
CITY OF MANHATTAN BEACH 
PARKS AND RECREATION COMMISSION  

 
October 26, 2015 

Manhattan Beach City Hall 
1400 Highland Ave. 

Manhattan Beach, CA 90266 
6:30 PM 

 
 

A G E N D A 
 

A. CALL TO ORDER 

B. PLEDGE TO THE FLAG 

C. ROLL CALL 

 Commissioner Rothans   Commissioner Manna 
 Commissioner Allard    Commissioner Jones 
 Commissioner Paralusz   Commissioner Enomoto 
 Commissioner Allen 

D. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
September 28, 2015 

E. CEREMONIAL 
 

F. AUDIENCE PARTICIPATION (3-Minute Limit)  

G. GENERAL BUSINESS 
13/1028.3  Discussion of Skateboard Park – Presentation by Kanten Russell, Stantec   
Consulting  
15/1027.1  Discussion of Salute to the Troops 2016 Event 
15/1027.2  Discussion of Sunscreen Pilot Project 

 
H. COMMISSION ITEMS 
 
I. STAFF ITEMS 

Update on Parks and Recreation Programs and Events  
 
J. ADJOURNMENT  

 

 



 
CITY OF MANHATTAN BEACH 

MINUTES OF THE PARKS AND RECREATION COMMISSION 
Manhattan Beach City Hall 

1400 Highland Ave. 
Manhattan Beach, CA 90266 

September 28, 2015 
6:30 PM 

 

CONTENTS 

A. CALL TO ORDER 
The meeting was called to order at 6:33 PM. 

B. PLEDGE TO THE FLAG 

C. ROLL CALL 
Present:  Commissioners Rothans, Allard, Manna, Allen, Jones and Enomoto  
Absent:   Commissioner Paralusz 
Others present: Parks and Recreation Director, Mark Leyman and recording secretary, 

Linda Robb 
  

D. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
Page 2, line 3 - Commissioner Paralusz requested that “Boy Scouts” be capitalized. 
Recording Secretary Linda Robb corrected page 1, F under Audience Participation, 
“Commissioner Rothans” be corrected to read Commissioner Allard. 

Commissioner Rothans moved to approve the July 27, 2015 minutes with the above 
changes. The motion was seconded by Commissioner Manna.  The motion passed. 

Ayes:  Commissioners Allard, Allen, Rothans, Manna, Allen, Paralusz, Jones  
and Enomoto  

Nayes:  None  
Abstain:  None 
Absent:    None  

E. CEREMONIAL 
 

F. AUDIENCE PARTICIPATION (3-Minute Limit) 
Commissioner Allard opened the floor to audience participation. 
Lee Barr, resident, addressed the commissioners who were not present at the last meeting 
to thank them for a job well done for the Salute to the Troops event. Mr. Barr suggested  
making the Salute to the Troops event a part of the Concerts in the Park. 

The floor was closed to public comment. 

G. GENERAL BUSINESS - None 
H. COMMISSION ITEMS 

Commissioner Allard announced that the budget for Salute to the Troops had been 
distributed. The budget showed a small surplus. Commissioner Paralusz asked what 
happens to the surplus. Parks and Recreation Director Mark Leyman stated that it would 
stay in the trust account and could be used toward a future event. 

 1 



 
Commissioner Rothans requested a correction to the budget to show Mark and Dickie 
Burton. 
 
Director Leyman stated that the memo to request direction from City Council regarding the 
Salute to the Troops should be  more specific as to whether or not the Commission wants to 
continue planning and fundraising for the event and if it should be established as an annual 
event, and the date of the event. 
 
Commissioner Paralusz would like for it to be an annual event and for the Commission to 
continue to plan and fundraise for it. 
 
Commissioner Jones asked how the attendance increased for the rest of the Concert season. 
Director Leyman stated that attendance for the Salute to the Troops was on the lower end 
compared to the rest of the concerts but it is usually the case that attendance increases 
based on successful events and he guessed that attendance would likely double if the event 
were held again next year due to word of mouth.  
 
