
-ri-
'^

•<gj

^

m AA

^D
D

^m •c

^-^-^^z

uD M??<

3<?9

y.
.». ."...<i •"'"

f

-7

L ^-z^
0̂

^^.-a
f£^^^ <...—-1

f'^

-^ 's-^^-::- ^

^t\

s

I^

I

p^TIOt
'ior

iTIFICATI
LIC FACBLITI

cCI 0 ^
<?»^

^ ^-z^,
^ff ^/. 0\u ^ ^'^'AQ

* *
SEA

^ ^ItTO^^
H I



0 A
COMPREHENSIVE GENERAL PLAN

FOR

MANHATTAN BEACH, CALIFORNIA

Prepared By
City Planning Staff

Approved and Adopted by
City Planning Commission

City Council

( January 1970



^.0
^M. *%^/MS^^.u

**
SEA

SuSS5»^

PHONE: S4S.B621

Office of Mayor

CITY HALL • 1400 HIGHLAND AVENUE - MANHATTAN BEACH, CALIFORNIA - 90266

January 1970

To The Citizens of Manhattan Beach:

Your City Council, in presenting to you the General
Plan for the City of Manhattan Beach, have incorporated your
ideas and coniments into a document to serve as a guide for
the development of our City,

Months of study, numerous public meetings, and full
debate have resulted in a blueprint for the future. The General
Plan is a comprehensive guiding statement ofyour City Council,
setting forth the major policy objectives for the community.
It is our best judgement at this moment in time of what we
desire in the future. Not all of our projections and proposals
will come to pass, for vye are not the sole determiners of oiir
environnient. But your City Council and Planning Commission
have stated the kind of community we want to be, With your
assistance in implementing this plan, we will be able to meet
the den'iands of the future in an orderly and efficient manner.

Your City Council wishes to express its appreciation
to the Planning Commission, staff, and citizens of the conimu-
nity who have devoted so much of theirtime and talent in produc-
ing a General Plan to serve the interests of the total, conimunity.

Sincerely,

o^^K

JASON LANE
Mayor
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PHONE: 545-5621

Planning Department

CITY HALL - 1400 HIGHLAND AVENUE - MANHATTAN BEACH, CALIFORNIA - 90266

January 1970
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Honorable Mayor and Members of City Council
City of Manhattan Beach
Manhattan Beach, California

Subject: Letter of Transm.lt.tal - General Plan

Gentlemen:

The Government Code of the State of California orders the Plan-
ning Commission to prepare and the City Council to adopt. a
comprehensive, long-term plan for the physical development of
the City. Your Planning Commission has prepared a general plan
which has met with your approval and represents the maximum
possible community involvement in its forniulation.

The General Plan for the City of Manhattan Beach was a "do-it-
yourself" project. We visited various sections of the comniunity
and conductednumerous public hearings. Each elementwas adopted
separately to provide minute discussion of every detail. It is not
an attempt to reconcile each divergent opinion within the com-
munity, but. is the. considered opinion of the Planning Comm.ission
as to what is best for the total, community. The General. Plan is
also realistic. It is not an. ideal dream, but the reflection of the
community's ability and desire to implement change when neces-
saryo It is the statement of the goals of the City and the frame -
work for bringing them to reality by providing guidelines to both
public and private efforts and investments.

As your appointees, the Planning Commission serves to advise on
the physical development of the Community, based on our study
and evaluation of available data. We convey our appreciation for
your confidence in our recommendations by the adoption of the
General Plan»

^ sp9Tctfully/s|u

HN

it e

z

A. LACEY
Chairman

Planning Commission
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PREFACE

The City of Manhattan Beach embarked upon a master plan program for the
community in the mid 1950's. Gordon Whitnall and Associates were hired
as planning consultants, working with the staff of the City. On April 8, 1959,
a proposed Master Plan was submitted to the Planning Conimis sion. Much
research, creative thought, time and effort were expended to create the
document. However, political reality precluded its adoption and implementa-
tion.

Nearly a decade passed without the formulation of goals and consistent poli-
cies to give guidance toward the ultimate desire of the community. Mistake s
of the past in land use were perpetuated. The foresight of City Councils re-
served land for industrial development which could lead to an economically
balanced community. However, the fortunes of the City of today in many
instances are a matter of luck rather than planned design. The liabilities
of land use abuses are the definite result of a lack of planned and controlled
environmento

In April of 1965, a major reorganization of the City structure was approved
by the City Council. An Administrative Assistant position was created in
the City Manager's office to have responsibility for Planning and Zoning.
The undersigned was recruited and appointed to the position. The first and
primary assignment was to prepare a general plan for the City. One year
was spent in surveying the physical and political environment to be able to
present a document that was realistic and politically acceptable. The de-
cision was made to present the elements of the General Plan individually to
enable full discussion and evaluation of the separate parts. In most instances,
alternatives were presented to the Commission and the Plan elenient was
subjected to public hearing, based upon the Commission's knowledge, pre-
ference, and evaluation of public desire. In effect, the General Plan is the
product of the Planning Commission, collectively, rather than the work of
any one individual.

The General Plan is a sound determination as to v/hat is in the best long-
range interest of the com.munity. It is first and foremost an instrument
through which the City Council considers, debates
and finally agrees upon a clear, unified set of gen-j
eral long-range policies for the physical develop-
ment of the City. It is the official statement of
the City Council which sets forth its major poli-
cies concerning desirable future physical develop-
nient. The General Plan enables a City Council
to make immediate decisions of today on the basis
of long-term goals.

Ignore the General Plan at the peril of the future.
Emasculate it and you refuse to accept respon-

^
Q!I'l
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sibility for tomorrow. Amend and supplement it as information becomes
available, and you will have a viable guide to the future. Implement the
General Plan and you will be working toward the creation of the desired
community of tomorrow.

Manhattan Beach is at the threshold of change -- for better or worse. There
are signs of a change in the character, age level and quality of the conamu-
nity. Deteriorating structures with absentee owners and irresponsible ten-
ants are the seeds of blight. The City is being strangled by the vehicles
that use the substandard streets. Land has been over developed without
providing amenities and conveniences of living. Including parking and open
space.

Manhattan Beach has the potential of being the queen city of the South Bay.
It can achieve that status only as the City becomes willing to make the de-
cislons of today based on the goals for tomorrow, by implementing the
General Plan.

R. KENNETH FLEAGLE
Assistant to the City Manager and

Secretary to the Planning Commission

v
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THE CITY IN PERSPECTIVE

^

History of the City

On December 12, 1912, Manhattan Beach received its incorporation charter
from the Secretary of State and became an incorporated City of 600 residents.
By 1970 it has reached an estimated population of 36, 000 with an ultimate of
42, 000 inhabitants.

The first known use of the land was that of an Indian burial ground. Con-
flicting reports account for Spanish dominion of the area. Manhattan is be -
lieved to have been part of the first Spanish land grant in California, given
to Juan Jose Dominguez in 1784 and known as Rancho San PedrOo Other
accounts claim that the City was part of the 10-m.ile ocean frontage ofRancho
Sausal Redondo. It is certain that the land was subject to Spanish control but
time has erased any mark upon the land of Spanish influence.

The next recorded use of the land was as grazing area. Antonia Ygnacia
Avila was given permission by Captain Noriego, military commander of
Santa Barbara, to maintain his stock on Sausal Redondo in 1822, The grant
was bestowed upon Avila from Mexico in 1837 and upheld by the Uo S. in
1875.

Daniel Freeman, founder of the City of Ingle\vood, was the last owner of the
22,500 acre Rancho Sausal RedondOo Much of the soil area was converted
from grazing land to the raising of grain, mostly barley.

Transportation facilities opened the way for the development of a com-
munity. In the mid-19th Century, a dirt thoroughfare extended fromRedondo
Beach to Los Angeles and skirted the southern boundary of Manhattan. The
Santa Fe Railroad passed through Manhattan to its destination of Redondo
Beachin 1888.

In 1900, Frank S. Daugherty and five Los
Angeles businessmen incorporated as the
Highland Beach Company. T\venty acres
of land bordered by Marine Avenue, 15th
Street, Highland Avenue, and the railroad
tracks were purchased and subdividedo Im-
provements included a water line down the
alleys and center sidewalks.

The southern section of the City near the
beachfront was developed by Stewart Merrill
with the first house being constructed betweeii
1900 and 1902, located at 109 Center Street
(now Manhattan Beach Boulevard). The
northern beachfront area of the City was de-
veloped by George Ho Peek Company at the
same period of time. The subdivisions,

I
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carrying Peck's name, offered lots for $200 to $450 with pavement, side-
walk and cyirbSo

In 1904, Sherman and Clark built the first electric transportation line. into
the City, called the Los Angeles Pacific Railway. This was later acquired
by the Pacific Electric Railroad which operated the "Red Cars" on the beach
frontage until 1940 when the service and tracks were abandoned.

It is certain that the City was never planned. It just grew up. Incorpora-
tion came out of a desire to protect common interests. Yet, the subdivision
lot layout for the older portion of the City was more conducive to summer
beach cottages than it was to year-around family living. As late as 1948the
summer population was double that of the v/inter.

Following World War II, improved roads and vehicles gave impetus to the
growth and development, of Manhattan Beach as a good place to live the year
around.

Land Use Controls

The development of the community as a City is reflected in the history of
zoning regulations and land use controls.

