CITY OF MANHATTAN BEACH
DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

TO: Parking and Public Improvements Commission

FROM: Marisa Lundstedt, Director of Community Development

BY: Eric Haaland, Associate Planner

DATE: September 22, 2016

SUBJECT: Consideration of an Encroachment Permit Appeal Amendment to Allow

Retractable Awnings in the Public Right-of-Way — 117 Manhattan Beach
Boulevard (The Strand House)

RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends that the Commission REVIEW the request at 117 Manhattan Beach
Boulevard, The Strand House, to install retractable awnings in the Manhattan Beach Boulevard
public right of way, and PROVIDE a recommendation to the City Council.

BACKGROUND:

A major remodel to an existing restaurant building (Strand House) on the subject property was
approved by the City Council in 2011. The approval included permission for two balconies with
dining area to extend 5 feet into the public right-of-way over the Manhattan Beach Boulevard
sidewalk (Attachment B). City Council approval was specifically required as the encroaching
balconies contain active commercial use (dining) (MBMC 7.36.170 A - Attachment D).
Awnings, entries, and signs that extend into the right-of-way no more than the 3 feet are
commonly approved by Staff. Resolution No. 6304, condition No. 2, allows the dining balconies,
but prohibits any other right-of-way encroachments. The amendment request for the awnings
must therefore be approved by the City Council with a recommendation from the Parking and
Public Improvements Commission (PPIC).

DISCUSSION:

The submitted plan shows two new fabric awning structures being attached to the upper front
wall of an existing two-story restaurant building, capable of extending over the existing 5-foot by
16-foot balcony dining areas, and receding back to the face of the wall. An awning such as this,
that extended only 3 feet, and absent the special existing balcony approval, would involve only a
routine Staff-issued permit. Section 7.36.170 of the Municipal Code (attached) requires Council
approval of all but very standard commercial encroachment permits. The unique aspect of the
balcony encroachment approval led to the condition that restricted any additional encroachment
items.

The applicant’s attached request indicates the reasoning for the proposal is to provide safer cover
for balcony diners than the current umbrellas provide. The awnings shown in the attached



material have a low visual profile compared to many awnings and canopies typical of Downtown
commercial encroachments. Staff suggests requiring a low profile design if the applicant’s
request is approved.

Public Input
A notice of the Parking and Public Improvement Commission meeting was mailed to all property

owners within a 300-foot radius from the subject encroachment property. No public comments
had been received at the time of preparation of this report.

CONCLUSION:

Staff recommends that the Parking and Public Improvement Commission review the awning
proposal with respect to the existing balcony encroachment, and make a recommendation to the
City Council as to whether an amendment to the existing Encroachment Appeal, contained in
Resolution No. 6304, to allow retractable awnings to encroach 5 feet over the public right-of-
way, should be approved.

Attachments:

A. Vicinity Map and Photo

B. Resolution No. 6304

C. 2011 Background Material - MBMC 7.36.170
D. Encroachment Code excerpt

E. Applicant request/plans

cc: Mike Zislis, Applicant



Vicinity Map

117 Manhattan Beach Blvd.

Manhattan Bea
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HEREBY RESOLVE AS FOLLOWS:

findings:
A.

RESOLUTION NO. 6304

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
MANHATTAN BEACH, CALIFORNIA, APPROVING AN
ENCROACHMENT PERMIT REQUEST FOR AN EXISTING
RESTAURANT BUILDING ON THE PROPERTY LOCATED AT 117
MANHATTAN BEACH BOULEVARD IN THE CITY OF MANHATTAN
BEACH (MB Dining LLC/Strata)

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

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

The City Council conducted a public hearing on the proposed restaurant remodel project that
included a request for 5-foot wide dining balconies, and testimony was invited and received, on
April 5, 2011.

The applicant for the use permit amendment and encroachment permit is MB Dining LLC/Strata.

A commercial dining balcony encroachment requires separate City Council approval pursuant to
Section 7.36.170 M.B.M.C. The applicant appealed the Planning Commission’s approval of
February 23, 2011, in order to obtain the special encroachment approval from the City Council.

The City Council, at its regular meeting of April 5, 2011, conducted an appeal hearing, approved
the use permit amendment for the restaurant remodel, and indicated support for the special
encroachment request for two 5-foot wide balconies, and directed that a resolution for
encroachment approval be prepared.

The Planning Commission and City Council determined that a coastal development permit is not
required for the project, since it consists of an alteration to an existing restaurant building with no
change in land use intensity.