Commissioner Rothans echoed Commissioner Paralusz’ sentiments regarding the event 
being great. He suggested that the Commission leave it to the City Council to decide if this 
should be an annual event but would like to see it happen again next year.  
Commissioner Manna stated that both he and Commissioner Rothans will term out before 
the concert itself if it happens next year. Commissioner Paralusz stated that with the timing, 
most of the legwork would be done by the end of May if the event were to kick of the 
concert season. 
 
Commissioner Jones agreed that the event should continue and the Commission should be 
responsible for planning and fundraising. She stated that this event may be an incentive for 
people to apply to be on the Park and Recreation Commission. 
 
Commissioner Enomoto stated that the event was very successful and may encourage 
people want to become involved with the Commission. 
 
Commissioner Allard stated that he favored a date at the beginning of the summer. 
Commissioner Allen moved to keep the planning and fundraising for the Salute to the 
Troops event within the Commission for the purposes of the request to City Council. 
Commissioner Paralusz seconded the motion. The motion passed.Unanimous. 
 
Ayes:  Commissioners Allard, Allen, Rothans, Manna, Paralusz, Jones  

and Enomoto  
Nayes:  None  
Abstain:  None 
Absent:    None  

The commission decided that July 3rd 2016 would be recommended for the date. 
 
Commissioner Jones presented a sunscreen project and distributed information on skin 
cancer and melanoma to illustrate the need for sunscreen dispensers around town. Her 
vision is to have the Manhattan Beach logo on ten dispensers located around town. Five 
dispensers would be placed in the elementary schools so that children can be made aware 
and learn about the importance of sunscreen. The other five would be distributed at other 
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locations around town. The budget for ten dispensers to kick off the event will be in the 
neighborhood of $8,000 -$15,000. She stated that the hope is that in the future Little 
Company of Mary, Torrance Memorial or other Medical Center to validate the importance 
of the endeavor.  Commissioner Paralusz inquired if Commissioner Jones had spoken with 
Little Company of Mary. Commissioner Paralusz stated that she wasn’t aware of Little 
Company of Mary funding this type of thing but that Beach Cities might be an option for a 
micro-grant with the right timing. Commissioner Manna asked if there is any information 
on how long a dispenser full of lotion will last. Commissioner Jones estimates refilling 
every week and hopes that the staff responsible for filling mutt mitt containers can monitor 
the sunscreen. Commissioner Enomoto mentioned pitching the idea of funding the refilling 
of the sunscreen to Leadership Manhattan Beach (LMB). Commissioner Jones would like 
for this project to be either a Parks and Recreation project or an LMB project but not both. 
Commissioner Paralusz stated that there have been projects that were started by LMB that 
were later adopted by the City. He offered Mutts Mitts as an example. 
 
Director Leyman reported that he had updated the City Council that this might be coming 
up for approval for discussion. He asked for clarification on the scope of the project 
(generally, how many dispensers and generally, where would they be located). He stated 
that sponsorship should also be addressed. He stated that Beach Cities Health District 
would be a natural sponsor but a commercial sponsor might be viewed differently. 
Commissioner Jones stated that she envisioned ten dispensers as a pilot program with five 
in the elementary schools and five placed strategically around town. 
Commissioner Rothans stated that he liked the idea but was not sure if they had any 
jurisdiction over the schools. Commissioner Jones stated that it would need to be approved 
by the School Board and if they did not want the dispensers on school grounds, they would 
be placed in other locations around the City. 
Commissioner Jones moved to present a memo to City Council on the Sunscreen project. 
The motion was seconded by Commissioner Rothans. The motion passed. 
Ayes:  Commissioners Allard, Rothans, Manna, Allen, Paralusz, Jones  

and Enomoto  
Nayes:  None  
Abstain:  None 
Absent:    None  

Commissioner Allard asked the Commissioners if they would like to enter a Pumpkin in 
the Pumpkin Race. Commissioner Rothans volunteered to take the lead on the Pumpkin 
project.  
 

