends that Section 10.64.030 of Title 10, of the Manhattan Beach Municipal Code
and Section A.64.030 of Title A of the Manhattan Beach Local Coastal Plan
Implementation Program, entitled Off-Street Parking and Loading Regulations, is hereby

“amended as follows:

OFF-STREET PARKING AND LOADING SPACES REQUIRED

Off-Street
Loading Spaces:
Off-Street Parking Schedule B
Use Classification Spaces: Schedule A Group Number

Residential

Single-Family Residential: 2 enclosed per unit -
Dwelling with Buildable

Floor Area (BFA) less

than 3,600 square feet

Dwelling with 3,600 3 enclosed per unit. -
square feet Buildable
Floor Area (BFA) or more

SECTION 3. The Planning Commission of the City of Manhattan Beach hereby
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recommends that Section 10.68.030 of Title 10, of the Manhattan Beach Municipal Code
and Section A.68.030 of Title A of the Manhattan Beach Local Coastal Plan
Implementation Program, entitled Nonconforming Uses and Structures, is hereby

amended as follows:
Section 10.68.030 E./4.68.030 Exceptions

5. Where a Minor Exception to allow

extra retaining wall height, reduced additional front
yard setbacks, non-compliant construction due to staff error, or for
remodeling and additions to existing legal non-conforming homes, has
been approved in accordance with Chapter 10.84/4.84.

SECTION 4. The Planning Commission of the City of Manhattan Beach hereby
recommends that Section 10.84.010 of Title 10, of the Manhattan ‘Beach Municipal Code
and Section A.84.010 of Title A of the Manhattan Beach Local Coastal Plan
Implementation Program, entitled Use Permits, Variances and Minor Exceptions, be

amended as follows:

Section 10 and A.84.010  Purposes.
This chapter provides the flexibility in application of land-use and development

regulations necessary to achieve the purposes of this ordinance by establishing
procedures for approval, conditional approval, or disapproval of applications for use
permits, variances and minor exceptions.

Use permits are required for use classifications typically having unusual site development
features or operating characteristics requiring special consideration so that they may be
designed, located, and operated compatibly with uses on adjoining properties and in the

surrounding area.

Variances are intended to resolve practical difficulties or unnecessary physical hardships
that may result from the size, shape, or dimensions of a site or the location of existing
structures thereon; from geographic, topographic, or other physical conditions on the site
or in the immediate vicinity; or from street locations or traffic conditions in the

immediate vicinity of the site.

Variances may be granted with respéct to fences, walls, landscaping, screening, site area,
site dimensions, yards, height of structures, distances between structures, open space, off-
street parking and off-street loading, and performance standards. :

Authorization to grant variances does not extend to use regulations because sufficient
flexibility is provided by the use permit process for specified uses and by the authority of
the Planning Commission to determine whether a specific use belongs within one or more
of the use classifications listed in Chapter A.08. Further, Chapter A.96 provides
procedures for amendments to the zoning map or zoning regulations. These will ensure
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that any changes are consistent with the General Plan and the land use objectives of this
ordinance.

Minor exceptions are intended to allow certain alterations and additions to certain
nonconforming pre-existing structures. Minor Exceptions are also intended to encourage
home remodeling and small additions to existing smaller older legal non-conforming
homes, strive to balance the communities desire to maintain smaller older homes while
still allowing some flexibility to encourage these homes to be maintained and upgraded.
Additionally, through the review process, a project shall be found to be consistent with
the intent of the non-conforming Code provisions. The non-conforming provisions allow
existing legal non-conforming structures to remain, but limits their expansion, so that as
these non-conforming homes become older eventually their useful life will be depleted
and the structures will then be brought into conformance with the current Codes.

Section 10 and A.84.120  Minor exceptions.
The Community Development Director may grant minor exceptions from certain
regulations contained in this ordinance for projects as follows:

Projects that do not exceed 50% reconstruction valuation pursuant to the provisions of
Section A.68.030(E), as provided below:

Applicable Section Exception Allowed

10 and A.12.030 Attachment of existing structures on a site in Area
District II or IV which result in the larger existing
structure becoming nonconforming to residential
development regulations. '

10 and A.12.030 Site enlargements (e.g., mergers, lot line
adjustments) which result in existing structures

becoming  nonconforming to residential
development regulations.

10 and A.60.040(H) Construction of a second or third story residential
addition that would project into required setbacks or
required open space when the pre-existing first or
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second story was legally constructed; and,
reconstruction of raised grade stairways,
architectural archways, covered entries, and covered
porches in required yards and required open space
for pre-existing structures.

10 and A.60.050 Alternative reference point for height measurement
for pre-existing structures that have height
nonconformities.

Projects that involve new structures or remodels without limits of project valuation, as
provided below:

Applicable Section Exception Allowed

10 and A.12.030 (T) Reduction of the additional front setback
requirement for small, shallow, or multiple front
yard lots if it prevents the lot from attaining it’s
permitted buildable floor area.

10 and A.12.030(P) Construction of retaining walls beyond the
permitted height where existing topography
includes extreme slopes.

10and A12 - A.68 Non-compliant construction due to Community
Development staff review or inspection errors.

10 and A.68.030 E. Remodeling and small additions to existing smaller
older legal non-conforming dwelling units.

10
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Application. Applications for minor exceptions shall be initiated by
submitting the following materials to the Community Development

Department:

1. A completed application form, signed by the property owner or
authorized agent, accompanied by the required fees, copies of
deeds, any required power of attorney, plans and mapping
documentation in the form prescribed by the Community
Development Director.

2. A vicinity map showing the location and street address of the
development site;

3. A map showing the location and street address of the property that
is the subject of the application and of all lots of record within 300

feet of the boundaries of the property; and

4. A list, drawn from the last equalized property tax assessment roll
or the records of the County Assessor, Tax Collector, or the City's
contractor for such records showing the names and addresses of the
owner of record of each lot within 300 feet of the boundaries of the
property.  This list shall be keyed to the map required by
subsection 3 above and shall be accompanied by mailing labels.

Notice to Property Owners. After receipt of a completed application, the
Community Development Director shall provide notice to surrounding
property owners with application submittal items 3 and 4 above. Said
notice shall include: a project description, information regarding where
and when project plans can be viewed, a request for comments regarding
said exception, and a commenting deadline date. No public hearing shall

be required.

Director's Review and Action. After the commenting deadline date, and
within 30 days of receipt of a completed application, the Director shall
approve, conditionally approve, or deny the required exception. The
Director of Community Development shall send the applicant and City
Council a letter stating the reasons for the decision under the authority for
granting the exception, as provided by the applicable sections of this
ordinance. The letter also shall state that the Director's decision is
appealable under the provisions of subsection (E) below. Notice of the
decision also shall be mailed to all those individuals previously noticed

pursuant to A and B above.

1. In making a determination, the Director shall consider the
following criteria: '

11
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a. Whether deviation from Code is minor 1n nature.

b. Evidence that significant detrimental impact to surrounding
neighbors is absent.

c.  Evidence of significant practical difficulty or economic
hardship which warrants deviation from Code standard.

d. Whether the application is in compliance with any current
policy guidelines for Minor Exceptions as may be adopted
by the City Council.

When making a determination to approve an exception to Section

A.68.030 E

it iy the Director shall also
e following criteria, in addition to the

require compliance wit
criteria stated above:

a. The maximum total Buildable Floor Area of the existing
dwelling unit plus the addition(s), as defined in Section
A.04.030, which excludes certain garage and basement
areas from BFA, may not exceed 2,000 square feet in area.

b. Structural alterations or modifications, as regulated by
Chapter A.68, to existing non-conforming portions of
structures shall only be allowed as follows:

1. To comply with Building Safety access, egress, fire
protection and other safety requirements (i.e. stairs,
windows) as determined to be significant by the
Building Official.

2. For architectural compatibility (ie roof pitch and design,
eave design, architectural features design) as
determined to be necessary by the Director of
Community Development.

3. Minor alterations to integrate a new 2" floor into an
existing 1 floor, as determined to be necessary by the
Director of Community Development.

4. Other minor alterations or modifications as determined
to be necessary by the Director of Community

Development.

C. A minimum of 25% of the existing dwelling unit, based on
project valuation as defined in Section A.68.030, shall be

maintained.

12
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d. Parking spaces may remain non-conforming consistent with
the provisions in Section A.64.090 Exceptions, which
allows a 1 foot reduction in dimensions. Other minor
parking non-conformities, including but not limited to,
garage door width, turning radius, driveway width, and
driveway visibility, may remain as determined by the
Director of Community Development to be impractical to
bring into conformance with Code requirements.

€. The existing legal non-conforming portions of the structure
that remain shall provide a minimum of 50% of the

required minimum setbacks.

f. After completion of the project(s) that is subject to the
Minor Exception approval(s), no further additions shall be
permitted unless the entire structure is brought into
conformance with the current Code requirements.

Conditions of Approval. In approving a minor exception permit, the
Director may impose reasonable conditions necessary to:

13
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1. Achieve the general purposes of this ordinance and the specific
purpose of the zoning district in which the minor exception will be

located, o Bl to be consistent with the General Plan;
2. Protect the public health, safety, and general welfare; or
3. Ensure operation and maintenance of the minor exception in a

manner compatible with existing uses on adjorng
properties in the surrounding area.

E. Effective Date: Appeals. Unless appealed in accordance
with Chapter 10.100 MBM.C, 2 minor exception decision shall become
effective after expiration of the time limits for appeal set forth in Section

10.100.030 M.B.M.C.

SECTION 5. Pursuant to Government Code Section 66499.37, 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.

SECTION 6. If any sentence, clause, or phrase of this resolution is for any reason held
to be unconstitutional or otherwise invalid, such decision shall not affect the validity of
the remaining provisions of this resolution. The Planning Commission hereby declares
that it would have passed this resolution and each sentence, clause or phrase thereof
irrespective of the fact that any one or more sentences, clauses or phrases be declared

unconstitutional or otherwise invalid.

14
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SECTION 7. Any provisions of the Manhattan Beach Municipal Code, or appendices
thereto, or any other resolution of the City, to the extent that they are inconsistent with
this resolution, and no further, are hereby repealed.

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 April
27, 2005 and that said Resolution was adopted by
the following votes:

AYES:
NOES:
ABSENT:
ABSTAIN:

RICHARD THOMPSON
Secretary to the Planning Commission

SARAH BOESCHEN
Recording Secretary

H:\Work Plan 2004-2005\Minor Exception- remodel small homes\PC Reso Lot Merger-Large Lot Code change-4-27-04.doc
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MAXIMUM LOT SIZE CODE AMENDMENT
Summary

Initiation: City Council 2005 Work Plan Item — to address mansionization.
(with other components including: possible adoption of new building standards
for merged lots, and adopting incentives for building on merged lots)

Purpose for Establishing a Maximum Lot Size:
To preserve neighborhood character (by maintaining predominant lot patterns

within blocks and limiting building over existing lot lines)

Public Hearings:
a. Planning Commission: October 12 & November 9, 2005 (adopted Reso.

PC 05-17, recommending that a maximum lot size be adopted).
b. City Council: December 6, 2005 (no action on proposed Ord. 2081;
directed Staff to consider with other pending mansionization Work Plan

items)
Proposal:
a. City-wide concept — all residential zones and area districts
b. Would limit size of building sites (comprised of merged lots)
C. Maximum merged site size: 2 times applicable minimum lot area

(deviation up to 2.6 times minimum lot area, with compatibility finding)
d. Exemptions: Pre-existing sites and Multi-family (RM, RH, CL) zoned
lots; AD I and I with 3 or more units

Public input:
a. Concern for loss of design flexibility

EXHIBIT
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Agenda Item #:

Staff Report
City of Manhattan Beach

TO: Honorable Mayor Fahey and Members of the City Council

THROUGH: Geoff Dolan, City Manager (0 |

e .
FROM: Richard Thompson, Director of Community Developm% k\/\

Rosemary Lackow, Senior Plann

DATE: December 6, 2005

SUBJECT: Consideration of Planning Commission Recommendation to Approve Amendments
to Title 10 of the Municipal Code (The Zoning Ordinance) and Title A of the Local
Coastal Program (LCP) for the Purpose of Establishing a Maximum Lot Size for

Residential Properties

RECOMMENDATION: ‘
Staff recommends that the City Council CONDUCT THE PUBLIC HEARING, WAIVE

FURTHER READING AND INTRODUCE ORDINANCE NOS. 2080 AND 2081.

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

BACKGROUND: ‘
On June 24, 2005 the City Council held their annual Work Plan Meeting and adopted a two-year

Work Plan. One of the adopted Work Plan items is intended to address mansionization occurring
in the City, and has three components: 1) review the possibility of establishing a maximum lot
size in the Zoning Ordinance, 2) review a past Work Plan item regarding possible lot merger
“building regulations and 3) consider establishing - development incentives in exchange for
development benefits. This report addresses the first component of the Work Plan item which
relates to establishing a maximum lot size standard for residential development.

On October 12, and November 9, 2005 the Planning Commission conducted a public hearing
regarding this issue. The Commission concluded its review by adopting Resolution PC 05-17 (5-0
vote) on November 9™ This Resolution recommends that the City Council add a new zoning
regulation that would limit the size of residential lots or building sites throughout the City to no
more than twice the applicable minimum lot area. -

Staff has therefore prepared Ordinance No.’s 2080 and 2081 which contain the Planning
Commission’s recommendation for consideration by the City Council (Attachments A and B).
Ordinance 2080 contains the proposed changes to the Zoning Ordinance in the Municipal Code and
Otdinance 2081, the changes to the Local Coastal Program. Both ordinfRRg ST
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changes. The first change is the addition of a new section (Sections 10.12.52/A.2.40) entitled
“Maximum site area for all residential districts” which contains the text of the new regulation and
the second change is the insertion of a reference to the new regulation within the summary table of
residential development standards (Sections10.12.030/A.12.030).

Upon adoption of the ordinance by the City Council, Staff will submit the proposed changes to the
~ Coastal Commission for approval of the Local Coastal Program amendment.

DISCUSSION:

Current regulations/building trends
For many years the City has had a minimum lot size standard. A minimum lot size is an important

standard because it guides the subdivision of land and establishes density and lot patterns within the
various subdivisions that form neighborhoods. The minimum required lot area varies depending
on the section of the City, ranging from 2,700 square feet in the beach areas (Area Districts /Iv)
to 4,600 square feet in the Tree Section (Area District IT) to 7,500 square feet in the eastside of town
(Area District I). There has never been, however, a maximum lot size standard or a regulation that
limits the number of lots, once subdivided, that can be consolidated or merged together, creating a

much bigger development site.