The project is Categorically Exempt (Class 1, Section 15301), from the requirements of the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) since it involves minor modification of an existing
facility.

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 encroachment, as conditioned herein, shall be implemented by Issuance of an
Encroachment Permit by the Community Development Director subject to the appropriate

procedures, as it is In accordance with the encroachment objectives of the Manhattan Beach
Municipal Code as follows:

a) The permit will not be materially detrimental to the public health, safety, convenience, and
welfare or injurious to property and improvements in the same vicinity and zone in which the
property is located; since sidewalk dining is permitted in the right of way, and a similar size
balcony projection is located adjacent to the project.

b} The granting of the encroachment permit will be in conformity with the policies and goals of
the General Plan.

¢) The proposed encroachment will comply with the provisions of MBMC Chapter 7.36,
including any conditions required.
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Res. 6304

d) The proposed encroachment will not encroach into the area of the right of way occupied by
an improved paved sidewalk or pedestrian or vehicular accessway or stairway, since the

balconies will be above the public sidewalk in conformance to Building Code standards for
vertical clearances.

e} The proposed encroachment will not reduce or adversely impact public pedestrian access

along the paved and improved portion of the sidewalk, walk street, alley or stairway and

does not reduce or adversely impact the vehicular access along the improved alley since the

balconies will be above the public sidewalk in conformance to Building Code standards for
vertical clearances.

f} The proposed encroachment will not impact public access to the shoreline, adequate public

access is provided and shall be maintained in the public right of way adjacent to the subject:

property since the balconies will be above the public sidewalk in conformance to Building
Code standards for vertical clearances.

g) The present and foreseeable future demand for public or commercial recreational activities
that could be accommodated on the property is already adequately provided for in the area
as ‘the Manhattan Beach Boulevard roadway is built to its full width, and there is no
anticipated need for widening.

~SECTION 2. The City Council of the City of Manhattan Beach hereby approves the
request for a dining balcony encroachment into the Manhattan Beach Boulevard right of way for an existing
restaurant building, subject to the following conditions:

1. The project shall be in substantial conformance with the plans submitted to, and approved by the
City Council, on April 5, 2011. .

2, The project shall conform to the procedures and standards of the Manhattan Beach Municipal
Code, Manhattan Beach Local Coastal Program, and California Building Code.

3. No sidewalk dining or other normally permitted encroachments shall be permitted while the balcony
encroachments are in place.

SECTION 3. Pursuant to Government Code Section 65907 and Code of Civil Procedure
Section 1094.6, any action or proceeding to attack, review, set aside, void or annul this decision, or
concerning any of the proceedings, acts, or determinations taken, done or made prior to such decision or to
determine the reasonableness, legality or validity of any condition attached to this decision shall not be
maintained by any person unless the action or proceeding is commenced within 90 days of the date of this
resolution and the City Council is served within 120 days of the date of this resolution. The City Clerk shall
send a certified copy of this resolution to the applicant, and if any, the appellant at the address of said
person set forth in the record of the proceedings and such mailing shall constitute the notice required by
Code of Civil Procedure Section 1094.6.

SECTION 4. This resolution shall take effect immediately. The City Clerk shall make this
resolution readily available for public inspection within thirly (30) days of the date this resolution is adopted.

SECTION 5. The City Clerk shall certify to the adoption of this resolution and thenceforth
and thereafter the same shall be in full force and effect.

PASSED, APPROVED and ADCPTED this 19th day of April, 2011.

Ayes: Powell, Howorth, Tell and Mayor Montgomery.
Noes: None.

Absent: None.

Abstain: Lesser.
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Ayes:
Noes:
Absent:
Abstain:

ATTEST:

i

Res. 6304

PASSED, APPROVED and ADOPTED this 19th day of April, 2011.

Powell, Howorth, Tell and Mayor Montgomery.

Nane.
/7 4

None.
Lesser.
Mayor, Cify ot Menhattan Beach, California
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA

)

)
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES ) SS.

)

)

CITY OF MANHATTAN BEACH

I, Liza Tamura, City Clerk of the City of Manhattan Beach, California, do
hereby certify that the whole number of members of the City Council of said City is five; that
the foregoing resolution, being Resolution No. 6304 duly and regularly introduced before and
adopted by the City Council of said City at a regular meeting of said Council, duly and
regulérly held on the 5™ day of April, 2011 and that the same was so passed and adopted by the

following vote, to wit:

Ayes: Powell, Howorth, Tell and Mayor Montgomery.
Noes: None.