I. STAFF ITEMS – Director Leyman gave the following updates: 
1. Skateboard park – Kanten Russel from Stantec is the skateboard  park consultant hired 

to study the feasibility of a skateboard park and facilitate community meetings. The 
first meeting was held on August 6th with about forty people in attendance. Athe the 
August 6th meeting, the locations were narrowed to top 3 options through input and 
survey results. The three locations are: Marine Avenue Park, Manhattan Heights and  
El Porto. Each of the locations were noticed within 500 feet, traditionally notices are 
sent to residences within 100 feet. At the second meeting on September 6th, feedback 
was received and the top two locations are Marine Avenue Park and Manhattan 
Heights. About 1/3 of the of crowd was from El Porto and were strongly opposed to 
that location. Generally, it has been observed that as the size of the park goes down, 
support increases. Mr. Russel educated the audience about the different skate park size 
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and feature options. Open City Hall still open. Mr. Russell will be presenting to the 
Commission at the October 27th meeting for recommendations to City Council. It will 
go to the following meeting unless there is a lot of input from the public or the 
commission that needs to be incorporated. Commissioner Jones asked if the funding 
would potentially be commercial. Director Leyman stated a corporate sponsorship 
option would definitely be presented. 

2. Strategic Planning Community Input meeting – Director Leyman encouraged the 
commissioners to get involved by attending the Strategic Planning Community input 
meeting on Thursday, October 15 from 6:00-9:00 PM at the Joslyn Center and also at 
the Older Adults Program Lunch Bunch luncheon the same day.  

  
J. ADJOURNMENT 

Commissioner Paralusz moved to adjourn. Commissioner Jones seconded the motion. 
The motion passed.  The meeting was adjourned at 07:12 p.m. unanimous 

Ayes:  Commissioners Allard, Allen, Rothans, Manna, Allen, Paralusz, Jones  
and Enomoto  

Nayes:  None  
Abstain:  None 
Absent:    None  
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TO: 
Parks and Recreation Commission Members 
 
FROM: 
Mark Leyman, Parks and Recreation Director 
Idris Al-Oboudi, Recreation Services Manager 
Andrew Berg, Recreation Supervisor 
  
SUBJECT:..Title 
Skateboard Park Project (Parks and Recreation Director Leyman)Line 
_________________________________________________________ 
..Recommended Action 
RECOMMENDATION: 
Staff recommends that the Parks and Recreation Commission discuss and provide 
further input on the Skateboard Park Project for City Council consideration. 
..Body 
FISCAL IMPLICATIONS:  
There are no fiscal implications associated with this item. 
 
BACKGROUND:  
At the July 15, 2014 City Council Meeting, the City Council directed staff to develop a 
request for proposal to look into the feasibility of a skate park and develop options for 
City Council consideration. 
 
The specific City Council direction was to “have a consultant who has the expertise and 
who is a good facilitator (who will not be allowed to bid on the project), keep it at the 
Parks and Recreation level, with no more ad hoc committee, have a facilitator meeting 
with a cross-section of the community, and if they propose locations they need to 
propose what type of park and how it would be funded, and take Polliwog Park out of 
consideration.  A friendly amendment was added by Councilmember Burton to prioritize 
locations that are nonresidential and explore donations of private property and private 
funding.” 
 
Based upon the City Council direction, staff developed a request for proposal (RFP) for 
the skate park feasibility.  The City Council approved the request for proposal at the 
October 7, 2014 Council meeting.  Three top consultants in the skate industry submitted 
proposals and were interviewed by a selection committee consisting of two residents 
from the Friends of Polliwog Park community group, a Parks and Recreation 
Commissioner, and a local skateboard park proponent.  The Committee unanimously 
selected Stantec for their background, expertise and commitment to the City’s 
community outreach process. 
 
The City Council approved the contract with Stantec at the January 6, 2015 City Council 
meeting. 
 
DISCUSSION: 



Staff worked with Kanten Russel, the project manager for Stantec, to develop a 
comprehensive community input plan and the specific scope of services to reflect the 
City Council’s direction. 
 