On April 5, 1923, by Ordinance No. 249, zoning was first introduced into
the City and the area west of the railroad tracks was classified as a resi-
dential zone. In June of 1941, the first comprehensive zoning ordinance
(No. 502) was adopted, which established a land use plan creating ten (10)
districts, regulated the use of property, height of structures, open spaces,
adopted a map of the districts, and repealed all prior conflicting ordinances.
The districts created were:

A-l Light Agriculture
R-l Single-family
R-2 Two-family
R-3 Limited Multiple
R-4 Unlimited Multiple

B-l Beach Recreation
C-l Retail Commercial
C-2 General Commercial

M- 1 Light Manufacturing
M-2 Heavy Manufacturing

Until February of 1953, vi?hen Ordinance No. 675 was adopted, the land east
ot Sepulveda was zoned for agricultural use.

With the adoption of Ordinance No. 825 (October 7, 1958), che Community
had come of age by establishing a comprehensive zoning ordinance for the
use of all land within the City boundaries. The years preceding the adop-
tion of Ordinance No. 825 had been the period of most rapid growth. The
City was virtually developed, and zoning, rather than implementing a plan,
attempted to confirm and stabilize the existing pattern of land use.

Population

Table 1 reveals past population trends and future projections.

2.



The population of the City has about doubled during the past twenty years
until the land became saturated and the growth rate diminished. The pro-
jection for the next twenty years averages approximately 1% per year and
will be absorbed without significant impact.

Approximately 25% of the total number of dwelling units are apartments.
If the trends of the last few years are consistent, new population growth
will result from apartment house construction.

Character of the Community

Manhattan Beach is essentially a high inconie and relatively young com-
munity» The average median family income is about $12, 000 with approx-
imately 30 percent of the resident families earning $16, 000 or more per
year. The median age is 27. 8 years. In the beach front area, 40 percent
of the residents are single, separated or divorced. As much as it would
like to be, the City is not a homogeneous community, It is a City segregated
by age, education, and marital status. The beachfront area has assumedthe
character of a residential area for unniarried inhabitants of high income and
high educational level of achievement. Trends indicate that in a matter of
time, this population group will be in the majority in the beach front area.
The remaining portions of the City are primarily single-family oriented with
80 percent of the population residing in s ingle-family dwellings.

About 36 percent of the residents are supported by the aerospace and ad-
vanced technology industries, as reflected in the relatively high income
levels and a median education of 12. 9 completed school years. Half of
the City's heads of household have completed four or more years of college
with 15 percent of these having completed advanced degrees.

In the beachfront area, 58 percent of the respondents to a 1968 survey in-
dicated college graduation.

What was once an agricultural area and a summer beach haven for the City
dweller is now a fully mature community, based upon a balance of com-
mercial, industrial, single and multiple-family residences. Transporta-
tion facilities paved the roads of development. The convenience of a beach
area to centers of commerce and industry made it a desirable residential
haven with land values reflecting its desirability. The appreciation of land
values has forced the demolition of obsolescent structures by the invest-
ment of private capital. Proximity to the beach created higher density,
smaller building sites, and higher land values. Approximately 15 percent
of the population occupies less than 13% of the total residential land area.
The elements of the General Plan are an effort to preserve the desirable
features and provide a bulwark against economic pressures that would erode
its amenities.

3.



COMMUNITY GOALS

I. Property Utilization

The existing zoning laws are an attempt to maintain property values by
precluding the sub-letting of bachelor apartments, multi-family, and
commercial uses of single family residences. Laws to perform this
objective should be rigidly enforced.

II. Character of Physical Development

Maintain and encourage owner-occupied residential character by the
development of single family residences.

III. Character of Social Development

The residential nature of the community should be preserved to permit
the enjoyment of peace and quiet free from. the nuisances of loud noise,
rowdyism and carnival atmosphere.

IV. Economic Base

The community is primarily a residential area, however the economic
base should be diversified by the encouragement of industrial develop-
ment in segregated areas and the expansion of commercial developnnent
to provide tax relief to the property owner.

V. Dens^ity of Development

Zoning regulations, area districts and land use plans should restrict
multi-unit developm.ent and small lot patterns in order to prohibit in-
creased density of population.

VI. High-Rise Development

High-rise development should be re -
striated to Section 19 of Rancho Sausal
(property bounded by Aviation, Rose-
crans, Sepulveda and Marine) with suf-
ficient restrictions to provide ample
parking facilities, adequate light, open
space and landscaping. Commercial
high-rise development should be a matter
of individual determination. In the beach
area and residential area high-rise de-
velopment is incompatible and should be
prohibited.

/-
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VII. Beach Area

The beach area should be developed so as to preserve maximum bene-
fit to the residents of the city and incidental benefit to others. Such
plan should encompass pocket terminals for access and use of the
beach with provisions for parking. Greater utilization of the beach
front should be obtained by construction of a bicycle path and recon-
struction of the Strand including landscaping, lighting, occasional
bench seating and recreational accommodations.

VIII. Commercial Development

Commercial development should be limited to the length of Sepulveda
Boulevard with sufficient depth of zoning to permit off-street access
and service; and neighborhood shopping centers located at strategic
geographic areas to include a North West, North East, Center East,
Southeast and Central Business District.

IX, Recreation Facilities

The City of Manhattan Beach is uniquely favored by the availability of
43 acres of natural recreation area paralleling the ocean front. This
beach area is readily accessible to all residents of the city. Three
major neighborhood parks and eleven public school, grounds provide
supplemental open space for recreational purposes. The preserva-
tion and use of existing public owned open spaces for recreation are
adequate to serve future population projections.

Xo City Beautification

The City has an obligation, to be charged against all residents, to
beautify the portals to the city and landscape all areas of public do-
main. Such beautification projects should include the planting of
trees along major traffic arteries and the creation and encourage -
ment of special tree districts.

XI, Circulation

The street pattern, through one way pairs, signalization, and ade-
quate right of way, should be developed to establish smooth, quick
and easy movement from one section of the city to another and through
the city. All through traffic should be discouraged from. entering
residential neighborhoods. The physical integrity of the community
can be preserved only by the exclusion of freeways within the city
boundaries. A community consensus demands all actions possible be
taken to prevent the intrusion of freeways through the city.

XII. Tidelands Development

The tidelands should be preserved in their natural state and used
solely for recreational, activities. The natural environment should be
preserved and defended against encroachment by the State, and fi-
nancial, commercial, mineral and transportation activities should be
prohibited.

5.



LAND USE ELEMENT OF THE GENERAL PLAN

The Land Use Element of the General Plan is a guide to future developmento
It is not a zoning map which specifies the precise use of each parcel within
the corporate limits. As changes in population occur and market demands
are made, the land use element will serve as a basis for zone changes while
at the same time providing stability and continuity to the nature of future de -
velopments.

This element is based upon the land use survey and considers the unique
characteristics of the community. Manhattan Beach is a mature city with-
out room for expansion and extensive development. Lot patterns and land
use have been pre-established. Although from a planner's eye many com-
munlty improvements could be envisioned in the re-arrangement of lot lines
and density patterns, such a plan would require mass redevelopment pro-
grams financed by government or the investment of imrnense sums of private
capital. The Goals and Objectives of the City of Manhattan Beach are not
consistent with urban renewal.

Based on the community's goals and objectives, the land use element rec-
ognizes existing development and serves to perpetuate the existing resid,en-
tial character. The plan is to protect and stabilize the residential areas
with a m.inim.um of encroachments by other uses. It further establishes
those areas that are best suited because of lot size, geographical location,
and land values, to be developed as multiple type dwelling units. Insofar
as possible, buffer areas are established to separate single family residen-
tial development from. industrial and commercial developments.

Definitions

LOW DENSITY. Lov/ Density areas are generally considered as single family
neighborhoods. Here is provided a maximum of privacy, light and air, as
well as other amenities of suburban living. Population density in these areas
will accommodate from 5 to 8 families per net acre (minus streets).

MEDIUM DENSITY. Medium Density relates to both apartment type dwell-
ings where lot sizes range from 4600 sq. ft. to 7500 sq. ft. and to single
family residences on lots of 2700 sq.ft. Population density in these areas
will accommodate from 10 to 16 families per net acre.

MEDIUM DENSITY. (Planned Re sidential) This
classification provides for residential apartm-ent
type housing of planned design that would provide
for open space, internal circulation, combination
and consolidation of lots. Its use is particularly
applicable to inajor traffic arteries and in the vi-
cinity of commercial areas. Planned residential
development permits a higher density of land use
while at the same time requiring design standards
that prohibit interference with traffic flow and pro-
vide community amenities. Population density in
these areas accommodates from. 10 to 15 families
per net acre.

^% \
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HIGH DENSITY, High Density provides for maximum coverage of the land
in consideration of existing land development patterns and prevalent build-
ing codes and community attitudes related to lot sizes and height limitations.
High Density is generally related to multiple family dwellings and will ac-
commodate from 30 to 48 families per net acre.

Assumptions

1, Redeveiopnient will be on a limited scale by private funds as warranted
by the amortization and depreciation of existing dwellings.

2o Urban renewal will not be necessary if property values and improve-
ments are maintained.

3.

4.

5.

6,

7.

8.

9.

Land values and the demand for proximity to the beach will perpetuate
high density of development and small lot patterns within easy walking
distance to the beach.