Absent: None.

Abstain: Lesser.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto subscribed my name and affixed the

official seal of said City this 11™ day of April, 2011.

City'Clerk of the City of
Manhattan Beagh, California

(SEAL)
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Staff Report

City of Manhattan Beach

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

FROM: Richard Thompson, Director of Community Development
Eric Haaland, Associate Planner

DATE: April 19,2011

SUBJECT: Consideration of an Encroachment Permit for Outdoor Dining Over the Sidewalk
at 117 Manhattan Beach Boulevard.

RECOMMENDATION:
Staff recommends that the City Council adopt Resolution No. 6304 approving the request for an
Encroachment Permit for outdoor dining above the public sidewalk and receive and file this report.

'FISCAL IMPLICATION:
The City will charge rent for commercial use of the public right-of-way consistent with previous
examples of permanently encroaching restaurant dining,

DISCUSSION:

The City Council, at its regular meeting of April 5, 2011, approved (3-0 vote, 1 abstention-
Lesser, 1 absent-Tell) a use permit amendment to remodel an existing 6,750 square foot restaurant
building with some business operational changes. Additionally, the City Council granted the
applicant’s request for two dining balconies extending 5 feet into the public right-of-way above
the Manhattan Beach Boulevard sidewalk. The Planning Commission had approved the project,
but the City Council must approve this type of encroachment, which is not a routinely permitted
type of commercial encroachment such as awnings and canopies over the sidewalk.

Staff has provided the attached resolution for the City Council’s formal approval of the special
encroachment, which will allow the Community Development Department to issue an
encroachment permit for balcony construction, indemnification, and insurance.

EXHIBITC
PPIC MTG 9-22-16
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ALTERNATIVES:
The alternatives to the staff recommendation include:

1. Remove the item from the Consent Calendar, modify the proposed resolution, and approve
the encroachment.

Attachments:
A. Resolution No. 6304
B. Balcony plan excerpt

cc: Michael Zislis, Applicant Representative

Page 2



117 Manhattan Beach Blvd Appeal
5-Foot Wide Balcony Dining Encroachments
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Staff Report

City of Manhattan Beach

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

FROM: Richard Thompson, Director of Community Development
Eric Haaland, Associate Planner

DATE: April 5, 2011

SUBJECT: Consideration of Two Appeals of the Planning Commission’s Decision to
Approve a Use Permit for Strata to Remodel an Existing Restaurant, Provide
Outdoor Seating, and Expand Operating and Entertainment Hours and
Consideration of an Encroachment Permit for Outdoor Dining Over the Sidewalk
at 117 Manhattan Beach Boulevard.

RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends that the City Council uphold the decision of the Planning Commission approving
the request, and consider the request for an Encroachment Permit for outdoor dining above the
public sidewalk.

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

DISCUSSION: '
The Planning Commission, at its regular meeting of March 9, 2011, approved (4-0 vote, 1
abstention) a request to remodel an existing 6,750 square foot restaurant building with some
business operational changes. The existing building was constructed near the 26-foot height limit,
and at the 1.5 floor area ratio limit, with 4 on-site parking spaces.

The proposal is for the building’s existing 4 floor levels to be modified, and the addition of a new
partial basement level for wine storage, rear employee restroom and locker facilities, and two new
upper level dining balconies over Manhattan Beach Boulevard. Substantial upgrades are proposed
for kitchen capacity, health codes, building codes, utilities, disabled access, ventilation, sound
containment, and trash storage. Additional changes to the building include recessions of the front
walls to provide outdoor dining, waiting, and entry areas; and the retractable windows to allow the
restaurant to open to Manhattan Beach Boulevard during good weather. The applicant also proposes
modifying the restaurant’s hours of operation, entertainment and dancing.



Agenda Item #:

Use Permit Amendment approval is required for the applicant’s proposals to create outdoor
dining/seating, change hours of operation, allow additional nights of dancing, relocate/modify the
dance floor, and to install retractable walls/windows at the building frontage.