The scope of work included: 

1. Review of data from previous skate park public outreach meetings 
2. Conduct a community needs assessment and skate park survey 
3. Site analysis and assessment of previously reviewed and potential locations 

throughout the City (excluding any location in Polliwog Park) 
4. Development of community outreach meetings and public input process 
5. Selection of skate park location, prioritizing non-residential areas 
6. Selection of skate park type 
7. Recommendations for funding (explore donations of private property and private 

funding) and cost estimates 
8. Presentation to the Parks and Recreation Commission 
9. Presentation to the City Council for action 
 
Outreach 
Mr. Russell reviewed all data from previous skate park public outreach meetings, which 
included six ad-hoc committee meetings, three Parks and Recreation Commission 
meetings, input from the City’s online MB forum and community survey data.  Mr. 
Russell also toured the City to conduct a site analysis of the approximately 20 
previously proposed locations.  Per City Council direction, Polliwog Park sites were not 
reviewed and are excluded from consideration.  Mr. Russell facilitated two Community 
input meetings and discussed skate park location, type, design, funding and cost 
estimates.  In addition to the Community meetings, input was gathered through the 
City’s Open City Hall online forum, which included a skate park survey and e-mail blasts 
were sent to the department database, school district and distributed to community 
groups.  
 
Community Survey 
Information on the skate park was also gathered through the City’s Community survey, 
to determine residents’ positions on building a skate park in Manhattan Beach.  The 
results of the community survey showed that in general, intensity of opposition 
outweighs intensity of support. The survey also showed however, that support 
outweighs opposition two-to-one when the proposal does not require City tax dollars.  
The survey also showed support for a small skate park, and that support declines as the 
size of a proposed skateboard park increases.  In conclusion, the survey showed the 
strongest support for a small park in an existing public space that used no City tax 
dollars. 
 
Community Input Meetings 
The first of the two community meetings provided an overview of skateboard park 
designs and terminology and an analysis of potential sites within the City. Polliwog Park 
and Begg Field/parking lot locations were not considered. Input received during the 
meeting mirrored the results of the community survey. Potential sites were discussed 



and the top three sites were identified. Following the meeting, notices were sent to the 
owners of residences within 500 feet of each of the three locations (Attachment 1), 
informing residents of the discussion of potential skateboard park locations and design 
and the community input process. The notices included diagrams and descriptions of 
site options.  
 
The second community meeting presented the top three potential locations for a 
skateboard park: Marine Avenue Park, Manhattan Heights Park, and an area at the 
north end of El Porto beach. There was strong opposition to the El Porto location from 
meeting attendees, who cited the location’s proximity to residences, distance from 
schools and the Teen Center, traffic and parking concerns, and impact on open space. 
Those not opposed to a skateboard park generally supported both the Marine Ave. Park 
and Manhattan Heights Park locations, noting their proximity to the Teen Center and 
Manhattan Beach Middle School, distance from residences, and low impact on existing 
activities and amenities.  
 
Feedback was also received via email to mbskatepark@citymb.info. Most of the 
seventy-one emails received expressed opposition to the El Porto location. Several 
were written in general support of a skateboard park and several written in opposition 
(Attachment 2).  
 
Project Funding 
Project funding was consistently raised as a concern in the community input meetings, 
on the survey, and in emails. Support for a skateboard Park was strongest when not 
funded by City tax dollars. Alternative funding sources include, community fundraising, 
grants from organizations such as the Tony Hawk Foundation and private sponsorships 
from companies such as Vans, Converse and Skechers.  A skateboard park could also 
be built privately in cooperation with the Manhattan Village Mall or similar company.  
 
Possible Locations 
Community input and discussions indicate support for one or more small skate-spot or 
skate-dot type facilities located at either Marine Avenue Park or Manhattan Heights 
Park. The project would receive more support if funded without the use of City dollars, 
located away from residences, and not built to be a regional destination. 
 
The possible location size, cost and design of the locations are as follows (Attachment 
3): 
 
Marine Ave. Park 
Skate Path Concept #1: 
Size: 2,000 square feet 
Cost: $100,000 
 
Skate Path Concept #2 & #3: 
Size: 5,000 square feet 
Cost: $250,000 



 
PROS: Non-residential location, does not replace or interfere with existing amenities, 
ample parking. 
CONS: Funding, low visibility, accessibility. 
 