The dominance of single-family residential development is preferred by
the majority of residents. A variety of demand will be acconimodated
by area districts of varying lot sizes.

Increasing land values and increasing taxes will invite the illegal con-
version of s ingle-family residences to multi-family dwellings unless
rigid code enforcement procedures are followed.

The density of development in existing and proposed High Density areas
will not accommodate private off-street or public on-street parking re -
quirements. Under existing development patterns consolidated off-
street parking facilities will be required for residential parking.

The affluence of the area will. support, high value s ingle-family resi-
dences and the community can serve the demand by providing suburban
services at a premium tax level.

Commercial development will be limited to neighborhood, central busi-
ness district and strip development on the Pacific Coast Highway, cater-
ing prlniarily to local residents.

Industrial development will be of "light" character which will preclude
offensive noise, dust, smoke, odor and nuisance factors but will bur-
den traffic arteries and require a level, of municipal services equal to
the nature of developmento

Goals and Objectives

1. To accommodate an optimum population density of 40, 000 to 46,000
people.

2. To maintain the high-valued single-family residential character of the
community.

7.



3. To provide adequate allocation of land to permit the development of a
balanced community by providing for industry, commerce, service and
residential land use.

4. To create buffer areas between residential dwellings and less restric-
tive land uses.

5. To provide incentive for private investors to redevelop non-conforming
and amortized structures in a manner that -would accommodate public
demands and contribute to community amenities.

6. To withdraw multi-family land use from congested areas of the city and
to authorize apartment dwellings where land areas and traffic facilities
can accommodate them without adverse effect.

7. To reserve adequate open space and land for public recreation and
quasi-public use.

Proposals

1. Commercial Development. Strip commercial zoning is proposed for the
length of the Pacific Coast Highway at a sufficient depth to permit front-
age parking and of adequate lot size to permit high-value com.m.ercial
development. The Central Business District extending from Valley
Drive to the Ocean Front is to provide concentrated commercial and
professional services whereby pedestrian traffic is generated and sales
and services complement each other. Neighborhood shopping centers
are to be located at the outer extremities of the city in the Northwest,
Centereast and Southeast sections.

2. Residential Development. Low Density Development will be perpetuated
with lot sizes for single family development ranging from 4600 square
feet to 7500 square feet. Medium Density development encompasses
s ingle-family land use where lot sizes are generally less than 3, 000
square feet. The permissive division of lots during past years into two
parcels of 1360 square feet each, makes it imperative that future de-
velopment and redevelopment on portions of lots be restricted to single-
family use.

Medium Density (Planned Development) is to be authorized on all major
traffic arteries to include Rosecrans, Marine, Manhattan Beach Boule-
vard, Artesia, and the southerly section of Aviation Boulevard, Planned
unit development v^ould prohibit by design the backing of any vehicle into
the public thoroughfare.

High Density development provides for multi-family land use inthe:beach
front area. The private consolidation and redevelopment of existing
small lots should be encouraged.

3. Residential .Parking. The proposed density of developm.ent in High Den-
sity Areas makes it imperative that provisions be made for private or

8.
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ĉ^

^

\ /^-^ ^

^7^
c^3?.

^^'^r ^t.0

M

u

s
Q
>-1

3
ffi

^

a
u
Pi
M
2
s
0
u

/

f>'a<;

*^
^1^

^
/

\'IIP



4.

public off-street parking facilities. These facilities for the residential
area could be provided by private funds where permitted by specific
plans and zoning ordinances. The assessment against the property
owner for off-street parking facilities would enable public construction
and operation» An alternative to residential off-street parking facili-
ties is more restrictive land use.

Industrial. Nearly one eighth, or 300 acres, of the land within the city
has been reserved for industrial use. This area should be preserved
against encroachment by residential and other incompatible development.

General Considerations

The City will receive ever increasing pressures for maxinium land develop-
ment for residential use as the population influx and industrial development
of the South Bay area materializes. The community objective is to pre -
serve its character as a high-valued residential area, A substantial in-
crease in density will destroy the high-value character of the residential
comrrLunity and will result in a preponderance of tenant dwellings and the
related demand upon municipal services by a transient population.

If the stature of the community is to be preserved, the Planning Comm.ission,
Boards and City Council will be required to resist any overtures for increas-
ed density, particularly in the beach front area.

The anienities of suburban living require the separation of nonconipatlble
land useso For this reason commercial and service oriented land uses
should be clustered and segregated from residential land use.

If individual parcels in the beach front area are to be permitted high density,
then consolidated off-street parking facilities are a necessity.

The preservation of the single-family residential character of the com-
munity will require rigid code enforcement to
prohibit the unlawful conversion to and expan-
slon of multi-family dwellings.

r^

9.



CIRCULATION ELEMJENT OF THE GENERAL PLAN

The Circulation Element of the General Plan is for the purpose of establish-
ing a guide for future street design and improvements. The purpose is two-
fold in that it will attempt to assure adequate nieans for the movement of
people and goods from one given piece of property to another within the city,
and provide routes for traffic to progress through the city to destinations
elsewhere without adverse effect upon the residential character of the com-
munity.

The adoption of a Circulation Element for Manhattan Beach poses problems
uncommon to ne^wer cities and to many older cities. The street system is
basically established, land uses are nearly developed, lot sizes preclude ob-
taining additional, right-of-way without destroying existing use, with the ex-
ception of the railroad right-of-way, and tradition and usage have entrenched
community thought to existing development. The problem of the Planning
Commission and City Council becomes one of adapting an existing street
system to meet present and future demands within the concepts of traffic flow,
residential integrity, and acceptable standards of design,

The Street System

The total street system in the City of Manhattan Beach consists of approxi-
mately 95 miles of streets, occupying over 1/5 of the 3.84 square miles of
the City. The streets themselves consist of 53 miles of fully improved
streets with curbs and gutters, 5.6 miles of walk streets and .4 miles of
dirt or unopened streets. In other words, the street system consists of 840
acres which must be cleaned, paved, graded, drained and maintained.

The degree to which we are influenced by the street system varies in a range
from quite direct to being extremely subtle and difficult to define. The
ability to enter and exit conveniently from our places of residence; the ability
to get from our residence to the store or to our place of employment; the
ability for supplies and products to be easily distributed throughout the area;
to saynothing of the accessibility for emergency vehicles and secondary use s
such as the location for the installation of utilities are but a few of the large
number of influences in varying amounts that our system of streets has on
our daily lives. The roadway facilities that
comprise a street system, are classified as free-
ways, limited access thoroxighfares, primary
streets (major arterials), secondary (collector
streets), and local streets.

Definitions

Ji'reeway - A major traffic expressway establish-
ed by the State Highway Commission, character-
ized by limited access, no grade crossings,
physical separation of opposing traffic lanes,

k '^

^
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elimination of direct access to abutting property, and designed for maximum
traffic speed and flow.

Limited Access - Throughfare (Parkway) - A major thoroughfare designed
to limit the number of intersections and to prevent direct access to and
from abutting propertie s. When suitably landscaped, it assumes the title of
"Parkway, " (an ambiguous term with regional connotations). Limited-access
throughfares are characterized by fast moving center lanes paralleled by
adjacent frontage or service roads. Grade crossings are limited to signal-
ized intersections with major traffic arteries. Through proper signaliza-
tion, they permit a high volume of continuous traffic flow without the physi-
cal barriers, speed, and access restriction characterized by a freeway.

Major Arterials - (Primary Streets)-A major thoroughfare-providing for
through traffic movement bet-ween areas and across the city, and direct
access to abutting property; subject to necessary control of entrances,
exits, and curb use. Included within this classification are Sepulveda
Boulevard, Manhattan Beach Boulevard, Rosecrans Avenue, Artesia Boule-
vard, a portion of Marine Avenue, and other major traffic arteries.

Collector Streets - (Secondary Streets)-A street network which serves an
area or neighborhood as a collector or distributor of vehicle traffic by being
fed by local streets and delivering the traffic to a major traffic artery. In-
eluded within this classification are Valley Drive, Pacific Avenue, Meadows
Avenue, Ardmore Avenue and Second Street.

Local St reet.s - Streets which are designed to serve a residential area and
are local in character. Ideally to protect residential integrity, a local
street prohibits through traffic by cul-de-sac, curves, and T-intersectlons.
An adequate street system provides for local streets to be limited to two
traffic lanes and parking lanes adjacent to the curb. Their purpose is to
provide sole and exclusive benefit to the residences fronting upon them and
to provide access from a residential neighborhood to a collector street.

u

Standards

The desired standards for streets and highways are established by Article 2,
Section 10, Chapter 4 of the Manhattan Beach Municipal Code. These stand-
ards are appropriate criteria for new construction; however, it is readily
recognized that they are unrealistic for application to a mature city with a
developed street system.

Sidewalk Area - Major arterials, collector streets, and local streets should
provide a parallel area for unobstructed pedestrian passage of a m.1nimuni
width of four feet (4'). Greater widths should be required and authorized in
accordance with the pedestrian demands related to commercial areas and
places of public assembly such as schools and churches.

Sidewalks should be required on all arterial and collector streets and on
streets providing direct access to places of public assembly, schools, parks
and shopping areas. In single family residential areas, parkways should be

i
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required on local streets to provide for a four foot (4') property line side-
walk six inches (6") from the property line with the remaining parkway area
to be suitably landscaped.