The Planning Commission received letters and testimony from neighbors stating concerns for
noise and other disruptions that could occur from modified hours, dancing, and openness of the
building. The Commission also had concerns for these issues, requesting additional information
from the applicant and suggesting possible ongoing review of sensitive aspects of the business.
The applicant subsequently eliminated the retractable window design from the uppermost level
of the building opening onto the outdoor dining patio; and provided a formal noise analysis and
further explanations of sound mitigating materials to be used in the building remodel. Staff
recommended conditions extending the authority of the restaurant’s required annual
Entertainment Permit to regulate the noise caused by the openings, and to reduce entertainment
and dancing if needed. At the continued public hearing the Planning Commission generally
accepted these conditions, and accepted an agreement between the applicant and neighbor
representatives regarding hours and dancing. The final approved resolution (Exhibit A) included
the following changes to the existing Use Permit:

e Dancing was added for Thursdays and Sundays with the restriction that it end by
11:30pm on those nights. The current Use Permit only allows entertainment without
dancing, with hours until 1:00am on Sunday and 11:30pm on Thursday.

o Closing times for Sunday — Thursday were reduced from lam to midnight to compensate
for the added dancing as agreed upon with neighbor representatives.

e Opening times for holidays were extended from 10am to 8am to allow breakfast service
similar to existing weekend entitlements.

e Delivery hours were restricted to 8am to 10pm to compensate for the added breakfast
hours. Currently there are no restrictions.

e Noise at non-entertainment times (when windows/walls are permitted to be kept open)
was made subject to an annual entertainment permit when windows/walls can be opened.

e Noise at all times was prohibited from being audible more than 75 feet away from the
restaurant as recommended by the Police Department.

e Encroachments of 18-inch deep architectural “false balcony” features over the
Manhattan Beach Boulevard right-of-way, instead of the originally requested dining
balconies over the sidewalk were proposed by the applicant. The Commission does not
have authority to approve a balcony encroachment, and could not reach a consensus
recommendation on this issue.

e Updated/miscellaneous Use Permit conditions were imposed regarding utilities, use of
rear roof area, and supervising the surrounding area.

Applications appealing the Planning Commission’s decision were received from the project
applicant, and a resident who participated in the public hearing. The attached applicant appeal
request is to permit 5-foot wide balcony dining encroachments over the sidewalk with 200 square
feet of area, and 24 seats. The resident appeal opposes expansion of “nightclub® aspects of the
business.

The applicant had proposed two balconies partially cantilevering over the public sidewalk.
Commercial encroachments over sidewalks are limited to canopies, signs, eaves, and awnings with

Page 2
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Director of Community Development approval. Other commercial use of the public right-of-way
requires City Council approval pursuant to Municipal Code Section 7.36.100. The Planning
Commission had concerns with allowing restaurant dining above the public sidewalk, and was also
hesitant to establish a precedent for restaurant patrons to be located directly above public sidewalks
creating a street dynamic that may be disruptive or otherwise undesirable. The applicant’s appeal
letter (attached) requests the Council to approve 5-foot deep balcony encroachments to compensate
for existing dining area displaced by kitchen and other support upgrades to the restaurant. The
applicant points out that a somewhat similar encroachment example exists in that the neighboring
building to the east has a 5-foot balcony, which appears on its original 1971 plans, apparently for
incidental purposes to an office use. No right-of-way encroachment approval was found for this
item.

The attached resident appeal material states that the project overemphasizes alcohol and
entertainment components of the restaurant use. The document lists concerns for noise, parking,
closing procedures, environmental documentation, and coastal regulations. The Planning
Commission felt that: noise was adequately addressed as discussed above, no additional parking is
required since there is no increase in dining area, and the project is exempt from extensive
environmental review as an alteration of an existing use. Staff had initially determined the project is
exempt from a Coastal Development Permit as a continuation of an existing restaurant use, but has
subsequently learned that the site is regulated by a 1983 State-issued coastal permit, and any further
coastal permit requirement determinations must be made by the California Coastal Commission.

Coastal Development Permit:

The project is located within the appealable portion of the City’s coastal zone. A coastal
development permit required for a substantial development at this location would be appealable to
the California Coastal Commission after City Council’s decision. Staff had determined that the
project was exempt from a coastal permit since the restaurant land use would remain essentially the
same, and the building would not become any larger, or significantly smaller. The resident appellant
disagrees with this exemption determination feeling that changing dancing and hours of operation
significantly change the land use.

Subsequent to the Planning Commission’s meeting, Staff has learned that the building has a pre-
existing permit for an addition/remodel issued by the Coastal Commission in 1983 prior to the
City’s Local Coastal Program. Section A.96.080 of the Local Coastal Program states that pre-
existing permits such as this “remain under the jurisdiction of the Commission”. In this case the
Coastal Commission would process a coastal permit amendment or exempt the project after the
City’s action. Staff’s understanding at this time is that allowing the Coastal Commission to make
that determination is the appropriate procedure.