Residential development activity continues to occur at a high rate throughout the City and the vast
majority of development occurs on single lots of a-size equal or close to the applicable minimum ot
area. While much activity consists of home additions or remodels on standard sized lots, there
continues to be a significantly high rate of homes being demolished to make way for new larger

homes.

Some owners have purchased and developed multiple contiguous lots. In such instances an owner
has two basic development options: to either 1) build a home that extends over the lot line(s) that
previously separated the individual lots, or 2) build a home on only one of the lots and use or
develop the other lot(s) as one or more independent home sites or as supplemental open yard or
pool area. ~ While in both options, the lots may be in common ownership and both could be
developed to appear as a single residential “compound”, there are important differences.

In the first option the owner must record a document “merging” or legally combining the lots. The
original lot line(s) separating the lots is dissolved and the multiple lots become one larger lot. All
building and zoning regulations (which can differ according to lot size) are applied to the property
as one lot or single building site. This option has been referred to as a “lot merger”. Most, if not
all of the recent lot mergers have consisted of only two lots and in many cases more open yard area
has resulted when such lots are combined, when compared to the same sized lots developed
individually. However, potentially owners could purchase more than two lots for development and
the Planning Commission recognized that potentially the size of a structure on such a site could be
unusually large, due to the increased lot size.  Such merged lots can only be sold as single -
properties and can be redeveloped independently in the future only upon approval of a new
subdivision that would reestablish the original lot lines.

In the second option, an owner may elect to develop one lot as the primary residence and the other
lot(s) as accessory uses or yard, with no structures extending over the existing lot lines. In such

Page 2
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situations each structure that contains living area must independently comply with all single family
standards applicable to that individual lot, including provision of at least two garage parking spaces.
This option has been referred to as the “assembling” of lots. Each lot remains independent; the lots
are not merged and can be sold off separately without any special planning approval.

Planning Commission recommendation

The Planning Commission determined that the merging of more than two lots into a sinigle building
site or lot may potentially disrupt the lot pattern in a neighborhood and detract from its character.
Therefore two changes have been recommended and both would apply in both the Municipal Code
and Local Coastal Program. The first, adding a new section (MBMC 10.12.52 and LCP A.12.40)
would require that any building site proposed for residential development could not exceed twice
the square footage of the minimum lot area that applies within that Area District. This would be
applicable to all residential zones, low, medium and high density (RS, RM, RH) as well as the
commercial districts that permit residential development (CL and CD).

This proposed new provision contains an exemption that allows merging of more than twice the
minimum lot area for properties that are zoned for multi-family development and developed with
three or more units. The purpose of this is to provide more flexibility for design of multiple
dwelling units, thereby encouraging and protecting these zones for development as provided for in
the Zoning Ordinance and consistent with Housing Element policies in the General Plan. This
section also provides that the new standard would not apply to any lot that exceeds this new
limitation of site area that was legally created before December 20, 2005 (the projected date of
ordinance adoption), as long as such properties are not enlarged.

The second recommended change is the addition of a cross reference of the proposed new
maximum site area standard in the existing summary table of residential standards (MBMC
10.12.030/ LCP A.12.030). Inclusion in the table will aid in making the public aware of the
limitation because it will be listed along with other basic development standards.

The Planning Commission emphasized two points in particular in making their recommendation.
First, the proposed limitation will apply only in those instances (as described in this report) where
an owner is “merging” lots because a structure is proposed to extend over a lot line. It will not apply
to “assembled” lots owned in common, but developed independently and where no structure
extends over a lot line. Therefore owners still continue to have a lot of flexibility in designing
reasonably sized homes “assembled” by common ownership and these owners will continue to
have the ability to sell off any individual lots because their development complies with the code per

lot.

Second, the proposed code changes are prospective in nature in that they are intended to address a
" type of development plan involving merging of more than two lots that is not known to have yet
occurred in the City. The Commission noted that, without such a standard, however, the size of a
residential lot created by merging smaller lots would be unrestrained and construction of very large
structures on such lots would be out of character and scale with other nearby homes.
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Planning Commission Findings
The Commission made the following findings which are incorporated into Ordinances 2080 and
2081:

1. The purpose of the proposed Amendments is part of a City effort to control impacts of
mansionization, defined as the trend whereby large homes are being built and replacing
historically small homes, on consolidated and standard sized lots. This trend can result in
an impression of unrelieved building bulk screening out light and air and dwarfing existing
standard sized buildings in neighborhood.

2. The proposed amendments are consistent with the goals and policies of the Manhattan
Beach General Plan as follows:

Policy LU-2.2 of the Land Use Element which seeks to preserve and encourage
open space on residential lots. By limiting lot size, house size will be restricted and
open space will be maintained with traditional building setbacks patterns.

Goal LU-4 of the Land Use Element which seeks to preserve the features of
neighborhoods and develop solutions tailored to each neighborhood. By limiting
lot size, commensurate with area minimum requirements, patterns of existing lots
and development will be maintained.

Policy 3.3 of the Housing Element which seeks to encourage new housing
- pursuant to the City’s Land Use Element and Local Coastal Program.

Policy 5.2 of the Housing Element which states that the City will continue to
support a diversity of housing types to accommodate needs.. This will occur in
that 1) by exempting the multi-family properties in Area Districts I and II,
development of apartments and condominiums will be encouraged, and 2) by
limiting development to a size no more than two contiguous lots, the standard
lots in the City will remain available for development of separate housing units.

- Public Notice

A quarter page “display” notice of this hearing was published in the Beach Reporter on
November 24, 2005. In addition, as done for the Planning Commission hearing, a more detailed
notice of this hearing was mailed to all owners of more than two contiguous properties and
several architects who were identified as potentially affected or interested in this matter. The
Planning Commission received oral testimony from only one person, a local architect who
expressed his general interest in standards applicable to merged lots. At this time Staff has
received no further communications regarding the proposed ordinances.

CONCLUSION ,
The Planning Commission recommends that the Council limit the size of residential building

sites for all zones within the beach area and for all zones in the inland areas except multi-family
sites that have three or more units. This will set a limit on the amount of land that can be joined
together to accommodate buildings that potentially could be much larger than those that have
historically been built in the City.

Page 4



[5

Agenda Item #:

This recommendation pertains only to a change in the standards applicable to the land area of a
development site. There are two other components of the City Council Work Plan that are also
intended to address mansionization but relate to the specific standards applicable to the size of 2
residential building on a site formed by merging lots. Those other Work Plan items will be
scheduled for public hearing at some time in the future.

Attachments: A. Ordinance 2080
B. Ordinance 2081
C. PC Resolution PC 05-17
D. PC Minutes: 10/12/05 and 11/09/05
E. PC Staff Reports (some attachments not available electronically)
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ORDINANCE NO. 2080

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
MANHATTAN BEACH, CALIFORNIA, AMENDING SECTION 10.12.030
AND ADDING SECTION 10.12.052 TO CHAPTER 10.12 OF THE
MANHATTAN BEACH MUNICIPAL CODE (THE ZONING ORDINANCE)
ESTABLISHING A MAXIMUM LOT SIZE REGULATION FOR
RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

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

ORDAIN AS FOLLOWS:

SECTION 1. The City Council hereby makes the following findings:

. Pursuant to applicable law, the Planning Commission conductéd a duly noticed public hearing on
October 12 and November 9, 2005 regarding the proposed Code Amendments related to
establishing a maximum lot size regulation, and public testimony was invited and received.

. The public hearing held by the Planning Commission was advertised by a one-quarter page
display ad published on September 29, 2005 in The Beach Reporter, a newspaper of general
circulation in Manhattan Beach. Additional notices of the public hearing on November 9, 2005
were mailed to interested parties, approximately 40 owners of multiple contiguous residential
properties in the City and several local architects on October 31, 2005.

. Pursuant to applicable law, the City Council conducted a duly noticed public hearing on
December 6, 2005 regarding the Planning Commission’s recommendation regarding the proposed
Code Amendments (Resolution PC 05-17), and public testimony was invited and received.

. The public hearing held by the City Council was advertised by a one-quarter page display ad
published on November 24, 2005 in The Beach Reporter, a newspaper of general circulation in
Manhattan Beach and notice was similarly mailed to interested parties of record, approximately 40
owners of multiple contiguous lots and several local architects.

. The appilicant for the subject project is the City of Manhattan Beach.

. The purpose of the proposed Amendments is to limit residential building sites to a maximum size,
with exception of properties located in Area Districts | and Il developed for high density housing.
This action is in recognition that mansionization is occurring in the City, whereby large homes are
replacing historically small homes, on consolidated and standard sized lots. This trend results in an
impression of unrelieved building bulk screening out light and air and dwarfing existing standard
sized buildings in neighborhood. Such effects can be controlled in part by limiting the size of a
single building site.

. Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the Manhattan Beach CEQA .

Guidelines, the subject Amendments are exempt in that they are covered by the general rule that
CEQA [Section 15061 (3)] only applies to projects which have the potential for causing a significant
effect on the environment, and since it can be seen with certainty that there is no possibly that the
activity will have a significant effect on the environment, the activity is not subject to CEQA; and,

. The proposed amendments have been prepared in accordance with the provisions of Tille 7,
-Division 1, Chapter 4, Section No. 65853, et seq., of the State of California Government Code.

The project 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 proposed amendments to Title 10 of the Municipal Code (Zoning Ordinance) are consistent
with the following goals and policies of the Manhattan Beach General Plan as follows:

Policy LU-2.2 of the Land Use Element which seeks to preserve and encourage private
open space on residential lots city-wide. By limiting lot size, housing size will be restricted
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Ord. 2080

and open space will be maintained as fraditional building setback patterns will be adhered
to.

Goal LU-4 of the Land Use Element which seeks to preserve the features of
neighborhoods and develop solutions tailored to each neighborhood's unique
characteristics. By limiting lot size the pattems of existing lots and development will be
maintained.

Policy 3.3 of the Housing Element which states that the City will promote the
development of new housing pursuant to the City's Land Use Element and Local
Coastal Program. The proposed amendment is found to be consistent with the Land

Use Eiement and Local Coastal Program. :

Policy 5.2 of the Housing Element which states that the City will continue to support a
diversity of housing types to accommodate existing and future needs. This will occur in
two ways: 1) by exempting the multi-family properties in Area Districts | and il, that have
at least 3 dwelling units, development of apartments and condominiums will be
encouraged, and 2) by limiting development on no more than two contiguous standard
sized lots, the standard sized lots in the City will remain available for development of

separate housing units.

SECTION 2. The Gity Council of the City of Manhattan Beach hereby APPROVES the

proposed amendment, inserting (after Minimum Lot Dimensions) a new regulation Maximum Lot Area
with related maximum lot size square footage and Additional Regulation (U), in the tables and list of
Additional Development Regulations in Section 10.12.030 entitled Property development regulations:
RS, RM and RH districts of the Manhattan Beach of the Manhattan Beach Municipal Code to read as

follows:

“PROPERTY DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS FOR AREA DISTRICTS 1 AND i

Area i|Area Area  |[Area (A—;ea Area |
District | ||District | ||District DistrictlDlstrict District |[Regulations
_JRS _ RMm__RH  lin CRMJRH |

Additional |

!Wé;im'uﬁa Lot
featsq.fy M|

!|15,ooo I[s.ooo

l'i_é:d_dd""g,zoo ,glg.zoo ilg,zoo !"(U)W O

PROPERTY DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS FOR AREA DISTRICTS Ill AND IV

Additional

}—“H Area Area Area --lArea | i
District It |District Il |IDistrict Il |[District IV {|Regulations :
I JIRS RM RH____[RH |
[Maximum Lot Area [[5,400 5,400 "5,400 {[5.400 1[(0) ,
X . | I N

(U) See 10.12.52 Maximum site area for all residential districts.”

SECTION 3. The City Council of the City of Manhattan Beach hereby APPROVES the
proposed amendment, adding the following Section 10.12.052 to the Manhattan Beach Municipal Code:

%40.12.052. Maximum site area for all residential districts

No site in any residential zoning district or- commercial district where residential
development is permitted shall exceed more than twice the square footage of the minimum
lot area for that zoning district. Any lot in excess of said limit which has been legally
created prior to December 20, 2005 shall be exempt from this limitation but may not be
increased in area beyond the boundaries in place on that date.



Ord. 2080

Exemption. Properties that are zoned RM, RH and CL in Area Districts | and Hl that are developed with
three or more dwelling units shall be exempt from the requirements of this section.”

SECTION 4. Pursuant to Govemment Code Section 66499.37, any action or
proceeding to attack, review, set aside, void or annul this decision, or conceming 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 Ordinance
and the City Council is served within 120 days of the date of this Ordinance.

SECTION 5. If any sentence, clause, or phrase of this Ordinance is for any reason
held to be unconsfitutional or otherwise invalid, such decision shall not affect the validity of the
remaining provisions of this Ordinance. The City Council hereby-declares that it would have passed this
Ordinance and each sentence, clause or phrase thereof iespective of the fact that any one or more
sentences, clauses or phrases be declared unconstitutional or otherwise invalid.

SECTION 6. Any provisions of the Manhattan Beach Municipal Code, or appendices
thereto, or any other Ordinance of the City, to the extent that they are inconsistent with this Ordinance,
and no further, are hereby repealed.

SECTION 7. This Ordinance shall go into effect and be in full force and operatio.n from
and after thirty days after its final passage and adoption.

SECTION 8. The City Clerk shall cause this Ordinance or a summary thereof to be
published and, if appropriate posted, as provided by law. Any summary shall be published and a
certified copy of the full text of this Ordinance posted in the Office of the City Clerk at least five (5) days
prior to the City Council meeting at which this Ordinance is to be adopted. Within fifteen (15) days after
the adoption of this Ordinance, the City Clerk shall cause a summary to be published with the names of
those City Council members voting for and against this Ordinance and shall post in the Office of the
City Clerk a certified copy of the full text of this Ordinance along with the names of those City Council
members voting for and against the Ordinance.

PASSED, APPROVED and ADOPTED this 20" day of December, 2005.

AYES:
NOES:
ABSENT:
ABSTAIN:

Mayor, City of Manhattan Beach, California

ATTEST:

City Clerk




ORDINANCE NO. 2081

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
MANHATTAN_BEACH, CALIFORNIA, APPROVING AMENDMENTS TO
THE MANHATTAN BEACH LOGAL COASTAL PROGRAM ZONING
CODE (SECTIONS A.64.170) ESTABLISHING A MAXIMUM LOT SIZE
REGULATION FOR RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

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

ORDAIN AS FOLLOWS: .

SECTION 1. The City Council hereby makes the following findings:

. Pursuant to applicable law, the Planning Commission conducted a duly noticed public hearing on
October 12 and November 9, 2005 regarding the proposed Code Amendments related to
establishing a maximum lot size regulation, and public testimony was invited and received.