The Select System - The "select system" consists of the streets designated
as major arterials and collector streets. As such, they become eligible for
the expenditure of state gas tax funds for their construction and maintenance.

Amendments to the system, may be made v/hen warranted by change brought
about by changes in traffic or land-use patterns or by other cause s acceptable
to the State of California, Department of Public Works.

The criteria for selection or revision of the select system of streets follows :

a. The total mileage of the select system shall not exceed 50 percent of the
sum of street mileage in the city, less the state highway mileage within
the city.

b. Any route included in the select system of city streets shall meet one or
more of the following tests:

(1) It shall be an important traffic connection between two or more routes
on the State Highv^ay System.

(2) It shall afford substantial relief to one or more routes in the State
Highway System.

State routes may be included for providing contributions to and
processing of cooperative agreements with the State Highway De -
partment.

c. A showing shall be n^ade by the city that every route is coordinatedwith
contiguous local, jurisdictions and vyith routes in the State Highway Sys-
tem.

d. Notwithstanding the above, a city shall be entitled to include within its
select system as many miles of city streets as were included in its
approved major street system on January 1, 19&3.

Traffic —Impact and Projection

Local residents are responsible for 56% of the traffic crossing city boyindar-
ies. The average household maintains 1. 7 motor vehicles with two-thirds of
the single-family residences maintaining two or more cars. (See Table 1).

Household survey respondents indicate average local trips of about four per
day,., slightly less than half of which are for work (See Table 2). About one -
fourth of the work trips are within the city. Trips within Manhattan Beg.ch
account for slightly under one-half the total trips.

12.



It is estimated that total motor vehicle trips into and out of the City (peri-
pheral traffic counts) are about 225,000 on a typical weekday (see Table 3).
It is estimated that these peripheral traffic counts reflect a total of 215, 000
one-way trips made within, into, or out of the City (see Table 4). Included
in these 215,000 one-way trips are 54, 000 trips made by local residents
within the City which would not appear on the peripheral traffic counts. Also,
the 215,000 one-way trips reflect 110,000 two-way trips, there being some
trips made through the City which do not return through the City,

Comparable figures have been estimated for a peak weekday period consist-
ing of approximately five hours during the "heavy" morning and evening com-
muting traffic. From these data it is estimated that about 56 percent ofthe
City's total traffic (as measured by total one-way trips) is generated by local
residents, both for an average weekday and also for the peak weekday peri-
ods. The remaining 44 percent is from. non-local residents.

There is very little difference in traffic generation percentages between the
average and the peak. However, there is a considerable difference in the
type of trip. Peak-hour traffic generated by local residents is much more
heavily oriented to out of City destinations. Most in-City destinations are
not work related, and thus, are most easily performed during the non-peak
hours. Similarly, non-local resident trips with Manhattan Beac-h destinations
are much lower during peak hours than other hours, again reflecting an es-
sentially non-employment orientation.

It is estimated that on a "good weekend" as many as 50,000 to 100, 000 per-
sons visit beach areas within the City. More than 80 or 90 percent are
estimated to be non-residents. Total traffic generation is probably about
one car for every two persons, indicating total trips of 25,000 to 50,000.
These would result in peripheral traffic counts of at least 40,000 to 80,000.

jT_ ~\

Problem Areas and Analysis

A series of ratings reflect traffic problems on major city streets (see Table
5)o During the weekday peak hours, the principal problems are on the north-
south streets. The major problems on the east-west streets at that tinie are
principally at Sepulveda Boulevard. On summer weekends, the principal
problems occur primarily on Highland and Manhattan Avenues, and on east-
west streets near Highland. In terms of total
traffic problems, both during the week and on j^^
weekends, it is clear that the greatest problem
areas are on Highland and Manhattan Avenues.

The distribution of employment of the TRW com-
plex is presented in Table 6. This should be a
relatively good measure of the distribution of
future employees situated within Manhattan
Beach. This also appears to be a reasonable
measure of employment distribution throughout
the total airport-aerospace industries as a
whole. It can be seen that approximately
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47 percent of the TRW employees reside in the South Bay - from the air-
port south to Palos Verdes and east to approximately the Harbor Freeway.
An additional 32 percent reside in the North Bay and West and Central Los
Angeles areas. The remainder of the employees (about 21 percent) live in
the San Fernanda Valley, Long Beach, and beyond. Of the employees re -
siding in the South Bay, we estimate that probably no more than one-half
would use Manhattan Beach streets other than Aviation to reach their desti-

nation at TRW. A greater percentage would use other Manhattan Beach ar-
terials to reach eniployment in the El Segundo and We stchester areas.

Projections

It is projected that industrial acreage will be developed to maximum poten-
tial within the time span of this element. Commercial areas will continue
to develop along present lines, resulting in a 50 percent increase in sales
volume.

Non-resident traffic volume at the present level of 95,000 one-way trips will
increase to 100,000 but it is anticipated that the volume will stabilize there-
after at that point. This projection is predicated upon potential traffic relief
from development of the Route 1/107 Freeway. (See Table 7). Total traffic
projection will increase 13. 5% from the present count of 216,000 to 244,000
one-way trips. (See Table 8).

Assumptions

lo A Pacific Coast Freeway will not bisect the city and if future vehicle re-
quirements necessitate the extension of the Pacific Coast Freeway
through the South Bay area, it will follow the eastern boundary of the city.

2. The street system though not meeting acceptable standards, will ade-
quately serve intra-city traffic circulation requirements under existing
development standards.

3. The adequacy or inadequacy of the existing street system for internal
traffic circulation is directly related to parking facilities and controls.

4. The greatest deficiency of the street system is the accommodation of
through traffic.

5, Walk streets will not be opened to vehicle traffic except for those neces-
sary for circulation and parking facility access in the Central Business
District.

60 One--svay traffic patterns can further Increase the capacity of streets to
acconimodate peak-hour vehicle demands.

7. The. streets of the city, especially within the beach front area, are not
adequate to accommodate the population density of the area. Our present
street pattern is inefficient and in the vast majority of areas, we have

14.



inadequate right-of-way. Radical departures from existing policies will
have to be made if adequate right-of-way is to be gained.

•<

8. Rapid Transit will eventually result from public demand. The proximity
of Manhattan Beach to the International Airport will result in either con-
venient access to a Rapid Transit Terminal or the extension of the line
through the South Bay area to serve the city.

c

Goals and Objectives

lo The smooth, quick and easy movement of traffic from one section of the
city to another while at the same time preserving the single-family re s -
identlal integrity of the community and protecting against the adverse in-
fluences of through-traffic.

2. Adequate intersection capacity on boundary through-fares to prevent any
diversion of through traffic onto local streets because of peak hour con-
gestion and delay at intersections on boundary throughfares.

3. The efficient dispersion of locally generated traffic by the maximum
utilization of collectors and major arterials.

4. The convenient access from collector streets onto niajor arterials.

5. Cooperation with other governmental agencies to provide economical,
efficient and beneficial traffic facilities for the transporting of people
and material.

6. Encourage the development of an adequate, attractive and efficient rapid
transit system to serve the needs of the total area, thereby relieving the
surface street system of congestion, lessen through traffic demands, and
contribute to the health, well being and convenience of the residents.

Proposals

I. Arterials (North-South)

Sepulveda and Aviation Boulevards are to provide the major arterial
accommodations for through traffic. The short-term improvements are to
encompass maximum traffic movement within the existing public right-of-
way with provision for free access to the thoroughfares at the intersections
of Rosecrans, Ardmore, Marine, Manhattan Beach Boulevard and Artesia
Boulevard.

Construction and alterations necessary in the immediate future include the
widening of the Sepulveda Railroad overpass and the extension of Aviation
Boulevard to connect at Aviation Way with the Flagler-Prospect project.

Long-range traffic accommodations will require the further expansion of the
traffic capacity of Aviation Boulevard to include interconnection with the

16.



Artesia Freeway (Route 91). Street widening of Aviation will require the
joint participation of other governmental agencies.

Highland Avenue and Manhattan Avenue are arterials of lesser importance
providing access to the Central Business District and limited throughtraffic.
Manhattan Avenue is proposed to be widened between 9th Street and Manhat-
tan Beach Boulevard to accommodate diagonal parking. Upon the accom-
modation of adequate off-street parking needs, all diagonal parking should
be eliminated on major streets in the interest of safety and traffic circula-
tion,

During peak hours of traffic volume, parking lanes should be converted to
traffic lanes by the prohibition of parking, with the provision for adequate
off-street parking facilities in commercial areas.

An immediate future project is the widening of Manhattan Beach Boulevard
from Ardmore to Pacific to provide smooth and easy access to and from the
Central Business District.

II. Arterials (East-West)

The major arteries of Rosecrans, Manhattan Beach Boulevard, and Artesia
Boulevard, in accordance with existing development and approved construc-
tion plans, will accomimodate traffic demands o£ the residents with minor
modifications.

Modifications to Rosecrans Avenue and Artesia Boulevard include a by-pass
interconnection on Rosecrans Avenue between Highland Avenue and Grand-
view Avenue on an alignment with 38th Street, an interconnection at Valley-
A r dma re and Rosecrans, access to major thoroughfares from collector
streets, and the limitation of access to major arteries from local streets
by the use of cul-de-sacs, median barriers, or right-turn only movements.