Environmental Review:

Since the project involves discretionary review, it is subject to the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA), which can involve extensive procedures and documentation. Section 15301 of CEQA
states that alterations to existing facilities are exempt from those procedures, including additions up
to 2,500 square feet. The City Attorney explained to the Planning Commission that the City could
determine that the project is not exempt if an environmental impact was believed to be present, but
the Planning Commission did not find this to be the case.

Page 3
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Use Permit Findings:
Section 10.84.010 of the Zoning Code establishes that the purpose of Use Permits is as follows:

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.

Section 10.84.020 states that “The Planning Commission shall approve, conditionally approve, or
disapprove applications for use permits or variances”.

Pursuant to Section 10.84.060 the City Council is required to make certain findings in order to
approve the proposed use permit as follows:

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

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

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

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

Section 10.84.070 provides that reasonable conditions may be imposed upon a Use Permit as
necessary to:

A. Achieve the general purposes of this ordinance or the specific purposes of the zoning
district in which the site is located, or to make it consistent with the General Plan;

B. Protect the public health, safety, and general welfare; or

C. Ensure operation and maintenance of the use in a manner compatible with existing and
potential uses on adjoining properties or in the surrounding area.

D. Provide for periodic review of the use to determine compliance with conditions imposed,
and Municipal Code requirements.

The Planning Commission made these required findings and imposed conditions it felt were
reasonable to meet the Code criteria.

Balcony Encroachment
The applicant’s proposal for two balconies partially cantilevering over the public sidewalk is
Page 4
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unique, although the neighboring building to the east has a 5-foot balcony for an office use.
Currently, allowance for commercial encroachments over sidewalks has been limited to signs,
canopies, and awnings projecting 3 feet over City right-of-way. The Planning Commission
discussed concerns regarding disruption and safety to the street below, permanence, visual
compatibility, view obstruction, equity, and setting a precedent for similar future requests. The
Commission could not determine that the balcony dining was appropriate. The applicant is
requesting the City Council to approve the balconies with dining area based on facts that dining
area is being lost as part of the overall restaurant upgrade, and that sidewalk dining is commonly
permitted at ground level Downtown.

The Land Use Element of the Manhattan Beach General Plan supports the visual aspect of the
proposed balconies by encouraging development to have “notches, balconies, rooflines, open space,
setbacks, landscaping, or other architectural details”. Infrastructure Element Policy I-1.10 directs
that the City “adopt and implement standards for public street right-of-way for private purposes”.
This was accomplished by updating Chapter 7.36 of the Municipal Code, which contains relevant
Section 7.36.170 providing that City Council must approve non-standard commercial
encroachments, and prohibiting commercial use of walk street right-of-way.

Staff has contacted some other cities and found that Hermosa Beach, Redondo Beach, and
Huntington Beach would not permit any such encroachments. Carlsbad indicated that ground level
dining encroachments are common in its downtown area, but balcony encroachments would not be
permitted. Each of these cities had the option of applying/appealing to City Council for such a
request. New Orleans, Louisiana, which is well known for balcony encroachments, indicated they
are common, and are primarily handled as complex long term leases through the City’s “Office of
Property Management”. The City of Santa Monica’s website makes reference to balcony
encroachments, and that City’s staff indicated that they are permitted.

The portion of the building facing Manhattan Beach Boulevard is set back ten inches from the
property line where the two balconies are proposed. The sidewalk is 8 feet wide. The City
Council may wish to discuss the following dimensional options:

1. A 1’ balcony projection for architectural purposes only, which results in a 2”
encroachment over the sidewalk.

2. A 2’- 4” balcony projection, which results in an 18” encroachment over the sidewalk.

3. A 3°-10” balcony projection, which results in a 3’ encroachment over the sidewalk.

4. A 5°-10” balcony projection, which results in a 5’ encroachment over the sidewalk.

Public Input:

Staff received one message in response to the appeal hearing notice requesting additional
consideration of roof equipment design and screening. Some discussion had occurred regarding
preserving neighbors views when locating new roof equipment on the building, and potentially
reducing screening requirements in favor of preserving these views. The applicant has indicated
agreement to the attached neighbor suggestion. Staff suggests that equipment be visually screened,
especially since this building is prominently visible from the public beach and pier, and will work
with the applicant and neighbor to balance these concerns.