. The public hearing held by the Planning Commission was advertised by a one-quarter page
display ad published on September 28, 2005 in The Beach Reporter, a newspaper of general
circulation in Manhattan Beach. Additional notices of the public hearing on November 9, 2005
were malled to interested parties, approximately 40 owners of multiple contiguous residential
properties in the City and several local architects on October 31, 2005.

. Pursuant to applicable -law, the City Council conducted a duly noticed public hearing on
December 6, 2005 regarding the Planning Commission's recommendation regarding the proposed
Code Amendments (Resolution PC 05-17)and public testimony was invited and received.

. The public hearing held by the City Council was advertised by a one-quarter page display ad
published on November 24, 2005 in The Beach Reporter, a newspaper of general circulation in
Manhattan Beach and notice was simitarly mailed to interested parties of record, approximately 40
owners of multiple contiguous residential properties in the City and several local architects on
October 31, 2005. :

. The applicant for the subject project is the Gity of Manhattan Beach.

. The purpose of the proposed Amendments is to fimit résidential building sites to a maximum size.
This action is in recognition that mansionization is occurring in the City, whereby large homes are
replacing historically small homes, on consclidated and standard sized lots. This trend results in an
impression of unrelieved building bulk screening out light and air and dwarfing existing standard
sized buildings in neighborhood. Such effects can be controlled in part by limiting the size of a
single building site. ,

. Pursuant to the Califomia Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the Manhattan Beach CEQA
Guidelines, the subject Amendments are exempt in that they are covered by the general rule that
CEQA [Section 15061 (3)] only applies to projects which have the potential for causing a significant
effect on the environment, and since it can be seen with certainty that there is no possibly that the
activity will have a significant effect on the environment, the activity is not subject to CEQA; and,

. The proposed amendments have been prepared in accordance with the provisions of Title 7,
Division 1, Chapter 4, Section No. 65853, et seq., of the State of California Govemment Code.

The project 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 proposed amendment fo the Titie 10 of the Municipal Code (Zoning Ordinance) and Local
Coastal Program (Title A, Chapter 2) are consistent with the following goals and policies of the
Manhattan Beach General Plan as follows: :

Policy LU-2.2 of the Land Use Element which seeks fo preserve and encourage private
open space on residential lots city-wide. By limiting fot size, housing size will be restricted
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and open space will be maintained as traditional building setback pattems will be adhered
to.

Goal LU4 of the Land Use Element which seeks to preserve the features of
neighborhoods and develop solutions tailored to each neighborhood’s unique
characteristics. By limiting lot size the pattems of exnstlng fots and development will be
maintained.

Policy 3.3 of the Housing Element which states that the City will promote the
development of new housing pursuant to. the City’s Land Use Element and Local
Coastal Program. The proposed amendment is found to be consistent with the Land

Use Element and Local Coastal Program.

Policy 5.2 of the Housing Element which states that the City will continue to support a
diversity of housing types to accommodate existing and future needs. This will occur in
that the propesed regulation will limit development on no more than two contiguous
standard sized lots, and therefore potentially more standard sized lots in the City will
remain available for development of separate housing units.

SECTION 2. The City Council of the City of Manhattan Beach hereby APPROVES the
proposed amendment to the Manhattan Beach Municipal Code inserting (after Minimum Lot D|men5|ons)
a new regulation Maximum Lot Area with related maximum lot size square footage and Additional
Regulation (U), in the tables and list of Additional Development Regulations in Section 10.12.030
entitied Property development regulations: RM and RH districts of the Manhattan Beach of the
Manhattan Beach Municipal Code to read as follows:

“PROPERTY DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS FOR AREA DISTRICTS Ill AND iV

j Area Area Area  |Area iAddltlonal o Vj
i District Il |[District Ifl [[District I ||District IV {[Regulations !
' ..RS __IRM " [RH__ iRH L
|IMaxnmum Lot Area 5,400 "5 400 ]I5,4oo .!|5,4oo ;I(U)
1(sq. ) o i i

(U) See A.12.040 Maximum site area for all residential districts.”

SECTION 3. The Planning Commission of the City of Manhattan Beach hereby
recommends adding a new section A.12.040 to the Manhattan Beach Local Coastal Program
Implementation Program to read as follows:

“A.12.040 Maximum site area for all residential districts

No site in any. residential zoning district or commercial district where residential
development is permitted shall exceed more than twice the square footage of the minimum
lot area for that zoning district. Any lot in excess of said limit which has been legally created
prior to (adoption date) shall be exempt from this limitation but may not be increased in area
beyond the boundaries in place on that date. "

SECTION 4. Pursuant to Government Code Section 66499.37, 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 fo this decision shall not be maintained by
any person unless the action or proceeding is commenced within 90 days of the date of this Ordinance
and the City Council is served within 120 days of the date of this Ordinance.

SECTION §. If any sentence, clause, or phrasé of this Ordinance is for any reason
held to be unconstitutional or otherwise invalid, such decision shall not affect the validity of the
remaining provisions of this Ordinance. The City Council hereby declares that it would have passed this
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Ordinance and each sentence, clause or phrase thereof irrespective of the fact that any one or more
sentences, clauses or phrases be declared unconstitutional or otherwise invalid.

SECTION 6. Any provisions of the Manhattan Beach Municipal Code, or appendices
thereto,-or any other Ordinance of the City, to the extent that they are inconsistent with this Ordinance,

and no further, are hereby repealed.

: SECTION 7. This Ordinance shall go into effect and be in full force and operation from
and after thirty days after its final passage and adoption.

. SECTION 8. The City Clerk shall cause this Ordinance or a summary thereof fo be
published and, if appropriate posted, as provided by law. Any summary shall be published and a
certified copy of the full text of this Ordinance posted in the Office of the City Clerk at least five (5) days
prior to the City Council meeting at which this Ordinance is to be adopted. Within fifteen (15) days after
the adoption of this Ordinance, the City Clerk shall cause a summary to be published with the names of
those City Council members voting for and against this Ordinance and shall post in the Office of the
City Clerk a certified copy of the full text of this Ordinance along with the names of those City Council

members voting for and against the Ordinance.

PASSED, APPROVED and ADOPTED this 20th day of December, 2005.

AYES:
NOES:
ABSENT:
"ABSTAIN:

Mayor, City of Manhattan Beach, California

ATTEST:

City Clerk

APPROVED

By .
Eﬁy Attorney



RESOLUTION NO. PC 05-17

RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION
OF THE CITY OF MANHATTAN BEACH
RECOMMENDING TO ADD SECTION 10.12.052 AND
AMEND SECTION 10.12.030 OF CHAPTER 10.12 OF
TITLE 10 OF THE MANHATTAN BEACH
MUNICIPAL CODE (THE ZONING ORDINANCE)
AND TO ADD SECTION A.12.040 AND AMEND
SECTION A.12.030 OF THE MANHATTAN BEACH
LOCAL COASTAL PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION
PROGRAM ESTABLISHING A MAXIMUM LOT
SIZE FOR ALL RESIDENTIAL ZONES

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

SECTION 1. The Planning Commission hereby makes the follpwing findings:

A. Pursuant to applicable law, the Planning Commission conducted a duly noticed
public hearing on October:12 and-November 9, 2005 regarding the proposed Code
Amendments which relate to establishing a maximum lot size for residential
properties in Area Districts I, II, Il and IV, and public testimony was invited and
received.

B. Public notice included a one-quarter page display ad published on September 29,
2005 in The Beach Reporter, a newspaper of general circulation in Manhattan

Beach.
C. The applicant for the subject project is the City of Manhattan Beach.

'D. The purpose of the proposed Amendments is to limit residential building sites to a
maximum size, with exception of properties located in Area Districts I and II
developed for high density housing. This action- is in recognition that
mansionization is occurring in the City, whereby large homes are replacing
historically small homes, on consolidated and standard sized lots. This trend results
in an impression of unrelieved building bulk screening out light and air and dwarfing
existing standard sized buildings in neighborhood. Such effects can be controlled in
part by limiting the size of a single building site. '

E. Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the Manhattan
Beach CEQA Guidelines, the subject Amendments are exempt in that they are
covered by the general rule that CEQA [Section 15061 (3)] only applies to projects
which have the potential for causing a significant effect on the environment, and
since it can be seen with certainty that there is no possibly that the activity will have
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a significant effect on the environment, the activity is not subject to CEQA; and,

. The proposed amendments have been prepared in accordance with the provisions of
Title 7, Division 1, Chapter 4, Section No. 65853, et seq., of the State of California

Government Code.

. The Planning Commission finds that the project 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 proposed amendment to the Title 10 of the Municipal Code (Zoning Ordinance)
and Local Coastal Program (Title A, Chapter 2) are consistent with and will advance
the following goals and policies of the Manhattan Beach General Plan:

Goal LU-4 of the Land Use Element which seeks to preserve the features of
neighborhoods and ‘develop solutions tailored to each neighborhood’s
unique characteristics. By limiting lot size the patterns of existing lots and
development will be maintained.

Policy LU-2.2 of the Land Use Element which seeks to preserve and
encourage private open space on residential lots city-wide. By limiting lot
size, housing size will be restricted and open space will be maintained as
traditional building setback patterns will be adhered to.

Policy 3.3 of the Housing Element which states that the City will promote
the development of new housing pursuant to the City’s Land Use Element
and Local Coastal Program. The proposed amendment is found to be
consistent with the Land Use Element and Local Coastal Program.

Policy 5.2 of the Housing Element which states that the City will continue
to support a diversity of housing types to accommodate existing and future
needs. This will occur in two ways: 1) by exempting the multi-family
properties in Area Districts I and II, that have at least 3 dwelling units,
development of apartments and condominiums will be encouraged, and
2) by limiting development on no more than two contiguous standard
sized lots, the standard sized lots in the City will remain available for
development of separate housing units.

‘1. The proposed amendments to the Manhattan Beach Local Coastal Program (Title A,
Chapter 2) are consistent with and will advance the following policies of the. City’s
certified Local Coastal Program:

Policy ILB.1: Maintain building scale in coastal zone residential
neighborhoods consistent with coastal zoning regulations.

Policy ILB.2: Maintain residential buiilding bulk control established by



development standards contained in the Local Coastal Program

RESOLUTION NO. PC 05-17

Implementation Plan.

SECTION 2. The City Council of the City of Manhattan Beach hereby approves adding
a new section 10.12.052 t6 the Manhattan Beach Municipal Code to read as follows:

%10.12.052. Maximum site area for all residential districts

No site in any residential zoning district or commercial district where
residential development is permitted shall exceed more than twice the square
footage of the minimum lot area for that zoning district. Any lot in excess of
said limit which has been legally created prior to (adoption date) shall be
exempt from this limitation but may not be increased in area beyond the

boundaries in place on that date.

Exemption. Properties that are zoned RM, RH and CL in Area Districts I and
11 that are developed with three or more dwelling units shall be exempt from

the requirements of this section.”

SECTION 3. The Planning Commission of the City of Manhattan Beach hereby
approves inserting (after Minimum Lot Dimensions) a new regulation Maximum Lot
Area with related maximum lot size square footage and Additional Regulation (U), in the
tables and list of Additional Development Regulations in Section 10.12.030 entitled
Property development regulations: RS, RM ‘and RH districts of the Manhattan Beach of
the Manhattan Beach Municipal Code to read as follows:

“PROPERTY DE'\_’ELOPMENT STANDARDS FOR AREA DISTRICTS I AND II

Area Area |{Area ||Area ||Area [|Area |Additional
District |[District ||District|{District||District||District|Regulations
Maximum Lot |[15,000 15,000 {15,000 119,200 9,200 19,200 |(U)
Area (sq. ft) e

PROPERTY DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS FOR AREA DISTRICTS I AND IV

[Additional

District |[District ||District |District ||[Regulations
_ |mrs _|meM |mre |vRE
Maximum Lot 5,400 5,400 5,400 5,400 (8)]
Area :
| (sq. f.)

(U) See 10.12.52 Maximum site area for all residential districts.”
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SECTION 4. The City Council of the City of Manhattan Beach hereby approves adding
a new section A.12.040 to the Manhattan Beach Iocal Coastal Program Implementation
Program to read as follows:

“A 12.040 Maximum site area for all residential districts

No site in any residential zoning district or commercial district where
residential development is permitted shall exceed more than twice the square
footage of the minimum lot area for that zoning district. Any lot in excess of
said limit which has been legally created prior to (adoption date) shall be
exempt from this limitation but may not be increased in area beyond the
boundaries in place on that date. ”

SECTION 5. The Planning Commission of the City of Manhattan Beach hereby
approves inserting (after Minimum Lot Dimensions) a new regulation entitled Maximum

Lot Area with related maximum lot size square footage and Additional Regulation (T), in

the tables and list of Additional Development Regulations in Section A.12.030 entitled
Property development regulations: RM and RH districts of the Manhattan Beach Local
Coastal Program Implementation Program to read as follows:

“pROPERTY DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS FOR AREA DISTRICTS OI AND IV

Area Area |Area Area Additional ’
District I ||District I ||District IIT District IV {[Regulations
Maximum ||5,400 - 5,400 115,400 5,400 (T - ’;
Lot Area :
(sq.f) | )

(T) See A.12.040 Maximum lot area for all residential districts.”

SECTION 6. Pursuant to Government Code Section 66499.37, 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. ' '

SECTION 7. If any sentence, clause, or phrase of this resolution is for any reason held to
be unconstitutional or otherwise invalid, such decision shall not affect the validity of the
remaining provisions of this resolution. The Planning Commission hereby declares that
. it would have passed this resolution and each sentence, clause or phrase thereof
irrespective of the fact that any one or more sentences, clauses ot phrases be declared

W\
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unconstitutional or otherwise invalid.

" SECTION 8. Any provisions of the Manhattan Beach Municipal Code, or appendices
thereto, or any other resolution of the City, to the extent that they are inconsistent with
this resolution, and no further, are hereby repealed.

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
November 9, 2005 and that said Resolution was
adopted by the following votes:

AYES: Bohner, Lesser, Schiager, Simon, Chairperson
Savikas
NOES: None

ABSENT: None

ABSTAIN: None

P~ —

HOMPSON

7 t5 the Planning Commission
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CITY OF MANHATTAN BEACH
MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION
OCTOBER 12, 2005
A regular meeting of the Planning Commission of the City of Manhattan Beach w, held on
Wednesday, October 12, 2005, at 6:35 p.m. in the City Council Chambers, Cigy” Hall, 1400

Highland Avenue.

ROLL CALL

Vice-Chairperson Simon called the meeting to order.