III. Residential Collector Streets

Existing residential collector streets,.as designated by the Select System.
are to be improved to acceptable standards with-
in the dedicated right-of-way, for the purpose of
providing neighborhood access on major arteri-
als and on-street parking lanes.

Within future projections, when warranted by
intra-city traffic demands. Valley-Ardmore
should be extended northeasterly to interconnect
with Sepulveda Boulevard and Rosecrans. Col-
lector Streets shall be so designed at intersec-
tions to preclude through industrial traffic.

\T
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IV. Local Streets

Residential streets having dedicated right-of-way in excess of that required
to accommodate local traffic should be partially vacated to return the right-
of-way in excess of 60 feet to the adjacent property owners to assure en-
hancement of private properties.

Dedicated right-of-way for local street purposes in Area District III, which
has not been used nor required for street purposes should be reserved for
controlled residential parking accommodations.

Residential streets containing adequate but undeveloped right-of-way shall
be improved to local street standards to provide on-street parking lane or
'lanes and assurance of through local traffic movement.

Streets with inadequate public right-of-way for both, parking lanes and through
traffic, are to be limited to the alternatives of one-way traffic or prohibition
of parking. Residential streets, to be considered on an individual basis, are
to accommodate only neighborhood traffic, with the added assurance of unob-
structed movement for emergency vehicles.

V. Freeway Development

Encouragement and support shall be given for the early construction of Route
1/107 Freeway on its proposed alignnient East of the City limits and parallel
~v\rith Aviation Boulevard. Continued and determined opposition should be
made to any freeway within the City limits,

VI. Industrial Tract

Service roads providing access to the industrial tract bordered by Sepulveda,
Rosecrans, Aviation and Marine Avenues should be private roads built to
City standards. The location of the roadways should be at the convenience
of the developer with the City's interest being that of designating or approv-
ing the entrance and egress as related to protecting the residential integrity
of adjoining properties.

17<



TABLE 1
NUMBER OF MOTOR VEHICLES PER HOUSEHOLD

KEPT OVERNIGHT, 1968
MANHATTAN BEACH

Number of A. D. I.
Vehicles (S/MBB;

0

1

2

3

4

'5

6 or more

Total

2.3%

34. 1

50. 9

10. 3

1. 8

0.5

0. 1

A. D. 11 A.D.IIA A. D. Ill
(N/MBB) (Tree) (Sand)

Percent of TOTAL-

Total City

ioo. o(7c'0

1.8%

34.4

52. 1

9.2

2. 0

0.4

0. 1

100.0%

2. 0%

30.4

55. 3

9.6

2.4

0. 3

100.0%

4.7%

46.8

38.6

7. 7

1.6

0. 3

0.4

100.0%

3. 1%

38.5

47. 0

9.0

1.8

0.4

0.2

100.0%

Percent with
2 or more
cars 63.6

Percent -svith
3 or more
cars 12.7

Average 1.77

63. 8

14, 7

1.77

65.6 48.5

12.3 10.0

1.81 1.57

58.4

11.4

1.70

Source: California State Department of Finance-
Census Survey;
Development Research Associates
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TABLE 2

AVERAGE NUMBER OF DAILY TRIPS PER RESPONDENTS' HOUSEHOLDS

Type of Residence

3.^..' i

To Work

Within Manhattan Beach

Outside Manhattan Beach

Total

Other

Within Manhattan Beach

Outside Manhattan Beach

Total

Grand Total

Average Number of Adults
Per Household

Average Number of Trips
Per Adult

Single

0.49

1.28

1.77

1.36

1. 09

2.45

4. 22

2. 11

2.00

Multiple All Respondents

Weighted Average

0.40

1« 17

1.57

0. 76

0. 70

1.46

3. 03

1.72

1.76

0.47

1. 26

1.73

1.27

1.02

2. 29

4.02

2. 05

1.96

u

Source: Development Research Associates (Household Survey)
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TABLE 3
AVERAGE DAILY TRAFFIC IN MANHATTAN BEACH

AT MAJOR PERIPHERAL POINTS
WEEKDAY

Number of

One - Way Trip s

North Boundary of City
Highland Avenue
Sepulveda Boulevard
Aviation Boulevard

Total

15,000
34,000
28,000
77,000

South Boundary of City
Manhattan Avenue

Highland Avenue
Valley-Ardmore
Sepulveda Boulevard
Aviation Boulevard

Total

11,000
5, 000
8, 000

29,000
19,000
72,000

East Boundary of City
Rosecrans Avenue
Marine Avenue
Manhattan Beach Boulevard
Artesia Boulevard

Total

25.000
12,000
19,000
20,000
76,000

Grand Total 225,000

Source: City of Manhattan Beach
Development Research Associates
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TABLE 5
TRAFFIC PROBLEM RATINGSa

Weekday
Peak Hour

Summe r
Weekend

North-South Streets
Aviation Boulevard

Sepulveda Boulevard
Highland Avenue
Manhattan Avenue

Valley-Ardmore
at Pacific Avenue
elsewhere

4
5
5
5

5
z

1
3
5+
5

1
1

East-West Streets
Rosecrans Avenue

at Sepulveda Boulevard
at Highland Avenue
at Aviation Boulevard
elsewhere

Marine Avenue

at Sepulveda Boulevard
at Highland Avenue
at Aviation Boulevard
elsewhere

Manhattan Beach Boulevard
at Sepulveda Boulevard
at Highland Avenue
at Aviation Boulevard
elsewhere

Artesia Boulevard

5
3
3
1

5

1

3

1

2

6
5
5
1

5
1

5
1

2

aRating scale of 1 to 5 in order of degree of problem
strongest degree of problem.

5 represents

Source: City of Manhattan Beach
Development Research Associates
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TABLE 6

TRW EMPLOYEE ORIGINS

Residential Location

Beach Cities

Palos Verdes Area

Torrance Area

Lawndale-Hawthorne Area

Total South Bay

Inglewood Area

Westchester Area

Central and West Los Angeles Area

Santa Monica Area

Total North Bay and Los Angeles

San Fernanda Valley Area

Long Beach Area

All Other

Grand Total

Percent of Total
Employees

17. 1%

7.9

11. 8

10.4

47.2%

4.9

2.0

20.2

4. 7

31.8%

7.2

4.4

9.4

100.0%

u

Source: Donald Frischer &: Associates
Development Research Associates

J
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PLANNING FOR LEISURE

This recreation element of the General Plan is an effort to enrich the lives
of future citizens by providing for the constructive use of leisure and the
opportunity for the expression of interest in the development of the physique,
the world of the mind, nature, art and creative social activities. The task
of the next twenty years is to provide the new facilities that will be required
for an expanding population, to adopt the old to changing requirements and
greater demands, and to establish and preserve those facilities that enable
an individual to enjoy the natural environment.

Increased necessity and demands for recreation facilities will be the out-
growth of increased technology with its lesser demands for the labor of man,
the development of land which eradicates the neighborhood sandlot, the con-
gestion of people which complicates the trek to natural retreats, and the
changing recreational interests of a dynamic society with the probable em-
phasis on creative and cultural activities and on organized and directed forms
of recreationo The trends of urbanization, population growth and industrial
automation are certain to have an impact on the nature, amount, and need
for open space and recreation.

The definitions and classification of terms used to identify recreational fa-
cilities have special meanings and implications as used in subsequent state-
mentSo Although the reconimendations of this plan in the most part are
general, the use of specific terms may clarify the content of this element
of the plan.

Playlot (Totlot)

A small, area planned for the imaginative, creative and active outdoor play
of pre-school, children. Supervision is provided by parents and guardians.

Neighborhood Recreation Center

A recreation center that serves an area equal to that of an elementary school.
Indoor recreation activities are superimposed.
Outdoor facilities are provided for pre-school
children, elementary school students and family ^
groups. When the area adjoins an elementary
school, it functions as a school recreation
facility during school hours but as a neighbor-
hood recreation activity at other times.

Community Recreation Park

A facility serving a group of neighborhoods or
districts within a city. Both outdoor and indoor

&3

^ \

^
< \

26.



n
facilities are provided for a wide range of age groups and interests. Facil-
itles include buildings, fields and courts for various sports, playlots and
family picnic areas.

City-Wide Recreation Park;

A large area for recreation activities whose facilities are not duplicated and
are spacious to adequately accommodate large groups.

Special Use Facility

A separate facility that accommodates a special purpose or closely related
activities. Included within this classification are the beach area and open
space area3 of significant size,

0

u

A s sumptions

A. The City of Manhattan Beg.ch is unique in the availability of approxi-
mately two miles of beach front for general use as a recreation facili-
ty. Thepe 56.34 acres of recreational area, accessible to residents of
the City, cause the usual standards of recreational areas and require-
ments to be of less than normal use in their local application.

B. The planning and development of future recreational needs are limited
to providing facilities adequate to provide for the expected population
growth within the City's current boundaries and the dernands for beach
access incidental to the population growth in the immediate adjacent
areas.

C. Residents of the city may participate in recreation programs of region-
al interests that are sponsored in conjunction with the support of ad-
jacent communities.

D. The beach area and pier will remain the property of the State of Cali-
fornla with the City of Manhattan Beach having the opportunity to plan
and develop the area for the primary benefit of the community.

E. Greater benefit will accrue to the residents of the city by the acquisi-
tion of large recreation areas than by acquiring, staffing a,nd maintain-
ing numerous small areas.