Page 5
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CONCLUSION

Staff recommends that the City Council conduct the appeal hearing, discuss testimony received,
and uphold the Planning Commission’s decision approving the proposed restaurant remodel with
certain operational changes, subject to conditions listed in Planning Commission Resolution No.
PC 11-02 (Exhibit A). If the City Council determines that the requested balcony dining, or
architectural projection encroachments are appropriate, staff will prepare a modified use permit,
or separate resolution reflecting that decision, and will subsequently issue the related
encroachment permit.

ALTERNATIVES:
The alternatives to the staff recommendation include:

1. Conduct the public hearing, uphold the Planning Commission's use permit approval subject
to conditions, and approve an 18-inch architectural projection without dining area over the
right-of-way encroachment.

2. Conduct the public hearing and direct Staff and the Applicant regarding the use permit and
encroachment proposals as determined to be appropriate.

Attachments:

Resolution No. PC 11-02

P.C. Minutes excerpts, dated 1/26/11 & 2/23/11

P.C. Staff Reports and attachments, dated 1/26/11 & 2/23/11
Applicant appeal material

Resident appeal material

Neighbor letter

Existing 1983 State coastal permit

Commercial encroachment code

Project plans (separate-not available electronically)

“EomEUOw R

cc: Michael Zislis, Appelant/Applicant Representative
Don McPherson, Appellant

Page 6



7.36.170 - Long-term commercial use encroachment permits.

A. Commercial use of the public right of way requires City Council approval.

Exceptions. The Director of Community Development may approve the following:

a. Sidewalk dining permits applicable to vehicular streets in conformance with_Section
7.36.110 of this chapter.

b. Building projections such as eaves, awnings, signs or elements that benefit the public
and comply with applicable codes.

c. Roof access or other elements for existing buildings that are required by applicable

codes, when alternative on-site locations are not feasible.

B. Commercial use of a walk street is prohibited. Existing long-term uses conducted on a walk
street under the authority of an Encroachment Permit approved prior to January 21, 2003
may continue to operate provided the use is not expanded or intensified. Expansion of
intensification includes but is not necessarily limited to: increase of floor area or expansion of

hours of operation, or addition of alcohol beverage service.

(8 1, Ord. 2039, eff. February 18, 2003)

EXHIBIT D
PPIC MTG 9-22-16
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July 6, 2016

The Strand House
117 Manhattan Beach Blvd
Manhattan Beach, CA 90266

To Whom It May Concern:

I am requesting the addition of awnings over the two existing balconies at The Strand
House at 117 Manhattan Beach Blvd. Currently, umbrellas are used but they can be
dangerous and blow away in windy conditions. The addition of awnings is a smarter and
safer design.

Regards,

\

Michael Zislis
Owner

310-704-8507

EXHIBITE
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AUSTRALIA

R-90

SCHEDA TECNICA /technice

Diagramma di copertura - Installazione parete e soffitto
Covering diagram - Wall and ceiling instaliction
> Sporgenza/Projection/Projection/Ausiall/Salida {cmy

acoeoodo
2R8233R8R82RBIRIRRRERSS

ontaggio a parefe
con stafia estrusa

wWal instoiotion with
extruded brocket

Altezza/Height/Hauteur/Héhe/Altura {em)<d

cm

Sporgenza
Projection
Avancée

Ausladung

Solido
160
185
210
235
260
285
310
335
360

Tutte e misure del

Al MO in g

Larghezza min;
fAIn. Width
Largeur min:
Breite min.
tineg min,
191
216
241
266
291
316
341
366
391

ggio a soffito
installation

Nontaggio cen tettuccio
instatiation with ¢ hood

i

292

[SU—

rMontaggio a soffitto con Monfaggio softotetto

staffa estrusa y

Caiing insialiation with
exiruded bracket

Underroof instaliation
I,

- Montaggio con kit
i bracctincrocioh
rstaiafion with
cressed arm K

Ingomibbri minimi dello tenda finita < 1 coppio bracci
MU awning encumbronces - 1 poir arms

600 360 “ é&cambrenis minimum du store fini= 1 palr bros
T —2 Nﬂ 2 2 Mindestabmessungen der Markise -1 Paor Gelenkoime

Tamafio minimo del toldo - L poreit de brozos

Lergh. min. con kit brocd incrociof
Kin. Width with crossed orms
Losgeurmin avec bros oroises
Breife min, mit gerelzie oime
tined min: con brosos cruzmdos
129
141
154
166
179
191
204
216
229
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