Members Present: Bohner, Lesser, Schlager, Vice hairperson Simon
Members Absent: : Chairperson Savikas
Staff: ' : Richard Thompson, Direpfor of Community Development

APPROVAL OF MINUTES Septémber 28, 2005

Commissioner Lesser requested thaf page 3, line 21 of the September 28 minutes be revised to
read: “He said he is not surg/what criteria the Commission should apply in reviewing the
application. He asked whethef aesthetic concerns are a sufficient standard by which to concur on

E and SECONDED (Lesser/Bohner) to APPROVE the minutes of
, as amended.

A motion was
September 28, 20

_Bohner, Lesser, Schlager, Vice-Chairman Simon
None

- Chairperson Savikas

None

AUDIENCE PARTICIPATION  None

BUSINESS ITEMS

‘PUBLIC HEARINGS

05/1012.2 Code Amendment to Title 10 of the Municipal Code and Title A of the Local
Coastal Program for the Purpose of Establishing a Maximum Lot Size for

Residential Properties
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Director Thompson commented that the proposal is a result of a long term priority of the City
Council to address mansionization. He said that establishing a maximum lot size is one of three
issues to address mansionization that are planned to come before the Commission. He indicated
that a review of lot merger regulations and considering development incentives in exchange for
development benefits will come before the Commission in the future. ’

Senior Planner Lackow summarized the staff report. She commented that the purpose of the
work plan item is to preserve neighborhood character within the City that could potentially be
impacted by lot mergers. She stated that the subject proposal is to limit lot size and does not
directly address or limit building size. She indicated that currently the minimum lot size in Area
District I is 7,500 square feet; in Area District I is 4,600 square feet; and in Area Districts III and
IV is 2,700 square feet. She stated that the proposal is to limit the lot size for a residential
development to twice the minimum size that is permitted in the area in which the site is located.
She stated that the proposed regulation would apply in all residential zones and area districts;
would not apply to existing large lots already over twice the permitted lot size; and would
include an exemption for multifamily development. She said that with the new restriction, the
maximum lot size would be 15,000 for Area District I; 9,200 for Area District II; and 5,400 for
Area Districts Il and IV. She showed slides with examples of developments in different areas of
the City. She said that the decision of the Commission would be a recommendation forwarded to
the City Council. She indicated that another public hearing would be scheduled before the City

Council.

Commissioner Lesser indicated that the term “mansionization” is rather subjective and means
different things to different people. He commented that there are no people in the audience for
the hearing, and he requested information about the type of noticing that was done for the hearing
beyond the ad that was placed in the Beach Reporter. '

Senior Planner Lackow said that notice of the hearing was published as a display ad in the Beach

242t L2411

Reporter and on the City’s website. She said that staff did not individually notice homeowners.

Director Thompson said that the noticing for the hearing was appropriate and consistent with

noticing for Code amendments that would have a widespread impact. He said that there was not
a unique situation that staff identified in this case for noticing of individual property owners.

In responsevto a question from Commissioner Lesser, Director Thompson stated that there are
three properties on The Strand at 3™ Street which are owned by one person that could possibly be

merged and developed in the future.

In response to a question from Commissioner Lesser, Director Thompson indicated that staff
receives requests for approximately one merger per year, which have only been to merge two

lots.

Commissioner Lesser requested information on what other cities have done to restrict lot sizes.
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Director Thompson said that cities typically place a minimum and not a maximum for lot sizes.
He said that typically zoning codes have minimum standards such as for setbacks. He said that

he was not aware of other cities having to restrict lot size.

Commissioner Schlager asked whether lot oWwners of contiguous lots were provided notice of the
hearing. He said that he would rot want to predispose a homeowner’s opinion about whether
they would wish to merge their lots. He indicated that he would be concerned about providing
adequate notice to homeowners that could be impacted, even though the legally required noticing

was provided.

Commissioner Schlager commented that he likes the idea of limiting lot size; however he wants
to be certain that anyone who is potentially impacted knows about the hearing. He said that it is
difficult many times for busy homeowners to catch an ad in the paper of the hearing. He said his
biggest concem was that a viable attempt should be made to notify potentially affected property

owners of this matter.

Director Thompson said that it would be difficult to identify property owners who have an
intension of purchasing a contiguous lot sometime in the future. He said that placing a large
display ad in the Beach Reporter is the standard for noticing these types of regulations that are

generally and uniformly applied.

In response to a question from Commissioner Schlager, Senior Planner Lackow said staff arrived
at a maximum of two times the minimum lot size because the typical pattern has been for two
lots to be merged, and staff felt that an amount beyond that would be unusually large.

Director Thompson said that a trend has been established over time for two-lot mergers, which
has been accepted by residents. He said that staff has not received any requests to merge more
than two lots, and such a merger could impact the neighborhood and change the character ofa

block.
Vice-Chairperson Simon opened the public hearing.

There being no one wishing to speak on the issue, Vice-Chairman Simon closed the public
hearing.

Vice-Chairperson Simon said that people who have an interest in an issue may be able to give
different perspectives and ideas to the Commission, and no such input was received for this
hearing. He stated that providing notice to owners of three contiguous properties who could be
impacted might be worthwhile even though he acknowledged that it is not possible to identify
owners contemplating to merge more than two standard lots. He commented that he would hope
the owner of the three properties along The Strand at 3" Street was provided specific notice of
the proposal, since it would take away the right to merge those properties.

Commissioner Lesser said that he is generally in favor of the proposal; however, he too has a

a
2
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problem with the noticing. He said that he would like staff to make an extra effort to identify and
notify property owners that could be affected and who might have objections. He commented
that he appreciates the generous size of the lots that would still be permitted if the Ordinance
were to be passed. He said that he feels it would be appropriate to renotice the hearing.

Commissioner Bohner said that he concurs with providing direct notice to people to the extent
that there is a viable method for identifying the people that would be impacted. He said that the
proposal for limiting lot size is in keeping with the general concept and policy goals of the City
Council to maintain the character of neighborhoods. He said that limiting lot size to two times
the minimum required are of lots is a viable formula, and he would not require any alternative
formulas in light of the fact that it is a prospective plan and would not be applied retroactively to

the larger lots.

Commissioner Schlager said that he is satisfied with how staff reached the formula for the
maximum lot size. He said that limiting the size to two lots makes sense, and the formula should
be kept simple. He said that his main objection to acting on the proposal at this point is due to
concerns regarding the noticing that was provided. He said that if staff could give notice to those
residents who may be impacted, then those residents would have the opportunity to present a
different perspective. He said that he would like to have the Commission approve the Resolution
with all concerns addressed before a recommendation is forwarded to the Council.

Vice-Chairperson Simon suggested that architects and developers also be provided notice of the
hearing. '

Director Thompson said that staff will send out a courtesy notice to all property owners that are
determined to be potentially impacted by the proposal. He said that staff will explain in the
notice what is being proposed and what impact it would have on their lots if, in the future they

wish to merge their lots to build larger homes.

Commissioner Schlager commented that he feels the Commission’s responsibility is to the
homeowners who have an interest in the community and not necessarily to the developers who

do not live in the City.

Commissioner Lesser stated that he is in favor of the proposal but is genuinely interested in
hearing viewpoints that may differ from his own, especially regarding any adverse impacts that
could result from restricting lot mergers. He noted that it may be a developer who would have

that insight.

A motion was MADE and SECONDED (Lesser/Schlager) to REOPEN the hearing and
CONTINUE the hearing regarding a proposed Amendment of Title 10 of the Municipal Code
and Title A of the Local Coastal Program for the Purpose of Establishing a Maximum Lot Size

for Residential Properties to the meeting of November 9, 2005, with the direction that staff

attempt to improve upon the amount of public legal notice that has already been provided, and
that an additional courtesy notice should be provided to all property owners whom Staff

4
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identifies could be impacted.

AYES:

NOES:

ABSENT:
ABSTAIN:

Bohner, Lesser, Schlager, Vice-Chairperson Simon
None )

Chairperson Savikas

None
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DRAFT CITY OF MANHATTANBEACH DRAFT
MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION
NOVEMBER 9, 2005
A regular meeting of the Planning Commission of the City of Manhattan Beach was he
Wednesday, November 9, 2005, at 6:35 p.m. in the City Council Chambers, City HgH, 1400

Highland Avenue.

on

ROLL CALL

Chairperson Savikas called the meeting to order.
Members Present: Bohner, Lesser, Schlager, Simon, £hairperson Savikas
Members Absent: None
Staff: Richard Thompson, Directef of Community Development

Sarah Boeschen, Regdrding Secretary

APPROVAL OF MINUTES October’26, 2005

A motion was MADE and SECOND

(Simon/Bohner) to APPROVE the minutes of October
26, 2005. :

AYES: Bohner, Lessep! Schlager, Simon, Chairperson Savikas

NOES: ~ None
ABSENT: None
ABSTAIN: Nong

AUDIENCE PARTICIPATION None

BUSINESS ITEMS

P.véc HEARINGS

05/1012.2-1 CODE AMENDMENT to Title 10 of the Municipal Code and Title A of the
' Local Coastal Program for the Purpose of Establishing a Maximum Lot Size

for Residential Properties

Director Thompson commented that since the last hearing, staff has made their best effort in
providing outreach and notification to property owners with lots that they may wish to merge in
the future and contacting architects and contractors who may have an interest in the issue. He
commented that a copy of the notice is included in the staff report.

Senior Planner Lackow summarized the staff report. She stated that this work plan item for
establishing a maximum lot size is one of three to come before the Commission to address

DRAFT
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mansionization. She indicated that consideration of lot merger building standards and
development incentives in exchange for development benefits are the other two work plan items
and they also will come before the Commission in the future. She stated that notice was
provided to 43 property owners who were identified who owned more than two contiguous lots,
and notice was also sent to approximately 25 architects who work within the City. She
commented that staff received no comments from property owners and received one comment
from an architect. She commented that the purpose of the proposed Ordinance is to limit the
amount of land that can be merged to form a larger parcel with the goal to preserve and maintain
the existing lot patterns and character of neighborhoods. She stated that there is a provision that
will “grandfather” any existing legal oversized lots and there is also an exemption for multi-
family development in Area Districts I and II in order to encourage multi-family development.

Senior Planner Lackow commented that minor changes have been made to the Resolution, and
the updated language has been provided to the Commissioners. She pointed out that the first
sentence of the Ordinance has been changed to read: “No let site in any residential zoning district
or commercial district where residential development is permitted shall exceed more than twice
the square footage of the minimum lot are for that zoning district.” She indicated that the word
“|ot” was changed to “site” because staff felt the definition of “site” in the Zoning Code 1s
broader and more reflective of lots being assembled together, and therefore more appropriate.

Senior Planner Lackow stated that the word “site” will be changed to “lot” on the charts titled
“Property Development Standards for Area Districts I and II” and “Property Development
Standards for Area Districts III and IV” on page 3 of the Resolution. '

Commissioner Bohner commented that he feels it is appropriate to clarify the Ordinance by
changing “lot” to “site” to make the Ordinance consistent with the Code.

In response to a question from Commissioner Lesser, Senior Planner Lackow indicated that staff
decided to exempt lots within Area Districts I and II for multi-family development because they
are typically larger than lots in Area Districts III and IV and tend to be more appropriate for multt

unit development.

Commissioner Lesser thanked staff for re-noticing the hearing and that this will allow for
additional input to identify any possibly adverse impacts.

Chairperson Savikas opened the public hearing.

‘Louis Tomaro, 2 resident of the 200 block of Anderson Street, asked if there might be an

impact resulting from the proposed Ordinance perhaps in situations where a corner lot is merged
with another lot resulting in the creation of a different front yard. He asked whether changing the
“front yard” location would still be an option with the proposed Ordinance. He also asked
regarding possible constraints that would be placed on the location of structures once lots are

merged.

DRAFT
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Senior Planner Lackow stated that the Ordinance does not address issues of development
standards for buildings on merged lots but simply establishes a maximum size permitted for
merged lot sites. She indicated that the proposed Ordinance does not affect setback

requirements.

Director Thompson stated that the proposed Ordinance would not affect the amount of
construction that may occur on a merged lot. He stated, however, that there is some interest by
the City Council to consider placing further limitations on the amount of allowable buildable
floor area (BFA), and the issue will be coming before the Commission in the near future.

Chairperson Savikas closed the public hearing.

Commissioner Bohner indicated that the Resolution is in keeping with the desire to maintain the
neighborhood character of the City, and it is reasonable to limit lot mergers to two minimum
sized lots as proposed. He commented that the exemptions for existing legal oversized lots and
for multi family units in Area Districts I and II are reasonable. He said that the proposal has been
renoticed, and there has been an opportunity for property owners to provide input. He indicated

that he supports the modifications to the language of the Ordinance proposed by staff because

they make it simpler and more precise. He indicated that he supports the Resolution.

Commissioner Lesser thanked staff for re-noticing the hearing to ensure that property owners
who might be impacted by the Ordinance had an opportunity to bring any possible issues to the
attention of the Commissioners and staff. He said that he has not heard specific objections to
limiting the maximum site size. He commented that lot mergers can produce more open space,
and property owners should have the opportunity to assemble lots. He said that with the growing
number of demolition permits being requested in the City, the Ordinance is appropriate in order
to mitigate the possibility of a property owner buying a number of contiguous lots and building a

very large home.

Commissioner Simon pointed out that the Ordinance is reinforcing the existing regulations for
standard sized lots. He indicated that it would not restrict the ability to build on third lots
provided that a structure is not built over the property line. He said that he feels comfortable
with the staff’s suggestion to change the word “lot” to “site”; however, he would have liked to
have more opportunity to consider the reasoning behind the change. He commented that he is

pleased with the language in Section 1, Item D which clarifies the meaning of the term

“mansionization.” He suggested, however, changing the wording to read: “This action is in
recognition that mansionization is occurring in the City, whereby extremely large homes are
replacing small homes on standard sized and consolidated lots.” He indicated that the concern is
building large homes on standard sized lots and not only consolidated standard sized lots. He
also commented that the term “extremely large homes” in the wording is very subjective.

Commissioner Bohner suggested removing the word “extremely” to read: “whereby large homes
are replacing small homes . . .” He indicated that the intent is not to target a particular size of
home but rather to recognize that the trend is that the size of homes in general is becoming larger.

be}
3 .
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He said that the purpose is to set in place the context the reason for the Ordinance.

Chairperson Savikas suggested changing the wording to read: “whereby large homes are
replacing historically smaller homes . . .”

Commissioner Lesser asked regarding whether reference should be made in the wording
regarding the trend of building homes to the maximum allowable buildable floor area (BFA).

Senior Plarmer Lackow commented that the City Attorney in drafting the language of the
Ordinance was referring solely to the concept of consolidating lots. She said that staff would
support Commissioner Simon’s proposed language to read: “ . . . on standard sized and
consolidated lots.” She said that staff would also support removing the word “extremely” before
“large homes” and replacing “small homes” with “historically smaller homes.”