Manhattan Heights Park (two locations) 
Skate Spot Concept Location#1: 
Size: 3,000 square feet 
Cost: $150,000 
 
Skateable Art Concept at Location#2: 
Size: 1,500 square feet 
Cost: $200,000 
 
PROS: 
Central location near Teen Center and Middle School, skateboard camps and classes 
take place on site, not immediately adjacent to residences 
CONS: 
Funding, small area, traffic related hazards on Manhattan Beach Blvd. 
 
PUBLIC OUTREACH/INTEREST: 
The public was noticed through ads and press releases in the Beach Reporter. A survey 
was administered via Open City Hall, two Community Input Meetings were held, and 
feedback was received via email and phone. Residences adjacent to potential sites 
were noticed and encouraged to attend meetings and provide feedback. Eighty-six 
people participated in the survey, 71 provided feedback via email, and approximately 80 
people attended the two community input meetings. 
 
CONCLUSION: 
Staff recommends that the Parks and Recreation Commission discuss and provide 
direction on the Skateboard Park Project. 
 
Attachments:  1. Skate park notice 
   2. E-mail input for the skate park  

3. Presentation including skate park location, design, size and 
funding options 

 



Stantec’s Action Sport Group -  San Diego, CA  |  Austin, TX |  Boston, MA 

 

Skate Park Feasibility Study For 

The City Of Manhattan Beach 
 
 

 

Presented by: 
 

Kanten Russell, P.M. /Senior Design 
 
 

 



  

 

 

Analyze potential sites for skate park  

 

Facilitate public input meetings 

 

Gather surveys and Information 

 

Provide Skate Park Examples and Costs 

 

Explore donations of private property and Funding 

 

Provide Recommendations 

 

FEASIBILITY STUDY PROCESS 



DESIGN CONSIDERATIONS 

STYLE OF PARK 
 

Plaza / Street (Streetscape) 
•Elements such as curbs, rails, ledges, stairs, ledges, gaps, planter boxers and benches are 

incorporated into a realistic street skating/riding environment.  

•Street style parks are designed to resemble traditional urban street areas.   

•Accommodates beginners to advanced skaters. 

Transition / Flow 
•Flow style parks consist of features such as curved walls, banks, ledges, pyramids, volcanoes, 

large flat bottom areas as well as large decking areas.  

The wide open course allows users to freely ride in many directions. Accommodates beginners to 

advanced skaters.  

Bowls (Transition) 
• Skate Feature that resemble a swimming pool with varying depths, walls, extensions and coping. 

•Accommodates moderate to advanced skaters. 

Hybrid / Combo 
•A combination style park combines one or more elements from at least two styles of parks. 

•Accommodates beginner to advanced skaters. 



DESIGN CONSIDERATIONS 



DESIGN CONSIDERATIONS 



SELECTED POTENTIAL SKATE SPOT LOCATIONS 

Established from feedback at the Skate Park Overview Meeting #1 
 

• MARINE PARK 

• MANHATTAN HEIGHTS PARK 

• EL PORTO BEACH 

• OTHER POSSIBLE LOCATIONS 

 

We were asked to look at these potential locations to look at the 

feasibility of a small skate park, skate spot, or skate path. 

 

 

 

 

MEETING #2 POTENTIAL LOCATIONS 



DESIGN CONSIDERATIONS 



DESIGN CONSIDERATIONS 



DESIGN CONSIDERATIONS 



ALTERNATIVE #1: 

Marine Ave. Park 

PROS: 

Non-residential location, does not replace or interfere with 

existing amenities, ample parking 

CONS: 

Funding, low visibility  

 

ALTERNATIVE #2: 

Manhattan Heights Park (two locations) 

PROS: 

Central location near Teen Center and Middle School, 

skateboard camps and classes take place on site, not 

immediately adjacent to residences 

CONS: 

Funding, small area, traffic related hazards on Manhattan 

Beach Blvd. 

 

FINAL CONSENSUS OF POTENTIAL LOCATIONS 



Marine Ave. Park Skate Path Concept #1 

SIZE: 

2,000 s.f. 