F. The residents of the community support the cost of recreation facilities
and services provided by both the public school system and the city
governnient. It is the desire of the electorate to obtain the maxim.um.
recreational value for each tax dollar invested through the mutual
utilization of all public facilities and the avoidance of duplication. A
cooperative program effort by city government and school district can
assure maxinium utiliza.tlon of all facilities.

27.



G. The acquisition and preservation of open space may be accomplished
through the assistance of other units of governnient.

H. The development of the beach area will be for recreational require -
ments and primarily a preservation of the natural resource.

QI. • Re.creational facilities include provisions for a promenade where the
p^bl^c can walk in lighted safety during the night as well as the day.
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n
B. Public School

Playground Areas

Foster Begg
Center
Grandview
Ladera
La Marina

Manhattan Heights
Meadows
Pacific

Pennekamp
Robinson

Mira Costa High

Total

Area in Acres

19.7
5.0
1.5
1.8
7. 5
Z.6
4.9
3. 0
6.2
4.4

12.3

68.9 acres

Undeveloped

14.

3.

17.acres

0

u

Proposals

A. Park Sites

The permanent retention of the Polliwog Pond as a park site is propos-
edo This site is of such size and location as to serve as a community
recreation parko The use of a portion of the total area has been tem-
porarily established by designation as Polliwog Park. Title to the
property is vested in the Manhattan Beach School District. If neces-
sary, title of land area not required for school use should be obtained
by the City to insure its retention as a park site, this in the event
school title to the property is in jeopardy.

B. Beach Development

The primary objective is the preservation of the beach and tidelands in
their natural state while at the same time permitting maximum utiliza-
tion for recreational activities. Associated with these objectives are
access, parking, recreational facilities and a promenade.

I. Access

East-west traffic arteries are propos-
ed as access routes to the beach area
to terminate at beach development sites
and thereby eliminate to the maximum
extent any vehicle traffic in a norther-
ly-southerly route in proximity to the
beach area. Major vehicle access
routes to the beach as proposed are
Rosecrans Avenue, Marine Avenue and
Manhattan Beach Boulevard.

fi

t ^^
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\
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2. Parking

The crux of adequate beach development is the provision of ample
parking requirements. It is considered neither desirable nor
necessary to provide parking facilities directly on the beach. The
objectives are to assure that all beach area be preserved for rec-
reational use and to assure that people engaged in recreational
activities are not harrassed by automobiles in the immediate area.
To achieve this objective, terminal parking spaces are proposed
in the vicinity of the western extremities- of Rosecrans Avenue
and Manhattan Beach Boulevard to augment parking at 26th-27th
Streets. These facilities as depicted by Figures II and III are to
be provided by the maximum feasible development of land current-
ly available and under State ownership and by acquisition of other
proposed parking sites when economically feasible to do so. Park-
ing structures must be aesthetically pleasing and functionally ac-
ceptable.

3. Recreational Facilities

Proposed beach development includes the providing of game areas
for such sports as volleyball, shuffle board, horseshoes, and such
other activities as are compatible with the beach.

Among recreational activities proposed is the construction of a
bicycle path parallel with the Strand walkway and traversing the
beach front from. Playa del Rey to Redondo Beach. As such, the
project will require the cooperation of other communities and pri-
vate property owners along the proposed route. A tentative design
of this facility is depicted by Figure IV. Provisions should be
made for the redevelopment of the Strand to provide a promenade.
This facility can be developed under the provisions of the urban
beautification element of the general plan, although a promenade
remains as an essential integral of recreation facilities.

Tidelands are to be preserved in their natural state with only those
improvements which will contribute to their maximum recreation-
al use. Improvements include the extension and modernization of
the existing pier and the rmprovement of fishing facilities. It is
proposed that fishing continue to be the primary pier attraction
with only those additional activities that are compatible. The re -
maining tidelands are to be preserved for swimming and surfing
activities.

C. Recreation Buildings

It is proposed that any recreational facilities that are constructed be
of multi-purpose design and use. Important among the recreational
needs of the city is the development of the Manhattan Heights Com.m.un-
ity Recreation Park. Development should include a building with aud-
itorium, kitchen facilities, meeting rooms and office space. This
facility should provide nieeting rooms for neighborhood clubs, youth

30.



n
organizations and civic groups; office space for recreation department staff;
and storage rooms. The auditorium should provide adequate facilities for
dancing and community social functions. It is proposed that this facility be
developed in consideration for all age groups and needs of the community.

The further development of Live Oak Park should be restricted to the altera-
tion and renovation or replacement of existing recreation buildings. Facili-
ties should be consolidated and there should be no encroachment on open
areas.

Sand Dune Park should be further developed as a Neighborhood Recreation
Center with shade and shelter pavilion with primary emphasis upon outdoor
activities.

r'

f-

u
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CITY BEAUTIFUL

One of the most valuable assets of a city is its pleasing appearance. The
early developments in city planning at the turn of the century were directed
toward removing the curse of ugliness. But the "City Beautiful" emphasis
gave way to the concepts of "the city practical" and "beautification" was
relegated to a position of insignificance. Beauty was considered an expen-
sive luxury that only the privileged could enjoy. Further reason for the lack
of emphasis on the beautification of cities is the fact that beauty is subjective.
It is difficult to define, measure and legislate beauty. That which is con-
sidered beautiful by one person may appear atrocious to another. Govern-
mental actions necessary to beautify the city that will receive the support of
the entire community are difficult to achieve.

While it is difficult to specify that which is beautiful, a consensus is readily
developed as to that which is ugly and offensive. The City Code recognizes
many flagrant offenses to aesthetic values and prohibits their expansion or
development. Yet, the prohibition of a few extremes of ugliness will not
assure beauty for a city, nor even guarantee a pleasing appearance.

A desire for urban beauty has been expressed by all levels of government in-
eluding the office of the President of the United States. The practical busi-
nessman recognizes the value of an attractive merchandise setting and is
equally cognizant of the value of an attractive city. The responsible resident
is aware of the enhancement of his own property values and the environmental
amenities of a city with beauty and charm. The Supreme Court of the United
States in November 1954 upheld the right of government to legislate for the
purpose of making a city an attractive environment. "It is within the power
of the legislature to determine that the community should be beautiful as well
as healthy, spacious as well as clean, well-balanced as well as carefully
patrolled. . . "^

As a result of the interest and public demand for beautification, several
federal grants-in-aid programs and a few State assisted programs have be-
come available to the City of Manhattan Beach. Beautification programs
are encouraged by federal grants and aesthetic improvement is within the
realm, of financial possibility.

A growing consciousness of the need for considera- ^,^
tion of aesthetics in Manhattan Beach was mani- ^ ^
fested in the report of the 1963 Citizens' Ad- //f /(
visory Committee on Capital Improvements. This
committee placed "City Beautification" top pri-
ority in future city improvements.

By reason of the study made by the 1963 Citizens
Advisory Committee on Capital Improvements,
recommendation was made that a seven member

I

lBermen v. Parker, 348 U. X. 26
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n
City Beautification Commission be created.
City Council that year.

This was accomplished by the

The purpose of the Beautification Element of the General Plan is to achieve
a more beautiful Manhattan Beach by establishing a theme and setting stand-
ards for the continual beautification efforts of the residents and government
of the city.

The theme for the community is established as "Village Mediterranea"
which denotes a variety of shrubs and trees applicable to the variety of soil
and climatic conditions prevailing within the community, and the desire to
create a unique, rustic and wooded village atmosphereo

The Beautification Element of the General Plan is the combined efforts of
the Beautiflcation Commission, private citizens, Planning Comnilssion and
City Council in making a commitment on the part of the citizens and their
government to actively pursue a program with the objective of improving
the physical appearance of the community.

Assumptions

L

1«

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

Past efforts toward improving the appearance of major traffic arteries
and public buildings were of a nature to justify further expenditures of
public funds within the framework of the. community theme.

Improving the appearance of the city is a joint responsibility of the home -
owner, private enterprise and local government.

The problem of creating beauty in the city is complicated by the multi-
plicity of interests concerned. The Beautificatlon Commission, acting
in behalf of city government, will encourage participation of the various
organizations and individuals from the private sector of the economy in
iEniproving the appearance of the city.

Financial assistance for the beautification of public property may be
sought from other agencies of the government as well as other sources.

The objectives of improved community appearance can be better achieved
by the cooperative efforts of citizens who have pride in their own com-
munity and a minimum of obligatory regulations imposed by city gavern-
ment,

The financial resources of city government necessarily limit its beauti-
ficat-ion and maintenance to public rights-of-way, public recreation areas
and other city-owned properties.

?

The beach front is one of the prime assets of the community and requires
the. commitment of public funds in maintaining it as a community resource.

A street tree program, proposed for adoption by the City Council will be
implemented by assessment district procedures or private contributions
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for the purchase and planting of trees.