Commissioner Bohner commented that referring to mansionization in the Ordinance should
provide a context and should not become burdened with too many definitions.

Commissioner Schlager commended the staff for sending out additional notice regarding
consideration of the new Ordinance. He commented that he is extremely surprised that there
was no response from the public. He indicated that he supports the new language as proposed by
staff. He commented that the Ordinance is very clear regarding the goal of preventing the
maximum allowable amount of BFA to be built on more than two contiguous lots.

Chairperson Savikas commented that she did not feel that the proposed Ordinance was necessary
to enact because of the history of very few lot mergers in the City. She commented, however,
that she feels it is good to have such a regulation enacted to mitigate concerns regarding future
development of merged lots. She commented that the Ordinance also helps to define the term of
“mansionization.” She indicated that she is comfortable that the Ordinance would not infringe
on property rights, as there have historically not been requests in the City to merge more than two

lots.

Commissioner Lesser referenced the definition of “mansionization” used in the October 12"
Staff report which states: “The term mansionization is a trend facing many cities nationwide
whereby small or average sized homes are being demolished at high rates and replace by large
homes sometimes on sites formed by combining lots.”

Commissioner Bohner said that he feels the la.nguage of the Ordinance should not give a precise

definition of mansionization but rather provide a context for its purpose. He said that he would
not belabor the definition of mansionization in the Resolution by trying to make it more detailed
or complicated. He suggested that changes to the language be made simple.

A motion was MADE and SECONDED (Simon/Lesser) to APPROVE the Proposed Ordinance
with changes to the wording of Section 1 item D to read: This action is in recognition that
mansionization is occurring in the City, whereby extremely large homes are replacing historically

4
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- smaller homes, on standard sized and consolidated existing lots,” and changing the word “site” to

“lot” on the first column of the two charts on page 3 of the Resolution.

AYES: Bohner, Lesser, Schiager, Simon, Chairperson Savikas

NOES: None
ABSENT: None
ABSTAIN: None

Director Thompson stated that the item is tentatively scheduled to be placed on the City
Council’s agenda as a public hearing for their meeting of December 6, 2005.

DIRECTOR'’S ITEMS

Director Thompson announced that the dedication ceremony for theMetlox development will
take place on December 1, 2005 at 4:00 p.m.

PLANNING COMMISSION ITEMS

Commissioner Simon commented that he is pleased wjth the discussion and input regarding the
definition of mansionization in the previous discpgsion because it is helpful to the overall

challenge in the City.

TENTATIVE AGENDA: December 14, 2605

A. City Council Work Plan Ifeln: Zoning Code Amendment to the Tree Preservation
Regulations (Continued from 10/26/05)

B. Use Permit for a e Unit Condominium located at 1114 2™ Street (Sweeney)

C. Amendment toPlanned Development Permit located at 3601 Aviation Boulevard

ADJOURNMENT

The meeting of/the Planning Commission was ADJOURNED at 7:30 p.m. in the City Council
Chambers, Cify Hall, 1400 Highland Avenue, to Wednesday, December 14, 2005, at 6:30 p.m. in

the same ciambers.

RI THOMPSON | SARAH BOESCHEN
Secretary to the Planning Commission Recording Secretary

DRAFT
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CITY OF MANHATTAN BEACH
DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
STAFF REPORT

TO: Planning Commission

\
FROM: " Richard Thompson, Director of Community Developmerif
Rosemary Lackow, Senior Plannecg { J

DATE: October 12, 2005

SUBJECT: Proposed Zoning Code Amendments Revising Title 10 of the Municipal
Code (The Zoning Ordinance) and Title A of the Local Coastal Program
(LCP) for the Purpose of Establishing a Maximum Lot Size for

Residential Properties

RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the Commission CONDUCT the PUBLIC HEARING and
ADOPT the attached Resolution (Exhibit A) recommending that a maximum lot size be
established for residential properties.

BACKGROUND

On June 24, 2005 the City Council held their annual Work Plan Meeting and developed
the 2005-2007 Work Plan. The Work Plan included an item intended to address
mansionization. A joint meeting was held on July 26, at which the City Council, Planning
Commission and Staff discussed mansionization. To address mansionization issues the
Council directed Staff to: 1) review the possibility of establishing a maximum lot size in
the Zoning Ordinance, 2) review a past Work Plan item regarding lot merger regulations
and 3) consider development incentives in exchange for development benefits.  This

report addresses the first component of this Work Plan item.

DISCUSSION

Mansionization/zoning controls

The term “mansionization” is a trend facing many cities nationwide whereby small or
average sized homes are being demolished at high rates and replaced by large homes,
sometimes on sites formed by combining lots. In 2004 in Manhattan Beach permits were
issued to demolish 136 homes, compared to 77 in 1996, signaling a rapid rate by which
this change is occurring. In fact since 1996 well over 130 home demolition permits have
been issued each year and this number does not appear to be diminishing. The main
concern in Manhattan Beach is that, accompanying this change is a significant loss or
‘erosion of neighborhood character. Neighborhood character is affected when
development interrupts an existing pattern or physical conditions. Contributing factors.
include: noticeable differences in scale or size of buildings, whert the “bulk” or mass ofa

building is not relieved by architectural design elements (e.g. articulation of the fagade, or ~

ATTACHMENT E



layout of the building on the lot) and changes in lot patterns. Another factor may be the
loss of mature vegetation and trees. Overall the loss of neighborhood character and
development changes may cause many impacts. There often is a sense of discomfort
from “crowding” or higher “density” or a loss of open space and related issues such as
decrease in sunlight due to shadowing by buildings, and privacy due to closeness and
height of structures. :

Over the last few years the City Council has adopted three ordinances to address either
building “bulk” or mansionization. Ordinance 2032 and 2061, adopted in 2002 and 2004
and applicable in the inland Area Districts, are intended to reduce the mass/bulk of single
family residences at the second story from the street (front) perspective. Ordinance 2050,
adopted in February, 2005 ! is intended to encourage older homes throughout the City to
be retained and upgraded at a moderate but functional size (maximum 2000 square feet).
In addition, the City Council is currently considering revisions to the City’s Tree
Ordinance to further protect and encourage retention of mature front yard trees.

Since 2004 Staff has made a number of presentations to the Planning Commission
regarding the second component of the Work Plan item, related to lot mergers. The past
focus has been on using lot merger regulations to control the building rather than the
land. The efforts have been to address the appearance of buildings — how well the
building mass is articulated or how a building is placed on the lot. (For example
increasing side setbacks on combined lots to compensate for open space that otherwise
would be provided between buildings on single lots.) This has been the focus because the
lot merger study so far has shown that, when lots are merged for a new home, more often
the overall amount of open space increases and building square footage decreases
compared to what is typically constructed on individual lots. Further study related to lot

mergers will begin later this year.

Contiguous lots are required to be “merged” when a building straddles a property line;

such lots legally become one larger parcel The “assembling” of lots occurs when an
owner acquires one or more contiguous lots or portions of lots. '

In many cases such assembled lots are improved or used such that no construction
extends over any lot line. One lot may be developed with a main residence and
additional lots may be used as a yard or for moderately sized accessory structures. Such
situations may be difficult to identify since the lots retain their original configuration, and
therefore it is hard to say how many of these types of developments exist. Staff believes,
however, that this particular trend is occurring more often in Area District I, especially in
the “Hill Section” but the trend is also occurring in the “Tree Section” in Area District II
“and near the beach in Area District . The proposed ordinance is not intended to

address these situations.

The main concern would be those cases where lots are legally merged for large buildings
where construction would extend over a lot line and the more lots that are combined, the
bigger the building that may result. The purpose of this report is to address the Work

! Not yet effective in coastal zone



Plan, where the focus is on the land and controlling mansionization by setting a
maximum lot size for newly created lots.

Existing Lot Area Standards
Section 10.12.030 of the Municipal Code and Section A.12.030 of the Local Coastal

Program contain standards for minimum lot area expressed in square feet for each
district. Area District 1 encompasses the Hill Section and the Eastside, south of
Manhattan Beach Boulevard. Area District II is the Tree Section, Manhattan Village, and
the Eastside, north of Manhattan Beach Boulevard. Area District III is the Beach Area,
including Downtown, and neighborhoods such as Grandview and the top of the Dune,
Highland North End and a portion of the Tree Section. Area District IV is El Porto.

Table 1 below summarizes the current minimum lot area standard for residential
properties by Area District. The requirement is the same in both the Municipal Code and

Local Coastal Program.
Table 1: Minimum Lot Area

Area District 1 I III and IV
(Inland — north) (Inland — south) Beach Areas
Minimum Lot Area | 7,500 square feet | 4,600 square feet 2,700 square feet

The potential size of a home, expressed as “buildable floor area” (BFA) generally
increases as lot size increases. Table 2 below is intended to show the maximum BFA that
is allowed when lots are combined, compared to a single lot, for the predominant zoning
districts in each area. These are the RS zones in Districts I and II, the RM zone in
District III and RH zone in District IV. The amounts shown do not take into account
application of other development standards such as open space in the beach area, or
second story setback in the inland areas.

Table 2: Allowed Building Size Per Lot Area

Inland Area Beach Area

Area District I I I1I v

Allowed Buildable Area (11ot) | 5,115s | 3,220 sf° 4,320 sf' 4,590 sf®

| Allowed Buildable Area (2 lots) | 9,990 sf 6,200 sf 8,640 sf 9,180 sf

Allowed Buildable Area (3 lots) | 14,865 sf 9,210 sf 12,960 sf 13,770 sf

As shdwn in Table 2, the largest homes can be built in the Hill Section or Eastside south
of Manhattan Beach Boulevard (Area District I) where the largest lots are located. In the

2 BFA formula: .65 x lot area + 240 sf. Appliesto AD 1 & 1, lots >4,800 sf,
3 BEA formula: .7 x lot area. Applies to AD I &I, lots <4,800 sf

4 BFA formula: 1.6 x lot area. Applies to AD III

5 BFA formula: 1.7 x [ot area, Applies to AD IV



beach area, because lots are small, and because of other requirements such as open space,
often the maximum allowed building area cannot be realized. But the bigger the site
area, achieved through consolidating lots, and without any other zoning controls, the
maximum building areas might be attainable. In the inland areas, in both Area Districts I
and I it is possible to achieve the maximum allowed area, however, the smaller the lot is,
or depending on how large a yard is created, the more probable it is that some building

area will be placed underground.

In 2002, in the first “bulk/volume” ordinance, the Council relaxed basement regulations.
Prior, any basement area that was designed to be habitable would have counted in the
total BFA that is allowed. Currently all habitable area that is placed entirely subterranean
is exempted from being counted toward the allowed BFA. As a result basements have
become much more common, however basements have issues that should be considered,
such as the much higher cost, need to provide adequate light and ventilation and
waterproofing. Therefore if one wants to avoid a basement, but desires a larger home
than allowed on a single lot, one must consider acquiring more land.

The attached maps of all Area Districts, utilizing August 2004 data show individual
parcels and highlight any that exceed the proposed maximum lot area. These parcels and
any others that have subsequently been legally merged and exceed the proposed
maximum lot area will be exempted from the new standard. The map also documents the
percentage of parcels in the City that would be exempted, and in each District this
amount is less than 2% of all parcels and probably less than 1% when eliminating
schools, churches and other large institutional sites.

Proposed Code

The attached Resolution contains the language that would be inserted into the Municipal |

Code Zoning Ordinance and Local Coastal Program zoning code to implement the new
maximum lot size policy. Section 10.12.030 would be amended in the property

SiLe peAlgy.

development matrix, listing the specific maximum lot area for each area-and a new
Section 10.12.052 (Municipal Code) and Section A.12.040 (Coastal Zomng) are almost

identical and will read as follows:
%10.12.052. Maximum lot area for all residential districts

No lot in any residential zoning district in- the City including commercial
districts where residential development may occur shall exceed more than

_ twice the square footage of the minimum lot area for that zoning district.
Provided, however that any lot in excess of that limit which has been legally
created prior to October 1, 2005 shall be exempt from this limitation but may
not be increased in area beyond the boundaries in place on that date. In
addition properties that are zoned RM, RH and CL in Area Districts I and II
that are developed with three or more dwelling units shall also be exempt
from this requirement.”



The new standard will apply to all zones that permit residential development in Area
Districts III (RS, RM, RH) and IV (El Porto, RH only). In Area Districts [ and IT where
the multi-family lots and right-of-ways are larger and where the majority of multi-family
housing is being developed (typically condominiums), properties that are developed with
at least three dwelling units would be exempted. This exemption is being provided
because often multi-family projects need to merge lots to have adequate land to provide
all desired amenities and to provide for all code required elements such as open space,
parking spaces, unit storage, driveway access, and enlarged side yards. Additional land
area is also necessary to enhance design flexibility so that the building, comprised of
individual units is attractive. The minimum threshold of three units is suggested to
preclude a developer from assembling several lots in Area Districts I and II, and then
minimally developing one or two very small units, which when attached to a very large
home, would be exempted from the maximum lot area standard if this threshold is not

included.

General Plan and Local Coastal Program (LCP) Consistency

Pursuant to Section 10.96.050 of the Municipal Code, the Planning Commission has the
duty to conduct a public hearing on these code amendments. Subject to testimony
received, the Commission must make findings as to whether the proposal is consistent
with the General Plan and objectives of the Zoning Ordinance, and make a
recommendation to the City Council. The Commission must also make findings
regarding consistency with coastal policies. Subsequent to the Planning Commission’s
action, the amendment and record of the Commission hearing will be forwarded to the
City Council which will conduct another public hearing, in the form of two proposed
Ordinances, one to amend the Municipal Code, and the other to amend the Local Coastal

Program.

Upon adoption, the new standard will become effective in 30 days in Area Districts I and
IL. The Local Coastal Program amendment will be forwarded to the Coastal Commission
for certification. Until the amendment is certified, Staff will enforce the standard in the
coastal zone, however, because, when such a conflict exists, the most restrictive standard

applies.

The proposed amendments will be consistent with and facilitate the following General
Plan goals and policies:

Goal LU-4 of the Land Use Element which seeks to preserve the features of
neighborhoods and develop solutions tailored to each neighborhood’s unique
characteristics. By limiting lot size the patterns of existing lots and development
will be maintained. ‘

Policy 1.U-2.2 of the Land Use Element which seeks to preserve and encourage
private open space on residential lots city-wide. - By limiting lot size, housing size
will be restricted and open space will be maintained as traditional building setback
patterns will be adhered to. '



Policy 3.3 of the Housing Element which states that the City will promote the
development of new housing pursuant to the City’s Land Use Element and Local
Coastal Program. The proposed amendment is found to be consistent with the

Land Use Element and Local Coastal Program.