COST: 

$100,000 

Marine Ave. Park Skate Park Concept #2 & #3 

SIZE: 

5,000 s.f. 

COST: 

$250,000 

Manhattan Heights Park Skate Spot Concept at Location #1 

SIZE: 

3,000 s.f. 

COST: 

$150,000 

Manhattan Heights Park Skateable Art Concept at Location #2 

SIZE: 

1,500 s.f. 

COST: 

$200,000 

 

SIZE AND COST OF POTENTIAL LOCATIONS 



SITE ANALYSIS – MARINE PARK CONCEPT 1 

POTENTIAL SITE 



SITE ANALYSIS – MARINE PARK CONCEPT 1 



SITE ANALYSIS – MARINE PARK CONCEPT 1 



SITE ANALYSIS – MARINE PARK CONCEPT 2 

 
 

POTENTIAL SITE 



SITE ANALYSIS – MARINE PARK CONCEPT 2 



SITE ANALYSIS – MARINE PARK CONCEPT 2 



SITE ANALYSIS – MARINE PARK CONCEPT 3 

 
 

POTENTIAL SITE 



SITE ANALYSIS – MARINE PARK CONCEPT 3 



SITE ANALYSIS – MARINE PARK CONCEPT 3 



  

 
SITE ANALYSIS – MANHATTAN HEIGHTS CONCEPT 1 

POTENTIAL SITE #1 



  

 
SITE ANALYSIS – MANHATTAN HEIGHTS CONCEPT 1 



  

 
SITE ANALYSIS – MANHATTAN HEIGHTS CONCEPT 1 



  

 

POTENTIAL SITE #2 

SITE ANALYSIS – MANHATTAN HEIGHTS CONCEPT 2 



SITE ANALYSIS – MANHATTAN HEIGHTS CONCEPT 2 



  

 
SITE ANALYSIS – MANHATTAN HEIGHTS CONCEPT 2 



Community input was gathered through a survey, two community 

input meetings, and comments received via email. 

 

A review of the results of the community survey, administered 

through Open City Hall, showed that, generally: 

• intensity of opposition outweighs intensity of support 

• support outweighs opposition two-to-one when the proposal 

does not require City tax dollars  

• The survey showed the strongest support for a small park in an 

existing public space that used no City tax dollars.  

 

The first of the two community meetings provided an overview of 

skateboard park designs and terminology and an analysis of 

potential sites within the City. Polliwog Park and Begg Field/parking 

lot locations were not considered. Input received during the 

meeting mirrored the results of the community survey. Potential 

sites were discussed and the top three sites were identified.  

FINAL CONCLUSION OF FEASIBILITY STUDY 



The second community meeting presented the top three potential 

locations for a skateboard park: Marine Ave. Park, Manhattan 

Heights Park, and an area at the north end of El Porto beach. 

There was strong opposition to the El Porto location from meeting 

attendees, who cited the location’s proximity to residences, 

distance from schools and the Teen Center, traffic and parking 

concerns, and impact on open space. Those not opposed to a 

skateboard park generally supported both the Marine Ave. Park 

and Manhattan Heights Park locations, noting their proximity to the 

Teen Center and Manhattan Beach Middle School, distance from 

residences, and low impact on existing activities and amenities.  

 

Support for a skateboard Park was strongest when not funded by 

City tax dollars. Alternative funding sources include, community 

fundraising, grants from organizations such as the Tony Hawk 

Foundations and private sponsorships from local companies such 

as Skechers. A skateboard park could also be built privately in 

cooperation with the Manhattan Village Mall or similar company.  

 

FINAL CONCLUSION OF FEASIBILITY STUDY 



PUBLIC OUTREACH/INTEREST: 

The public was noticed through ads and press releases in the Beach 

Reporter. A survey was administered via Open City Hall, two 

Community Input Meetings were held, and feedback was received via 

email and phone. Residences adjacent to potential sites were noticed 

and encouraged to attend meetings and provide feedback. Eighty-six 

people participated in the survey, 75 provided feedback via email, 

and….attended the community input meetings 

Community input and discussions indicate support for one or more 

small skate-spot or skate-dot type facilities located at either Marine 

Ave. Park or Manhattan Heights Park. The project would receive more 

support if funded without the use of City dollars, located away from 

residences, and not built to be a regional destination. 