9. Beautification goals will be implemented by specific plans and projects
with the benefit of professional services.

10. The objectives of the beautification program are long range and continu-
ing.

Goals and Objectives

1. To improve the community by the development, maintenance and en-
couragement of aesthetic values.

2. To create a community with distinctive charm and beauty that will be a
source of pride to its residents.

3, To encourage citizen participation in the beautification of private proper-

4. To beautify the portals of the city, major thoroughfares, public recrea-
tion areas, and all public owned properties.

5. To encourage understanding and iniplementation of the theme, "Village
Mediterranea. "

6. To identify and prohibit flagrant and offensive eyesores on public and
private properties.

Inventory of Assets

1. Beautification of median divider on Manhattan Beach Boulevard between
Aviation and Sepulveda Boulevards.

2. Landscaping of Joslyn Community Center, Fire and Police Stations,
County Libraries and City Hall.

3. Limited shrubbery and tree plantings in public parks.

4. The aesthetically pleasing shade tree areas of the city.

5. Many beautifully landscaped private and commercial properties.

6. A Council appointed Advisory Citizens' Beautification Commission.
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Proposals

0

u

1, Beautification of Thoroughfa^res - Major thoroughfares planned or in the
development stage, to include Rosecrans, Marine, Artesia and Valley-
Ardmore, should include landscaped median dividers wherever possible.
Where median dividers are precluded by geographical or legal restric-
tions, adjacent parkways should be landscaped in keeping with community
theme.

The intersections of major roads and adjacent parking areas where pos-
sible should be landscaped to provide beauty without restricting vision.

2. Property Adjacent, to Thoroughfares - Screen fencing and landscaping of
non-residential land uses abutting traffic arteries in the vicinity of resi-
dential areas should be provided. Slopes should be covered with suit-
able ground cover, shrubs and trees.

3. City Entrances - Special welcome signs, planter areas and distinctive
landscaped markers should identify the main entrances to the city.

4. Business Districts -

a. General rejuvenation of business areas in keeping with the communi-
ty theme. Property owners should be encouraged to remodel both
front and rear of buildings.

b. Attractive sidewalks.

c. Underground utility services.

d. Street tree program to complement the lighting, and rejuvenation.

5, Street Tree Planting Program - Beautification efforts encompass a street
tree ordinance. The ordinance would include plans for specific street
trees for various parts of the city and types of streets. It would include
a list of acceptable trees and their location in respect to property lines,
utilities, ocean views and setbacks from corners to maintain clear vision.
The ordinance would define responsibilities of the adjacent property owner
and the city.

6. Centralized and Concealed Antenna Systems -
It is proposed that encouragement be given
to maxinium utilization of centralized anten-
na systems and that where not available, in- ^^
dividual antennas be confined within the build"^
ing structures.

7. Underground Wiring - It is proposed that all
new subdivisions install underground wiring
and that encouragement be given to utility
companies and property owners to replace
overhead wiring with underground utilities.

^
^^

35.



8. Beach Front Beautification - The Beach frontage and Strand walk are
prime assets of the City of Manhattan Beach. The original concept of
a Mediterranean styled balustrade should be preserved as an historic
landmark in the reconstruction of the Strand with utilities underground
and lighting fixtures and other appurtenances commensurate with this
design. Structure and texture of pavement should be constructed to make
the walkway interesting.

The beautification of the Strand walk should include the planting of trees,
flowers, and shrubs. Underground wiring is most desirable. Lighting
should be decorative and an integral part of the design of the Strand. Of
equal importance, it must provide sufficient illumination for safety for
pedestrians on the sidewalk and the sand. The beautification of the
Strand walk should include functional seating and waste receptacles and
should be consistent with the community theme.

9. Walk Street Beautification - Beautification of walk streets should be con-
sistent with beautification of the Strand.

10. Open Spaces - The pattern of recreational places has changed over the
last decade. With our increasing population, the sand dunes, orchards,
truck gardens and once-vacantland are being used for housing, busin-
esses, schools and churches.

Because of this, public open space, including that used for recreation,
is more precious than ever. Future plans for public open spaces should
include the following:

a. Retention of existing parks as open spaces.

bo Acquisition of more park land as open spaces.

c. Open spaces in new developments.

11. Parking Lot Beautification - It is proposed that a program, of parking lot
beautification be instituted within the city for public and private parking
lots.

Natural, social and economic forces have a great deal of effect on the patterns
of community growth. These forces are inevitable. If they are anticipated
and fitted into a logical relationship to each other, the community will im-
prove. Conversely, if changes are permitted to occur without follo-wing a
plan, there are bound to be conflicts, waste and selfish aspirations.

In itself this beautifcation element cannot improve or change the community
the slightest degree. Only when its proposals and recommLendations are
translated into action resulting in physical improvements \vill the true value
of this element become evident. To make it truly effective, it should be
followed immediately with such regulations as are needed to accomplish the
purpose set forth in this Plan. However, this should not be limited to
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traditional concepts, but new devices and techniques should be investigated
and used if appropriate.

To keep pace with changing conditions, ideas and development, the Plan
should be subject to periodic review. Such review should not be allowed to
defeat its basic intent, but only be a re-evaluation to keep it a dynamic,
workable tool for protection of the qualities that make Manhattan Beach
desirable today.

u
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PUBLIC FACILITIES

This element of the general plan is for the purpose of confirming existing
land uses for public functions and directing future development in accordance
with established uses. This element does not propose the acquisition of ad-
ditional land for public service facilities and determines the adequacy of land
now allotted for these purposes. The area of land devoted to public purposes
is indicated in the land use element.

Included within the scope of public facilities are Schools, Libraries, Fire
Stations, Police Station, Municipal Service s.Facility, arid:-th;e Clt;y Hall. This
element of the plan makes one recommendation, which in effect is a restate-
ment of the proposal contained in the report of the Citizens' Advisory Com-
mittee on Capital Improvements, as related to the construction of a new City
Hall. Other facilities are listed for a determination of their adequacy for
future needs.

Schools

School site selections and expansions of existing sites have been studied by
the school authorities. No changes are envisioned of significant scope as to
have an impact on the nature or extent of future community development.

Libraries

Manhattan Beach is in a favored position by the presence of two libraries
serving the community under the control of Los Angeles County. The Civic
Center Library is conveniently located in the population center of the city
and geographically compatible with other public buildings and recreation
facilities. The new library in Manhattan Heights i,s geographically located
so as to conveniently serve the eastern section of the city. The presence of
two libraries w^ithin the limits of the city are considered adequg.te for the pre -
sent and any future needs of the incorporated area. More significant than
the physical existence of modern library structures is the availability of the
entire book collections contained in both the City and County of Los Angeles
library systems through reciprocal agreements.

Fire Stations

Fire fighting facilities, like library facilities are
geographically segregated by an artificial east-
west boundary. The total incorporated area of
the city is within the radius of acceptable stand-
ards for distance and running times for residen-
tial fire alarms. The location of Fire Station

No. 1 in the civic center is both compatible with-
civic center land utilization and convenient to,hig.h
valued commercial development in the Central
Business District. Fire Station No. 2 on Man-
hattan Beach Boulevard serves residential

^ ~ss
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development on the east side of the city and is available for high valued coni-
mercial development on Sepulveda Boulevard. The location of these facilities
is adequate for present development. The equipment currently on hand is
less than adequate with the trend of major structures encompassing large
plots, such as that which has developed on the "Gladstone" property. Al-
though equipment is not the subject matter of a general plan, the subject is
presented to show the total impact upon the city of changing development
patterns. Both, high-rise structures and buildings which occupy a large
land area, require ladder-trucks to adequately provide fire protection ser-
vice. Existing physical facilities are considered adequate for existing de-
velopment, however, the civic center facilities are neither adequate nor
suitable for training activities oth^r than classrooms. Accommodations
for denionstration type training are therefore included under the paragraph -
Municipal Services Facilrty. The nature of future development, changing
building trends and traffic patterns will necessitate a review of the equip-
ment, facilities and physical location of fire fighting services.

Recreation Buildings

The recreation buildings and facilities are an integral of the recreation el-
ement of the general plan and are therefore included in this section only by
reference.

Police Station

The police station in the civic center is of modern design and construction to
adequately accommodate headquarters and confinement facilities. Training
facilities are not adequate at the present site, nor is it desirable to provide
range-fire training in the civic center. Training facilities are included un-
der the paragraph - Municipal Services Facility.

The total area served by the police department can be adequately serviced
by one station without the necessity for precincts or sub-stations. The re -
lationshlp of the existing police station to other physical facilities in the
civic center is both compatible and desirable.

Municipal Services Facility

A city yard adjacent to the Armory in the north section of the city has been
programmed and under development. The ideal location for this facility
would be in an industrial zone near the geographic center of the city. Prop-
erty values, limited area of the city, and public reaction prohibit selecting
the most convenient site and require the use of available land. The limited
area of the city causes no undue hardship by the location of a service facili-
ty at the city's northern boundary.

The service facility is compatible with the adjacent Armory property. De -
velopment of the property to its fullest utilization will necessitate facilities
for police and fire department training, as well as storage areas and public
works garages. Training facilities should be developed in conjunction with
other communities for joint use. The proximity to residential property will
require adequate screening and the unobtrusive housing of supplies andequip-
ment.
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City Hall

The present City Hall complex consists of the main structure that was built
in 1916 and an "Annex" which houses administrative services. Economy and
efficiency of operations require the consolidation of physical facilities in one
structure.

The design should be such as to provide for the total space requirements for
administrative services and public accommodations projected to 1985. The
physical site of the City Hall, incorporated within the civic center complex
is ideally located in proximity to the Central Business District, population
center and professional offices.

Assumptions

A. The sites that have been designated, selected and are presently iisedfor
public facilities are adequate in area for projected requirements.