Policy 5.2 of the Housing Element which states that the City will continue to
support a diversity of housing types to accommodate existing and future needs.
This will occur in two ways: 1) by exempting the multi-family properties in Area
Districts T and II, that have at least 3 dwelling units, development of apartments
and condominiums will be encouraged, and 2) by limiting development on no
more than two continuous standard sized lots, the standard sized lots in the City
will remain available for development of separate housing units.

- ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION

The proposed amendments are a statutory exemption from CEQA pursuant to Guidelines,
Section 15061 (b) (3) in that the changes consist of a clarification and minor modification
of lighting regulations and with implementation, it can be seen with certainty that no
significant adverse environmental impacts would result.

PUBLIC NOTICE

A large display notice of this hearing was published in the September 29, 2005 edition of
the Beach Reporter. Staff has received no written or other communications.

CONCLUSION

Mansionization has been a concern of the City in that small homes are being demolished
at a high rate and are being replaced with much larger homes, in some cases on sites
formed by combining lots and building over the original lot lines. If three or more lots are
combined to create a single large lot amidst smaller building sites, the pattern of
development is interrupted and character of such a neighborhood is in jeopardy. The City
Council in its current Work Plan is committed to addressing impacts from
mansionization, and this proposed zoning and coastal amendment, is one component of
that commitment. The establishment of a maximum lot size is appropriate for all Area
Districts and zones. The multi-family zones in Area Districts I and II however should be

exempted for multi-family development for properties with at least three units.

The proposed amendments are consistent with the Manhattan Beach General Plan and
Local Coastal Program, and in conjunction with other measures, will serve to protect the
existing residential neighborhoods.

Attachments:
A. Draft Resolution PC 05 -
B. Minutes: July, 2005 Joint Commission/Council Meeting

C. Area District Maps



RESOLUTION NO. PC 05-XX
(MDRAFT)

RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION
OF THE CITY OF MANHATTAN BEACH
RECOMMENDING TO ADD SECTION 10.12.052 AND
AMEND SECTION 10.12.030 OF CHAPTER 10.12 OF
TITLE 10 OF THE MANHATTAN BEACH
MUNICIPAL CODE (THE ZONING ORDINANCE)
AND TO ADD SECTION A.12.040 AND AMEND
SECTION A.12.030 OF THE MANHATTAN BEACH
LOCAL COASTAL PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION
PROGRAM ESTABLISHING A MAXIMUM LOT
SIZE FOR ALL RESIDENTIAL ZONES

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

SECTION 1. The Planning Commission hereby makes the following findings:

A.

Pursuant to applicable law, the Planning Commission conducted a duly noticed
public hearing on October 12, 2005 regarding the proposed Code Amendments
which relate to establishing a maximum lot size for residential properties in Area
Districts L, I, II and IV, and public testimony was invited and recetved.

Public notice included a one-quarter page display ad published on September 29,
2005 in The Beach Reporter, a newspaper of general circulation in Manhattan

Beach.
The applicant for the subject project is the City of Manhattan Beach.

The purpose of the proposed Amendments is to limit residential building sites to a
maximum size, with exception of properties located in Area Districts I and II
developed for high density housing. This action is in recognition that
mansionization is occurring in the City, whereby extremely large homes are
replacing small homes, on consolidated standard sized lots. This trend results in an
impression of unrelieved building bulk screening out light and air and dwarfing
existing standard sized buildings in neighborhood. Such effects can be controlled in
part by limiting the size of a single building site.

Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the Manhattan
Beach CEQA Guidelines, the subject Amendments are exempt in that they are
covered by the general rule that CEQA [Section 15061 (3)] only applies to projects
which have the potential for causing a significant effect on the environment, and
since it can be seen with certainty that there is no possibly that the activity will have
a significant effect on the environment, the activity is not subject to CEQA; and,




RESOLUTION NO. PC 05-XX

_F. The proposed amendments have been prepared in accordance with the provisions of
Title 7, Division 1, Chapter 4, Section No. 65853, et seq., of the State of California

Government Code.

G. The Plamning Commission finds that the project will not individually nor
cumulatively have an adverse effect on wildlife resources, as defined in Section

711.2 of the Fish and Game Code.

H. The proposed amendment to the Title 10 of the Municipal Code (Zoning Ordinance)
and Local Coastal Program (Title A, Chapter 2) are consistent with and will advance
the following goals and policies of the Manhattan Beach General Plan:

Goal LU-4 of the Land Use Element which seeks to preserve the features of
neighborhoods and develop solutions tailored to each neighborhood’s
unique characteristics. By limiting lot size the patterns of existing lots and
development will be maintained. :

Policy LU-2.2 of the Land Use Element which seeks to preserve and
encourage private open space on residential lots city-wide. By limiting lot
size, housing size will be restricted and open space will be maintained as
traditional building setback patterns will be adhered to.

Policy 3.3 of the Housing Element which states that the City will promote
the development of new housing pursuant to the City’s Land Use Element
and Local Coastal Program. The proposed amendment is found to be
consistent with the Land Use Element and Local Coastal Program.

Policy 5.2 of the Housing Element which states that the City will continue
to support a diversity of housing types to accommodate existing and future
needs. This will occur in two ways: 1) by exempting the multi-family
properties in Area Districts I and II, that have at least 3 dwelling units,

development of apartments and condominiums will be encouraged, and .

2) by limiting development on no more than two continuous standard
sized lots, the standard sized lots in the City will remain available for
development of separate housing units.

L. The pfoposed amendments to the Manhattan Beach Local Coastal Program (Title A,
Chapter 2) are consistent with and will advance the following policies of the City’s

certified Local Coastal Program:

Policy II.B.1: Maintain building scale in coastal zone residential
neighborhoods consistent with coastal zoning regulations.

Policy [I.B.2: Maintain residential building bulk control established by
development standards contained in the Local Coastal Program



RESOLUTION NO. PC 05-XX

Implementation Plan.

SECTION 2. The City Council of the City of Manhattan Beach hereby approves adding
a new section 10.12.052 to the Manhattan Beach Municipal Code to read as follows:

%10.12.052. Maximum lot area for all residential districts

No lot in any residential zoning district in the City including commercial
districts where residential development may occur shall exceed more than
twice the square footage of the minimum lot area for that zoning district.
Provided, however that any lot in excess of that limit which has been legally
created prior to October 1, 2005 shall be exempt from this limitation but may
not be increased in area beyond the boundaries in place on that date. In
addition properties that are zoned RM, RH and CL in Area Districts I and II
that are developed with three or more dwelling units shall also be exempt
from this requirement.”

SECTION 3. The Planning Commission of the City of Manhattan Beach hereby
approves inserting (after Minimum Lot Dimensions) a new regulation Maximum Lot
Area with related maximum lot size square footage and Additional Regulation (U), in the

tables and list of Additional Development Regulations in Section 10.12.030 entitled .

Property development regulations: RS, RM and RH districts of the Manhattan Beach of
the Manhattan Beach Municipal Code to read as follows:

“PROPERTY DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS FOR AREA DISTRICTSTIAND II

Area Area Area ||Area ||Area |lArea jAdditional
District ||District |District||District|[District)District Regulations
I RS IRM (IRH 1T I RM {1l RH
Maximum[15,000 [15,000 |[15,000 119,200 19,200 9,200 (V)
Lot
Area (sq.
f)

PROPERTY DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS FOR AREA DISTRICTS I AND IV

Area Area Area Area Additional
District |[District ||District ||District |Regulations

MRS |MRM |DIRH (IVRH
Maximum 2,700 2,760 (2700 (27000 (V)
LotArea || €4 ||S-eu  Jleomw TN

i

ey

(U) See 10.12.52 Maximum lot area for all residential districts.”
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SECTION 4. The City Council of the City of Manhattan Beach hereby approves adding
a new section A.12.040 to the Manhattan Beach Local Coastal Program Implementation

Program to read as follows:

“A.12.040 Maximum lot area for all residential districts

No Iot in any residential zoning district in the City including commercial
districts where residential development may occur shall exceed more than
twice the square footage of the minimum lot area for that zoning district.
Provided, however that any lot in excess of that limit which has been legally
created prior to October 1, 2005 shall be exempt from this limitation but may
not be increased in size beyond the boundaries in place on that date. ™

SECTION 5. The Planning Commission of the City of Manhattan Beach hereby
approves inserting (after Minimum Lot Dimensions) a new regulation entitled Maximum
Lot Area with related maximum lot size square footage and Additional Regulation (T), in
the tables and list of Additional Development Regulations in Section A.12.030 entitled
Property development regulations: RM and RH districts of the Manhattan Beach Local
Coastal Program Implementation Program to read as follows:

“PROPERTY DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS FOR AREA DISTRICTS III AND IV

Area |Area Area Area Additional
District Il |District III |District III |[District IV [[Regulations
Maximum 5,400 5,400 5,400 5,400 (T)
Lot Area
(sq. ft.)

(T) See A.12.040 Maximum lot area for all residential districts.”

SECTION 6. Pursuant to Government Code Section 66499.37, 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.

SECTION 7. If any sentence, clause, or phrase of this resolution is for any reason held to
be unconstitutional or otherwise invalid, such decision shall not affect the validity of the
remaining provisions of this resolution. The Planning Commission hereby declares that
it would have passed this resolution and each sentence, clause or phrase thereof
irrespective of the fact that any one or more sentences, clauses or phrases be declared
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~ RESOLUTION NO. PC 05-XX {

unconstitutional or-otherwise invalid.

SECTION 8. Any provisions of the Manhattan Beach Municipal Code, or appendices
thereto, or any other resolution of the City, to the extent that they are inconsistent with
this resolution, and no further, are hereby repealed.

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
October 12, 2005 and that said Resolution was

adopted by the following votes:
AYES:

NOES:

ABSENT:

ABSTAIN:

RICHARD THOMPSON
Secretary to the Planning Commission

SARAH BOESCHEN
Recording Secretary

RI H:CodeAmendments/Maximum_Lot_Size/PCResodraft



CITY COUNCIL
AND THE />
PLANNING COMMISSION
JULY 26, 2005

The Adjourned Regular Joint Meeting of the City Council and the Planning Commission of the
City of Manhattan Beach, California, was held on the 26" day of July, 2005 at the hour of 6:40
p.m., at the Creative Arts Center, at 1560 Manhattan Beach Boulevard, in said City.

ROLL CALL

Present: City Council: Tell, Aldinger, Montgomery, Ward and Mayor Fahey.
Planning Commissioners: Simon, Schlager, Bohner, Lesser and Chairperson
Savikas. '
Staff: City Manager Dolan, Community Development Director Thompson,
Senior Planner Jester, Senior Planner Lackow and Associate Planner Moreno.

Absent: None.
Clerk: Dolan (Acting).
AUDIENCE PARTICIPATION

Laura Cohen, No Address Provided, indicated that she is interested in the pfoposed Lot
Merger Ordinance and expressed concerns about the standards, particularly the increased
setbacks, that were proposed but not approved last year for oversized lots.

SCHEDULED

05/0726.1 __Discussion Regarding . Lot Mergers, Establishing Maximum Lot Size and
Developer Incentives to Reduce Mansionization

The City Council, Planning Commission and Staff discussed the issues as outlined in the staff
report which will be studied by staff in the following order and presented to-the Planning
Commission for recommendations to the City Council:

e 1. Maximum Lot Size
Staff will propose maximum Jot sizes for various residential zones.

e 2. Standards for Merging Lots
Staff will propose standards for merging residential lots, including looking at reduced

Buildable Floor Area.

e 3. Possible Development Incentives to Reduce Mansionization
Staff will propose various possible incentives as a way to address mansionization.

These items will be studied after the Tree Ordinance Revisions Work Plan item.

EXHIBIT
B

Joint City Council/Planning Commission Meeting Minutes of July 26, 2005 i
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Area District III-IV
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lot size > 5,400 sf = 56 O
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Area District III-IV
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CITY OF MANHATTAN BEACH
DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

STAFF REPORT
TO: " Planning Commission Q’ /(
FROM: Richard Thompson, Director of Coz " Development C‘d&v"

Rosemary Lackow, Senior Plann

DATE: November 9, 2005

SUBJECT: Proposed Zoning Code Amendments Revising Title 10 of the Municipal
Code (The Zoning Ordinance) and Title A of the Local Coastal Program
(LCP) for the Purpose of Establishing a Maximum Lot Size for

Residential Properties

RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the Commission CONDUCT the PUBLIC HEARING and
ADOPT the attached Resolution (Exhibit A) recommending that a maximum lot size be
established for residential properties.

BACKGROUND

On June 24, 2005 the City Council held their annual Work Plan Meeting and developed
the 2005-2007 Work Plan. The Work Plan included an jtem regarding mansionization.
Mansionization has been a concern in that small homes are being demolished at a high
rate and are being replaced with much larger homes, in some cases on sites formed by
combining lots and building over the original lot lines.

A joint meeting was subsequently held on July 26, at which the City Council, Planning
Commission and Staff discussed this issue. There was a consensus that steps should be
taken to address mansionization in Manhattan Beach. The City Council directed Staff to:
1) review the possibility of establishing a maximum lot size in the Zoning Ordinance, 2)
review a past Work Plan item regarding zoning regulations on merged lots and 3)
consider establishing development incentives in exchange for development benefits.

On October 12, 2005 the Planning Commission conducted a public hearing on the first
component of this Work Plan item, relating to establishing a new maximum lot size
standard. At that meeting, the Planning Commission discussed the proposed ordinance
but received no public testimony (see minutes, Exhibit B). The Commission continued
the public hearing to this date to allow more opportunity for public input.



DISCUSSION

Proposed Ordinance
The intent of the proposed ordinance is generally to limit the amount of land or lots that

could be merged to form a larger parcel, thereby preserving the existing lot and
development pattern in a neighborhood. This could also indirectly limit the size of
structures being built on single lots. Specifically, the proposal is to establish a maximum
size for a building site or parcel of land (if being enlarged in the future) to an amount
equivalent to twice the prescribed minimum lot size currently in the zoning regulations.
The minimum lot size varies depending on the applicable zoning designation and area of

the City.

For example, in Area District ITI in the beach area, a lot must have a minimum of 2,700
square feet of land but if this ordinance is adopted, the total size of a single lot or building
site could not exceed 5,400 square feet of land (2 times 2,700 square feet). The proposed
ordinance would not limit the number of contiguous lots that can be owned by someone,
but it would limit the amount of land area that can be merged for development. Staff has
prepared a graphic (Exhibit C) to illustrate in two scenarios, how the proposed ordinance
would theoretically apply to a typical site in the beach area comprised of three contiguous

lots.