 

CONCLUSION: 

Staff recommends that the City Council discuss and provide direction 

on the Skateboard Park Update and Presentation of Community 

Outreach Findings by Stantec, AST. 

FINAL CONCLUSION OF FEASIBILITY STUDY 
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&  

ANSWERS 

















































































































































WE WANT YOUR

INPUT
DOT

• Skate Dots can support 3 to 5 
users, one at a time.

• The Skate Dot is the smallest 
skateable space possible.

• Dots are always a single structure 
- usually incorporated into a 
sidewalk or paved open space.

SPOT
• Skate Spots can support 5 to 8 users, one at a 

time.

• Ranges from small skateable elements 
integrated into the existing landscape to 
larger areas that can accommodate up to a 
dozen riders, typically comprised of several 
street terrain elements

• Up to 1,500 square feet in size

• Can be integrated into existing parks as 
“additional playgrounds” since essentially that 
is what they are; areas for kids to play

PATHS
• Networks of skateable paths and 

existing routes which are skate friendly 

• Integrated into a community’s 
transportation plan or existing park 
pathways

• Provides routes for skaters/cyclists to 
venture to higher challenging spots

SKATE PARK 
SIZE/DESIGN 
OPTIONS

SKATEABLE ART
• Skateable Art is a creative structure 

that is designed and built specifically to 
be “skateboarding friendly.”

• Most skateable art features forms that 
are compelling to a broader pedestrian 
audience. In some cases the public may 
be unaware that the form is intended 
to attract skateboarders.

• Skateable art is usually commissioned 
specifically for a site though some 
companies offer these pieces as catalog 
products.

SKATE PARK 
SIZE/DESIGN 
OPTIONS



WE WANT YOUR

INPUT SKATE PARK 
LOCATION
SKATE PARK 
LOCATION

MARINE AVENUE PARK
Marine Avenue Park is located on Marine Avenue at 
Redondo Ave. It is adjacent to Manhattan Beach Studios, 
Northrop Grumman and Marine Sports Complex. 

This park encompasses just over 7.5 acres and is a favorite 
spot for young children’s birthday parties and family 
gatherings. Facilities include an off-leash dog run, full-
size baseball field, turf soccer field, two basketball courts, 
racquetball courts, exercise area, picnic tables, children’s 
play areas and a small recreation activity building, 
restrooms and drinking fountains.

Ample parking is available in the lot bordering Marine 
Avenue.

S

W E



WE WANT YOUR

INPUTSKATE PARK 
LOCATION

MANHATTAN HEIGHTS PARK

SKATE PARK 
SIZE/DESIGN 
OPTIONS

SKATE PARK 
SIZE/DESIGN 
OPTIONS

Manhattan Heights Park is located across Manhattan Beach 
Boulevard from Polliwog Park. This park encompasses 
almost 4 acres and is a popular site for social, informal 
family gatherings. Facilities include: community center, 
lighted athletic field, tennis courts, paddle tennis courts, 
basketball courts, horseshoe court, small children’s play 
area and picnic facilities.

Manhattan Heights Community Center is home to the After 
School REC Program, Teen Center and a Senior Citizens’ 
Club and is available to the public for meetings, parties and 
other gatherings.

Parking is available in an adjacent lot and along Manhattan 
Beach Boulevard, Redondo Avenue and Eleventh St.

S

W E



WE WANT YOUR

INPUT
SKATE PARK 
SIZE/DESIGN 
OPTIONS

SKATE PARK 
SIZE/DESIGN 
OPTIONS

EL PORTO
El Porto Beach is located on the Northern border of 
Manhattan Beach near the Chevron oil refinery and the 
Hyperion sewage treatment plant and is protected under 
the State Park System.

The beach is staffed by LA County Lifeguards and features 
volleyball courts, restrooms and showers.

Parking is available in the large metered parking lot 
accessible at the west end of 45th Street from Highland 
Avenue.