Exemptions »
The new standard is proposed to apply to all zones that permit residential development in

Area Districts III (RS, RM, RH) and IV (El Porto, RH only). Two exemptions are
included, however, that would waive the standard for the following: 1) Any lot in excess
of the maximum lot size limit which has been legally created prior to October 1, 2005,
but would not be allowed to be increased in lot area beyond the parcel boundaries in
place on that date, and 2) Any property that is zoned RM, RH and CL in Area Districts I
and 11 that is developed with three or more dwelling units.

The purpose of the first exemption is so that existing building sites already comprised of
merged lots that exceed the new building site limit will not be rendered “nonconforming”
by this ordinance. The purpose of the second exemption is to encourage multi-family

housing in the districts where permitted.

Public notice -

The Planning Commission directed that Staff notify property owners of more than two
contiguous lots, so that the owners could learn about this proposal and have an
opportunity to express their opinion to the Planning Commission in the public hearing.
The attached notice was therefore sent to approximately 40 owners who were identified
as owning multiple contiguous lots (Exhibit D). Staff has not been able to examine each
site with respect to the applicability of the ordinance but has encouraged each owner to
contact the City for further information and to participate in the public hearing. Staff also
sent the same notice to several architects or designers. No further input has been received

at the writing of this report.



Background reference materials

Besides the draft Resolution, which contains the proposed code text changes, other
background materials are available for reference. The October 12, 2005 Staff Report to
the Commission (with attachments) can be accessed on the City’s website:
www.citymb.info/commissions  (Planning Commission meeting index, October 12,

2005.)

CONCLUSION

The City Council is committed to addressing impacts from mansionization, and this
proposed zoning amendment is one component of that commitment. The establishment
of 2 maximum lot size, with certain exemptions is appropriate for all Area Districts and
zones. The proposed amendments are consistent with the Manhattan Beach General Plan
and Local Coastal Program, and in conjunction with other measures, will serve to protect

the existing residential neighborhoods.

Attachments:
Exhibit A.  Draft Resolution PC 05 -
Exhibit B.  Minutes: Planning Commission October 12,2005
Exhibit C.  Graphic: Applicability of Proposed Ordinance
Exhibit D.  Public Hearing Notice: October 31, 2005

(WA



RESOLUTION NO. PC 05-XX .
(DRAFT) [>

RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION
OF THE CITY OF MANHATTAN BEACH
RECOMMENDING TO ADD SECTION 10.12.052 AND
AMEND SECTION 10.12.030 OF CHAPTER 10.12 OF

" TITLE 10 OF THE MANHATTAN BEACH
MUNICIPAL CODE (THE ZONING ORDINANCE)
AND TO ADD SECTION A.12.040 AND AMEND
SECTION A.12.030 OF THE MANHATTAN BEACH
LOCAL COASTAL PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION
PROGRAM ESTABLISHING A MAXIMUM LOT
SIZE FOR ALL RESIDENTIAL ZONES

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

SECTION 1. The Planning Commission hereby makes the following findings:

A. Pursuant to applicable law, the Planning Commission conducted a duly noticed
public hearing on October" 12, 2005 regarding the proposed Code Amendments
which relate to establishing a maximum lot size for residential properties in Area
Districts L, IL, Il and IV, and public testimony was invited and received.

B. Public notice included a one-quarter page display ad published on September 29,
2005 in The Beach Reporter, a newspaper of general circulation in Manhattan

Beach.
C. The applicant for the subject project is the City of Manhattan Beach.

D. The purpose of the proposed Amendments is to limit residential building sites to a
maximum size, with exception of properties located in Area Districts I and II
developed for high density housing.  This action is In recognition that
mansionization is occurring in the City, whereby extremely large homes are
replacing small homes, on consolidated standard sized lots. This trend results in an
impression of unrelieved building bulk screening out light and air and dwarfing
existing standard sized buildings in neighborhood. Such effects can be controlled in

part by limiting the size of a single building site.

E. Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the Manhattan
Beach CEQA Guidelines, the subject Amendments are exempt in that they are
covered by the general rule that CEQA [Section 15061 (3)] only applies to projects
which have the potential for causing a significant effect on the enviromment, and
since it can be seen with certainty that there is no possibly that the activity will have
a significant effect on the environment, the activity is not subject to CEQA; an

EXCHIBIT |
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F. The proposed amendments have been prepared in accordance with the provisions of
Title 7, Division 1, Chapter 4, Section No. 65853, et seq., of the State of California

Government Code.

G. The Planning Commission finds that the project will not individually nor
cumulatively have an adverse effect on wildlife resources, as defined in Section

711.2 of the Fish and Game Code.

H. The proposed amendment to the Title 10 of the Municipal Code (Zoning Ordinance)
and Local Coastal Program (Title A, Chapter 2) are consistent with and will advance
the following goals and policies of the Manhattan Beach General Plan:

Goal LU-4 of the Land Use Element which seeks to preserve the features of
neighborhoods and develop solutions tailored to each neighborhood’s
unique characteristics. By limiting lot size the patterns of existing lots and
development will be maintained.

Policy LU-2.2 of the Land Use Element which seeks to preserve and
encourage private open space on residential lots city-wide. By limiting lot
size, housing size will be restricted and open space will be maintained as
traditional building setback pattems will be adhered to.

Policy 3.3 of the Housing Element which states that the City will promote
the development of new housing pursuant to the City’s Land Use Element
and Local Coastal Program. The proposed amendment is found to be
consistent with the Land Use Element and Local Coastal Program.

Policy 5.2 of the Housing Element which states that the City will continue
to support a diversity of housing types to accommodate existing and future
needs. This will occur in two ways: 1) by exempting the multi-family
properties in Area Districts I and II, that have at least 3 dwelling units,
development of apartments and condominiums will be encouraged, and
2) by limiting development on no more. than two continuous standard
sized lots, the standard sized lots in the City will remain available for
development of separate housing units. '

1. The proposed amendments to the Manhattan Beach Local Coastal Program (Title A,
Chapter 2) are consistent with and will advance the following policies of the City’s
certified Local Coastal Program: :

Policy I1B.1: Maintain building scale in coastal zone residential
neighborhoods consistent with coastal zoning regulations.

Policy ILB.2: Maintain residential building bulk control established by
development standards contained in the ILocal Coastal Program
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Implementation Plan.

SECTION 2. The City Council of the City of Manhattan Beach hereby approves adding
a new section 10.12.052 to the Manhattan Beach Municipal Code to read as follows:

“10.12.052. Maximum lot area for all residential districts

No lot in any residential zoning district in the City including commercial
districts where residential development may occur shall exceed more than
twice the square footage of the minimum lot area for that zoning district.
Provided, however that any lot in excess of that limit which has been legally
created prior to October 1, 2005 shall be exempt from this limitation but may
not be increased in area beyond the boundaries in place on that date. In
addition properties that are zoned RM, RH and CL in Area Districts I and II
that are developed with three or more dwelling units shall also be exempt
from this requirement.”

SECTION 3. The Planning Commission of the City of Manhattan Beach hereby
approves inserting (after Minimum Lot Dimensions) a new regulation Maximum Lot
Area with related maximum lot size square footage and Additional Regulation (U), in the
tables and list of Additional Development Regulations in Section 10.12.030 entitled
Property development regulations: RS, RM and RH districts of the Manhattan Beach of
the Manhattan Beach Municipal Code to read as follows:

“PROPERTY DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS FOR AREA DISTRICTS I AND I

Area Area Area ||Area ||Area ||Area |Additional
District |District [District District/|District/District Regulations
[Rs IRM |IRH |1 |RM |LRH
Maximumi{15,000 {15,000 15,000 19,200 9,200 (9,200 (V)
Lot
Area (sq.
f)

" PROPERTY DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS FOR AREA DISTRICTS Il AND IV

Area Area Area Area Additional
District |[District |[District ||District Regulations
IMaximum  |5,400 5,400 5,400 5,400 )
Lot Area
(sq. ft.)

(U) See 10.12.52 Maximum lot area for all residential districts.”
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SECTION 4. The City Council of the City of Manhattan Beach hereby approves adding
a2 new section A.12.040 to the Manhattan Beach Local Coastal Program Implementation

Program to read as follows:
“A.12.040 Maximum lot area for all residential districts

No lot in any residential zoning district in the City including commercial
districts where residential development may occur shall exceed more than
twice the square footage of the minimum lot area for that zoning district.
Provided, however that any lot in excess of that limit which has been legally
created prior to October 1, 2005 shall be exempt from this limitation but may
not be increased in size beyond the boundaries in place on that date. ”

SECTION 5. The Planning Commission of the City of Manhattan Beach hereby

‘approves inserting (after Minimum Lot Dimensions) a new regulation entitled Maximum
Lot Area with related maximum lot size square footage and Additional Regulation (T), in
the tables and list of Additional Development Regulations in Section A.12.030 entitled
Property development regulations: RM and RH districts of the Manhattan Beach Local
Coastal Program Implementation Program to read as follows:

“PROPERTY DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS FOR AREA DISTRICTS III AND IV

Area |Area Area Area Additional
District III |District ITT || District 11 District IV |Regulations
RS RM . RH . RI{
Maximum {5,400 5,400 5,400 5,400 (T)
Lot Area '
(g ft) 0 b

(T) See A.12.040 Maximum lot area for all residential districts.”

SECTION 6. Pursuant to Government Code Section 66499.37, 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.

SECTION 7. If any sentence, clause, or phrase of this resolution is for any reason held to
be unconstitutional or otherwise invalid, such decision shall not affect the validity of the
remaining provisions of this resolution. The Planning Commission hereby declares that
it would have passed this resolution and each sentence, clause or phrase thereof
irrespective of the fact that any one or more sentences, clauses or phrases be declared



(VAR

RESOLUTION NO. PC 05-XX

unconstitutional or otherwise invalid.

SECTION 8. Any provisions of the Manhattan Beach Municipal Code, or appendices
thereto, or any other resolution of the City, to the extent that they are inconsistent with
this resolution, and no further, are hereby repealed.

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
November 9, 2005 and that said Resolution was
adopted by the following votes:

AYES:
NOES:

ABSENT:

ABSTAIN:

RICHARD THOMPSON
Secretary to the Planning Commission

SARAH BOESCHEN
Recording Secretary

RI H:CodeAmendments/Maximum_Lot_Size/PCResodraft
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Page 4

Vice-Chairperson Simon commented that he agrees with all of the comments e other
Commissioners. He commended staff’s work with the developer, and he 1 ased that the
developer feels the project has been improved by staff. He indicated that pports the project.

A motion was MADE and SECODED (Lesser/Schlager) to OVE the attached Resolution
for a Use Permit and Vesting Tentative Tract Map 06178 allow construction of 11 residential
condominium units within three separate buildin er a basement level garage structure at

1617-1623 Artesia Boulevard

AYES: Bohner, Lesser, Sc , Vice-Chairperson Simon
NOES: None
ABSENT: i
ABSTAIN:

Directops#iompson explained the 15-day appeal period and stated that the item will be placed on
fty Council’s Consent Calendar for their review on November 1, 2005.

05/1012.2 Code Amendment to Title 10 of the Municipal Code and Title A of the Local
Coastal Program for the Purpose of Establishing a Maximum Lot Size for

Residential Properties

Director Thompson commented that the proposal is a result of a long term priority of the City
Coungcil to address mansionization. He said that establishing a maximum lot size is one of three
issues to address mansionization that are planned to come before the Commission. He indicated
that a review of lot merger regulations and considering development incentives in exchange for
development benefits will come before the Commission in the future.

Senior Planner Lackow summarized the staff report. She commented that the purpose of the
work plan item is to preserve neighborhood character within the City that could potentially be
impacted by lot mergers. She stated that the subject proposal is to limit lot size and does not
directly address or limit building size. She indicated that currently the minimum lot size in Area
District I is 7,500 square feet; in Area District II is 4,600 square feet; and m Area Districts HI and

. IV is 2,700 square feet. She stated that the proposal is to limit the lot size for a residential

development to twice the minimum size that is permitted in the area in which the site is located.
She stated that the proposed regulation would apply in all residential zones and area districts;
would not apply to existing large lots already over twice the permitted lot size; and would
include an exemption for multifamily development. She said that with the new restriction, the
maximum lot size would be 15,000 for Area District I; 9,200 for Area District IL; and 5,400 for

‘Area Districts Il and IV. She showed slides with examples of developments in different areas of

: EXHIBIT
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the City. She said that the decision of the Commission would be a recommendation forwarded to
the City Council. She indicated that another public hearing would be scheduled before the City

Council.

Commissioner Lesser indicated that the term “mansionization” is rather subjective and means
different things to different people. He commented that there are no people in the audience for
the hearing, and he requested information about the type of noticing that was done for the hearing
beyond the ad that was placed in the Beach Reporter. ‘

Senior Planner Lackow said that notice of the hearing was published as a display ad in the Beach
Reporter and on the City’s website. She said that staff did not individually notice homeowners.

Director Thompson said that the noticing for the hearing was appropriate and consistent with
noticing for Code amendments that would have a widespread impact. He said that there was not
a unique situation that staff identified in this case for noticing of individual property owners.

In response to a question from Commissioner Lesser, Director Thompson stated that there are
three properties on The Strand at 3™ Street which are owned by one person that could possibly be

merged and developed in the future.

In response to a question from Commissioner Lesser, Director Thompson indicated that staff
receives requests for approximately one merger per year, which have only been to merge two

lots.:

Commissioner Lesser requested information on what other cities have done to restrict lot sizes.

Director Thompson said that cities typically place a minimum and not a maximum for lot sizes.
He said that typically zoning codes have minimum standards such as for setbacks. He said that

he was not aware of other cities having to restrict lot size.

Commissioner Schlager asked whether lot owners of contiguous lots were provided notice of the
hearing. He said that he would not want to predispose a homeowner’s opinion about whether
they would wish to merge their lots. He indicated that he would be concerned about providing
adequate notice to homeowners that could be impacted, even though the legally required noticing

was provided.

Commissioner Schlager commented that he likes the idea of limiting lot size; however he wants
to be certain that anyone who is potentially impacted knows about the hearing. He said that it is
difficult many times for busy homeowners to catch an ad in the paper of the hearing. He said his
biggest concern was that a viable attempt should be made to notify potentially affected property

5
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owners of this matter.

Director Thompson said that it would be difficult to identify property owners who have an
intension of purchasing a contiguous lot sometime in the future. He said that placing a large
display ad in the Beach Reporter is the standard for noticing these types of regulations that are

generally and uniformly applied.

In response to a question from Commissioner Schlager, Senior Planner Lackow said staff arrived
at a maximum of two times the minimum lot size because the typical pattern has been for two
lots to be merged, and staff felt that an amount beyond that would be unusually large.

Director Thompson said that a trend has been established over time for two-lot mergers, which
has been accepted by residents. He said that staff has not received any requests to merge more
than two lots, and such a merger could impact the neighborhood and change the character of a

block.
Vice-Chairperson Simon opened the public hearing,

There being no one wishing to speak on the issue, Vice-Chairman Simon closed the public
hearing.

Vice-Chairperson Simon said that people who have an interest in an issue may be able to give
different perspectives and ideas to the Commission, and no such input was received for this
hearing. He stated that providing notice to owners of three contiguous properties who could be
impacted might be worthwhile even though he acknowledged that it 1s not possibie to identify
owners contemplating to merge more than two standard lots. He commented that he would hope
the owner of the three properties along The Strand at 3" Street was provided specific notice of
the proposal, since it would take away the right to merge those properties.

Commissioner Lesser said that he is generally in favor of the proposal; however, he too has a
problem with the noticing. He said that he would like staff to make an extra effort to identify and
notify property owners that could be affected and who might have objections. He commented
that he appreciates the generous size of the lots that would still be permitted if the Ordinance

‘were to be passed. He said that he feels it would be appropriate to renotice the hearing.

Commissioner Bohner said that he concurs with providing direct notice to people to the extent
that there is a viable method for identifying the people that would be impacted. He said that the
proposal for limiting lot size is in keeping with the general concept and policy goals of the City
Council to maintain the character of neighborhoods. He said that limiting lot size to two times
the minimum required are of lots is a viable formula, and he would not require any alternative

6
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formulas in light of the fact that it is a prospective plan and would not be applied retroactively to
the larger lots.

Commissioner Schiager said that he is satisfied with how staff reached the formula for the
maximum lot size. He said that limiting the size to two lots makes sense, and the formula should
be kept simple. He said that his main objection to acting on the proposal at this point 1s due to
concerns regarding the noticing that was provided. He said that if staff could give notice to those
residents who may be impacted, then those residents would have the opportunity to present a
different perspective. He said that he would like to have the Commission approve the Resolution
with all concerns addressed before a recommendation is forwarded to the Council.

Vice-Chairperson Simon suggested that architects and developers also be provided notice of the
hearing. '

Director Thompson said that staff will send out a.courtesy notice to all property owners that are
determined to be potentially impacted by the proposal. He said that staff will explain in the
notice what is being proposed and what impact it would have on their lots if, in the future they

wish to merge their lots to build larger homes.

Commissioner Schlager commented that he feels the Commission’s responsibility is to the
homeowners who have an interest in the community and not necessarily to the developers who

do not live in the City.

Commissioner Lesser stated that he is in favor of the proposal but is genuinely interested in
hearing viewpoints that may differ from his own, especially regarding any adverse impacts that
could result from restricting lot mergers. He noted that it may be a developer who would have

that insight.

A motion was MADE and SECONDED (Lesser/Schlager) to REOPEN ‘the hearing and
CONTINUE the hearing regarding a proposed Amendment of Title 10 of the Municipal Code
and Title A of the Local Coastal Program for the Purpose of Establishing a Maximum Lot Size
for Residential Properties to the meeting of November 9, 2005, with the direction that staff
attempt to improve upon the amount of public legal notice that has already been provided, and
that an additional courtesy notice should be provided to all property owners whom Staff

identifies could be impacted.

4

AYES: Bohner, Lesser, Schlager, Vice-Chairperson Simon

NOES: None
ABSENT:  Chairperson Savikas

ABSTAIN: None



Applicability of Proposed Ordinance

Theoretical situation: Owner of three contiguous standard
beach lots (2,700 square feet each) proposes 10 develop

site.

— [ o—
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Proposed ¢
building -———‘"‘9
Lotl] Lot2} Lot3
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Option 1: New home “footprint” extends over two internal lot lines,
merging three lots (to be prohibited).

Proposed - . v .
building !
Lot1] Lot2 | |(Lot3
L‘: B |

Option 2: New home “footprint” extends over one internal lot line,
merging two lots (to be allowed). If owner retains ownership of
third lot, that lot could be developed independently with a single
family dwelling or as a yard.




City of Manhattan Beach 3

Community Development

Phone: (310) 802-5500
FAX: (310) 802-5501
TDD: (310) 546-3501

October 31, 2005

Dear property owner and other interested parties:

You are hereby advised that the Manhattan Beach Planning Commission will be conducting a public
hearing to consider a proposed Lot Merger Ordinance. The proposed ordinance, as currently drafted,
would limit the size of a residential building site, if created by merging or combining lots, to a maximum
area equivalent to two times the applicable minimum lot size. For example, in the “beach area” of the
City, where the minimum size of a lot is 2,700 square feet, the proposed ordinance would prevent a
property owner from merging or combining contiguous properties if, as 2 result of combining, the lot

area would then exceed 5,400 square feet. However, using this same “beach area” example, the

proposed ordinance would not prevent an owner of such 5,400 square foot lot from using a third

contiguous lot (also under his/her ownership) as an accessory yard or developing the third contiguous lot
independently, provided there are no structures that extend over the lot line of the third lot onto the

adjoining 5,400 square foot lot.

This public hearing was initiated by the City Council and is part of a program intended to address
“mansionization”. Mansionization in this context is the construction of unusually large homes built on
unusually large building sites that are created by consolidating or merging contiguous lots. The City
Council’s concern is that such development, if it were to occur could disrupt the traditional development

pattern and alter the character of a neighborhood.
The Lot Merger Ordinance public hearing will be held:

November 9, 2005 (Wednesday), at 6:30 p.m.
City Council Chambers, City Hall
1400 Highland Avenue, Manhattan Beach.

Interested parties are encouraged to review the proposed ordinance and participate in the public hearing.
Further detailed information, including a detailed Staff Report dated October 12, 2005 is available
online at: www.citymb.info/commissions/planning commission/2005/20051012/max_lot size.pdf.
Copies of an updated Staff Report will also be available on the same Planning Commission web page
(11/09/05 agenda) after November 5, 2005. Correspondence may be submitted to the Planning
Commission in care of the Department of Community Development, and no later than Tuesday,
November 3% in order for such correspondence to be included in the 11/9/05 Staff Report. Letters
received after November 5th will be presented to the Planning Commission by Staff at the public
hearing. For further information, contact Rosemary Lackow, Senior Planner, at 802-5515, or by e-mail

at rlackow@citymb.info

Richard Thompson
Director of Community Development

EXHIBIT

City Hall Address: 1400 Highland Avenue, Manhattan Beach, GA 90266

Visit the City of Manhattan Beach web site at hitp://www.cityfnb.info




MANSIONIZATION COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS

3-15-07

1. Encourage the retention of existing smaller homes:
a. Administratively allow 100% remodel and an increase in BFA for existing non-conforming
small homes with a limit of 66% to 75% of BFA or 3,000 SF, whichever is less.
b. Administratively, with neighborhood notification, allow 100% remodel and an increase in
BFA for existing non-conforming homes with a limit of 66% to 75% of BFA, but no SF

cap.

¢. Remodel of existing home- Exception to bulk-volume additional 8% (6%) front yard
setback/open space requirement to allow a portion of the open space to be provided
elsewhere, if the percentage of the portion that is relocated is increased.

d. Bulk Volume- Remodel of existing homes on corner lots-Allow a percentage of the 8%
(6%) additional front yard open space to be provided on the streetside frontage.

2. New Residential standards:
a. Open space revisions:

1v.
V.
b. Setb.ac
i.
il.
1.
iv.
Notes:

1.

1.

1il.

Decrease the 8% bulk volume additional front yard setback to 6% and allow to
wrap around the comer in single family residential RS AD I and II.
Require 15% open space in the Beach Area on RS lots, the same as RM and RH
lots.
Eliminate the 350 SF open space cap.
Allow a larger percentage of the required open space to be located on the top
level.
Decks above the 2™ or 3™ story will be permitted if increased setbacks are
provided and deck is located adjacent to an indoor living area.

k revisions:
Eliminate the 5’ cap on side yard setbacks; 10% of lot width required with no
cap.
Increase the rear setback from 10’ to 12’ minimum and eliminate the 25’ cap,
AD I and IL
Increase the rear setback from 5’ to 10’ for RS Beach Area non-alley lots, 2,700
SF or larger in area
Decrease the maximum side/rear building wall height from 25’ to 24’ and apply
to corner side building walls also.

1 Provide a review process to allow consideration for a reduction to the side or rear
setback, or the 6% or 8% BV requirement for small, wide, shallow, and/or multiple
front yard lots that can not meet their BFA due to the proposed requirements.

2 Provide a review process to allow consideration of a reduction in the 15% open space
requirement for 1-story construction in the 2-story zones and 2-story construction in the
3-story zones.

ATTACHMENT 5



3. Lot Mergers
a. A clear purpose statement to clarify the intent of the proposed development policy.

b. Applies only to new mergers: Applies only to multiple lot building sites that meet the
new area criteria, if merged or in the process of merger after the effective date of the
Moratorium (April 3, 2007). Would not apply to existing building sites with multiple
adjoining lots under common ownership that have been legally merged or in the process
of merger prior to April 3, 2007. Existing common ownership lots with a total combined
building site that meets the new area criteria, with existing structures that cross property
lines but that have not been legally merged would be subject to the new regulations.

c. Has limits based on size of merged sites: Mergers containing lot area between
approximately 2 and 3 times the typical lot size in a particular neighborhood would
be subject to new regulations. Merged lots containing less than 2 times the typical
size would not be affected by the proposed standards. New lots having more than 3
times the typical lot size would be prohibited. For example, in Area District I the
minimum lot size standard is 7,500 square feet, and the Committee proposal would set
new standards for merged sites greater than 15,000 square feet (2 times 7,500) and less
than 22,500 square feet (3 times 7,500). A future merger or subdivision that would
create a site with 22,500 square feet or more would not be allowed.

The proposed range of lot area for each area of the City is based on the applicable
minimum lot area. The individual factors (e.g. for Area District II, range of 2.6 to 3.9
times the minimum lot area) being proposed are based on the range of typical lot sizes
" found within each Area District. If the ranges were too simple (e.g. just between 2 and
3 times), then the proposed standard would possibly apply to too few or too many lots
within each area.

d. Establishes new standards:

i. Require supplemental open space on the ground Jocated adjacent to a setback
(including side yards). The area would be 2 times the setback area that would be
required on the individual lots. The intent is to ensure that setback area that
would be lost between buildings on separate lots would be provided on a merged
site and would have to be located around the outside perimeter of the home to
mitigate bulk (as opposed to an interior open courtyard).

ii. Require a reduction in building height of 8’ (basically one story) for 25% of
the building, located adjacent to setbacks (for new buildings only). This is
intended to modulate the exterior building walls and mitigate bulk.

iii. Limit the overall building area to no more than 66% of the amount of
buildable floor area (BFA) allowed, to mitigate bulk.

iv. Require perimeter fencing (if proposed) to have variation to preclude the
appearance of a fortress or compound and to blend new buildings on merged lots
with traditional development patterns on surrounding standard lots.

Exemptions: RM, RH, and CL in Area Districts I and II with 3+ dwelling units.

3. Allow accessory structures (pools, extra garage, poolhouse, etc.) on adjacent common
ownership parcels without requiring the lots to be merged.

H:\Work Plan 2005-2007\MansionizationMANSIONIZATION COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS-3-1 5-07.doc
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MANSIONIZATION COMMITTEE
SUMMARY OF OPTIONS DISCUSSED BUT NOT RECOMMENDED
FEBRUARY 2006- MARCH 2007

Code Item Existing Code Requirement Proposed Options Comments
BFA- Buildable| RS, AD | and II- Lots > 4,800 SF-| Reduce to .60 + 240 SF Blanket reduction in BFA not
Floor Area Lot area X .65 + 240 SF= max the goal, focus on increasing
BFA open space and setbacks
Open Space Open space = to 15% of actual| Provide open space in RS in all Area| Beach Area 15% will be
BFA must be provided-Beach Area | Districts. Up to 25% in all areas. required. Inland areas the
RM and RH setbacks, and 6% BV provides
more quality and flexibility in
open space, Wwhile not
significantly impacting BFA.
25% is not equitable due to the
large variety of lot sizes,
shapes and types.
Open Space | Open space = to 15% of actual | Count basement SF toward 15% open | Basements need to be
required for | BFA must be provided. Basement | space requirement, the same as| encouraged and this could
basements area not counted as BFA and open | basement SF is counted for parking | possibly discourage them.
space not provided for basement| requirement. Would impact BFA.
SF.
Open Space- | Minimum 5 width, 48 SF area.| Increase dimension and SF, don't| Eliminating the 350 SF open
definition Front and side yards may be used | count front and side yards for| space " cap adequately

for min. dimension, not % or SF.
Rear yards count towards 15%.
Max. 75% covered by BFA, 3"
story open space not more than 3"
story BFA, pedestrian access
counts towards open space.

dimensions, don't count rear yards,
decrease the max. covered by BFA to
less than 75%, allow more open
space on 3 story, do not let
pedestrian access count towards open
space, require all open space on
ground level, limit height and
percentage of perimeter walls
surrounding open space.

increases and provides quality
open space.

ATTACHMENT 6




MANSIONIZATION COMMITTEE
SUMMARY OF OPTIONS DISCUSSED BUT NOT RECOMMENDED
FEBRUARY 2006- MARCH 2007

Code Item

Existing Code Requirement

Proposed Options

Comments

Setbacks- 6 or
8% bulk volume-
RS Beach Area

None required

Reguire 6 or 8% the same as Area
Districts | and

Require 15% open space
instead the same as the rest of
the Beach Area. Adding 6 or
8% BV also would be too
restrictive

Setbacks- 6 or| Max. 50% of the area counted | Increase % to more than 50% 8% BV decreased to 6%, and
8% bulk volume-| towards 6 or 8% BV may be deck combination of deck and other
deck area area areas for BV meets goal of
mitigated mass of building
Setbacks- corner | 1 foot setback on corner side- 2' to up to 10% of lot width corner| Significant change, will impact

lots- Beach Area

side- will provide opportunity for
projections to break up building wall
mass

ability to capture views, will
create many non-conformities

Setbacks- rear
yard- RM and RH

5’ rear alley setback

9’ rear alley to allow guest parking

Not focused on accomplishing
established goals.

Beach Area

condos

Setback Rear Balconies may project 3' into | Eliminate rear balcony projections to | Difficult for %2 lots to achieve
projections- setback preserve privacy required open space without
baiconies this projection.

Setback Rear covered patios- 3' setback, | Reduce setback and % of coverage Not considered a significant

projections-patios

can cover 40% of rear yard

problem, no change needed

Setback Chimneys allowed 0’ setback on| 5' setback for chimneys Not considered a significant
projections- rear problem, no change needed
chimneys
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