S

W E



TO: 
Parks and Recreation Commission Members 
 
FROM: 
Mark Leyman, Parks and Recreation Director 
  
SUBJECT:..Title 
Salute to the Troops Event and Community Sunscreen Lotion Dispensers (Parks and 
Recreation Director Leyman). 
_________________________________________________________ 
..Recommended Action 
RECOMMENDATION: 
Staff recommends that the Parks and Recreation Commission discuss the Salute to the 
Troops event and community sunscreen lotion dispensers to gather information and 
provide recommendations to the City Council. 
 
FISCAL IMPLICATIONS:  
There is no fiscal implication associated with this request. 
 
BACKGROUND:  
At the October 20, 2015 City Council meeting, the City Council approved two discussion 
items for the Commission to discuss: the Salute to the Troops Event and community 
sunscreen lotion dispensers. 
  
DISCUSSION: 
The Parks and Recreation Commission requested permission to discuss the Salute to 
the Troops Event so they may begin planning for the 2016 event, and the sunscreen 
lotion dispensers to evaluate a possible pilot program within the community (Attachment 
1). 
 
Salute to the Troops 
The Commission would like to continue in their planning and support of the Salute to the 
Troops event, and therefore would like to begin discussions now for the 2016 event.  
The Commission will continue to provide outreach for sponsorships and has proposed a 
2016 event date of Sunday, July 3, 2016.  For the 2015 event, the Commission raised 
over $20,000 in sponsorships, which covered all of the event expenditures. 
 
Sunscreen Lotion Dispensers 
The Commission would like discuss and explore options for City Council consideration 
of a sunscreen lotion dispenser pilot program in the community.  The Commission will 
research the possibility of installing the dispensers at elementary school and various 
locations in the City.  Research will include costs, number of dispensers and 
sponsorship to pay for ongoing expenses. 
 
CONCLUSION: 
Staff recommends that the Parks and Recreation Commission discuss the Salute to the 



Troops event and community sunscreen lotion dispensers to gather information and 
provide recommendations to the City Council. 
 
Attachment: 

1. Request to Discuss Salute Sunscreen Memo 
 
 







City Hall 1400 Highland Avenue Manhattan Beach, CA 90266-4795 
Telephone (310) 802-5000 FAX (310) 802-5001 TDD (310) 546-3501 
 

 
NOTICE OF COMMUNITY INPUT MEETING 

 
SKATE DOT, SPOT, PATH - LOCATION, DESIGN 

 

When: Tuesday September 8, 2015 from 6:00 – 8:00 PM 

Where:    Joslyn Community Center 
1601 Valley Drive 
Manhattan Beach, CA 90266  

 
 
The City of Manhattan Beach held a Community Input Meeting on August 6, 2015 to receive input on 
possible location, type and design of skateboard spots, dots and pathways.  At the meeting, Skate park 
designer, Kanten Russell from Stantec’s Action Sports Team provided a “Skate Park 101” overview and 
facilitated discussions to receive community input on possible skateboard Spot/Dot/Run locations, sizes 
and designs. Potential skateboarding locations were identified by attendees for further review.  The top 
locations, along with type of skate surfaces and designs will be presented at the Community Input Meeting 
on September 8, 2015. 

It is important that your voice is heard!  There are a variety of ways to share your input: 

1) Attend the upcoming meeting to provide your input.  
2) Take the Online SURVEY : at: www.citymb.info/opencityhall. 
3) E-mail us your input: mbskatepark@citymb.info 
4) Call us to share your input: 310-802-5448 

 The top sites identified for further review for a skateboard Spot/Dot/Run are:  

(Please see diagrams and descriptions of site options attached) 

1. Marine Avenue Park – 1625 Marine Avenue – Two potential locations 
2. Manhattan Heights Park – Two potential locations 
3. El Porto– One potential location 
 

Based on input received in this meeting, the Committee will make recommendations regarding the 
feasibility of developing skateboard Spots/Dots/Runs to the Parks and Recreation Commission on 
Monday, October 26, 2015 in the City Council Chambers, 1400 Highland Avenue. 

mailto:mbskatepark@citymb.info
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