B. The City Hall and annex have outlived their economic life. A new City
Hall structure is a necessity for economy and efficiency of government.
A new structure would occupy the site of the present City Hall.

C. Library facilities are adequate to serve the projected population and area
to be serviced.

D. Present school sites are adequate in area to serve the projected re-
qulrements.

E. The Municipal Services Facility will be developed in accordance -with
plans and specifications approved by the City Council and will include
provisions for police and fire training.

F. High valued development of Rancho Sausal Redondo will require a re -
evaluation of the adequacy of fire fighting equipment and facilities,

G. The police facilities and location are adequate to serve projected re-
quirements, but may need re-evaluation pending Rancho Sausal Redondo
development and or major changes in intercity traffic patterns.

Goals and Objectives

A. To provide physical facilities that will reflect the pride of the com.mu-
nity and serve the projected needs of the public and its government.

B. To provide efficiency and economy in city administration by the design
of public buildings to facilitate better work flow, departmental com-
munication, personnel utilization and service facilities.

C. To assure compatibility of public facilities with adjacent properties and
land use.
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D. To provide convenient accessibility of governmental administrative facili-

ties (with adequate off-street parking) to their various publics served.

Proposals

It is proposed that the civic center be developed to include the construction
of a City Hall, at the present site, and the demolition of the temporary annex.

Parking facilities should be provided to assure adequacy and convenience for
the public. It is proposed that the construction of a new City Hall should be
in conjunction with the precise planning of the civic center area to assure de—
velopment of parking facilities, ingress and egress, and to encourage com-
patible and attractive adjacent uses around the civic center.

0
a

\

u
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PARKING ELEMENT OF THE GENERAL PLAN

Introduction

The parking element of the General Plan is a guide for the development of
parking facilities in Manhattan Beach. It is primarily concerned with es-
tablishing long-range goals and objectives, rather than recommending spe-
cific sites for development.

Parking facilities, both on and off-street, have long been inadequate to serve
the varied parking needs of the city. This has been due to the relatively high
population density along the beach area and the area surrounding the central
business district (CBD) and the North end.

Specific parking requirements differ widely from city to city and from use
to use because of the many variables w^hich exist in any given municipality.
The following factors are generally considered instrumental in determining
necessary requirements.

1. Availability of public transit facilities and the tendency of persons to
utilize such facilities.

2. Type of person for whom. parking facilities are being provided (i.e. all
day employees, residents, shoppers and other short-term parkers,
beach-goers, etc. ).

3. Type of establishment and frequency of customer turnover.

4. Quantity and location of current parking facilities, both private and pub-
lie.

Thus, to develop any meaningful parking plan a knowledge of the unique park-
ing problems within the city is essential. Manhattan Beach differs from
most cities within the Los Angeles area by being a popular beach recreation-
al area and by having an extremely high population density along the ocean
front. Inadequate parking facilities are not limited to the business districts
but to the v/esternmost area as a whole. General-

ly speaking then, there 9.re two different parking
problems to be met in Manhattan Beach: to pro-
vide adequate facilities for residents of thebeac^
area, as well as to provide more facilities with-
in the business districts.

The City of Manhattan Beach, with a currentpop-
ulation of approximately 36, 000 persons, accom-
modates 19,700 vehicles for overnight storage.
An average of 1.55 vehicles per household illus-
trates the inadequacy of the requirement of one
parking space for each dwelling unit.

?A^ (^Gt

b
II

BE/\Ct-t

•I

42.



Of the 12, 800 dwelling units within the city, 22. 3% are multiple-family units.
With a one to one ratio of parking to units, the problem of inadequate park-
ing accommodations is evident. In Area District III, the problem. becomes
even more acute due to 50% of the residential units being multi-family struc-
tures and 48% of the households owning more than one vehicle. This area is
characterized by narrow streets, small lot frontage, split lots, walk streets
without vehicle access, abutting commercial and residential uses, beach
traffic, and high density.

These facts make it apparent that the General Plan must make preparation
for a radical departure froin the practices of the past in providing off-street:
parking accommodations for multi-family development.

Analysis of Commercial Parking Needs

Central Business District

Using the criteria established by the Zoning Ordinance, there is a need for
750 off-street parking spaces. A total of 542 spaces are provided by proper-
ty owners and public parking lots, leaving a deficit of 208 off-street parking
spaces (See Figure 1). The construction of Vehicle Parking District No. 3
reduces the deficiency to 163 spaces. Compounding the problem of inade-
quacy in number of spaces is the remoteness of locations which are not
readily accessible to the public.

North End Business District

Parking accommodations in the North End Business District are virtually
nil. Prior to the improvement of Rosecrans Avenue, a total of 100 spaces
were provided, and 76 of these spaces were located on the adjoining parking
lots at the northeast corner of Rosecrans Avenue and Highland Avenue. As-
suming that redevelopment of the area will utilize all available space to meet
the parking requirements of the area, a net deficit will remain of approxi-
mateiy 118 spaces. There are 47 licensed businesses in the area, with the
majority of establishments having a parking requirement of t-w^o or three
spaces, which further illustrates the need for consolidated parking facilities
rather than on-site parking spaces. Compounding the parking problem are
restaurants within the area having no parking facilities and peak hours of
demand.

c

Strip Commercial Areas

Commercial areas of the city -svhich have been developed in recent years,
such as Sepulveda Boulevard, have for the most part provided adequate park-
ing accommodations. Since these establishments cater to the motoring pub-
lie, redevelopment plans should provide for parking accommodations that are
easily accessible and visible to the motoring public, as well as the consoli-
dation of adjoining facilities.
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Parking A ec omm o dati on s

Parking Spaces Required by Code Standards

Parking Spaces Provided:

Civic Center

County Operated
Vehicle Parking District No. 1
Vehicle Parking District No. 2
Vehicle Parking District No. 3
Private Parking

Total

Deficit

109
150
36
52
31

164

542

750

542

-208

North End Business District*

Licensed Businesses - 47

Parking Spaces Required by Code Standards

Parking Spaces Provided:

Public
Private

Total

Deficit

0
24

24

142

24

-118

^Excludes area under redevelopment

Figure 1
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Assuniptions

1. The number of vehicles per dwelling unit will increase in proportion to
the affluence of the community.

2. Residential parking demand in Area District 3 is greater than private
facilities can accommodate. It is expected that consolidated off-street
parking facilities will be required to meet this demand.

3, Both off and on-street parking facilities are currently inadequate to meet
the demand of beach-goerSo In order to provide sufficient parking for
these users, it is anticipated that additional facilities w^ill be built in
the vicinities of the western extremities of both Rosecrans Avenue and
Manhattan Beach Boulevard to augment the lots at 26th - 27th Streets.

4. It is expected that merchants with 4, 000 square feet or more of gross
floor area will provide their own facilities.

5. Joint participation of owners, merchants and users will be required to
increase the supply of parking facilities in the business districts to meet
demand.

6. Consolidation of parking facilities by merchants will provide the great-
e st number of spaces at the least expense. This is especially relevant
and advantageous to merchants located along commercial strip develop-
ments.

7. Both the 1943 Vehicle Parking District Act and the 1965 Parking and
Business Area Improvement Act will be utilized to secure areas for
public parking facilities.

8. The parking requirements in the Municipal Code will require amend-
nient to more realistically meet parking needs.

9. Public lots will be controlled by meters and/or gates.

u

Parking Criteria

The General Plan establishes desirable goals
which can only be implemented by changes in the
zoning ordinance that are adopted by the Plan-
ning Commission and City Council or are imple-
mented by developers on their own initiative.
Thus, the following criteria serves only to es-
tablish desirable standards in providing realis-
tic parking accommodations,',,,

Residential

Single-family units should provide two (2) cover-
ed parking spaces.

/
i-
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Multi-Family Dwellings

One and one-half (1-1/2) covered spaces for each unit would accommodate
most multi-family uses. When lot area perraits, additional accommodations
are desirable for guest parking.

General Commercial

As a general formula, one (1) square foot of parking area should be pro-
vided for each square foot of gross floor area. This basic formula should
be adjusted for varying uses and to make allowances for consolidated facili-
ties.

Proposals

Residential Parking

In those areas of the City where lot depth permits and setback requirements
can acconimodate, the development standards of two covered parking spaces
and a 20-foot apron for single-family development will accommodate parking
requirements of the future.

In the beach front area, redevelopment criteria for multi-family structures
must of necessity be altered to provide for consolidation of lots, subterran-
ean parking, and a m.inim.um requirement of one and one-half (1-1/2) park-
ing spaces for each dwelling unito The alternative to on-site parking accom-
modations is the formation of residential parking districts with assessments
being levied against the benefiting property owners in direct proportion to
the number of parking spaces required to support permitted occupancy.

Commercial Parking

Current parking facilities within the business districts fall far short of even
the present parking standards. Here again, it will be necessary to increase
the number of off-street lots or expand the capacity of present lots. This
can be done by encouraging the joint efforts and financial contributions of
both the private and public sectorSo For example, not only would consoli-
dated parking facilities increase the number of available spaces per business
but also at a cost of much less than v/hat individual property owners would
have to pay if they provided facilities only for their own businesses. On-
site parking requirements in congested and highly developed commercial
areas should be eliminated in favor of consolidated facilities and up to a 26%
reduction in individual requirenients is proposed for parking facilities ac-
com.m.odating more than twenty (20) vehicles.

The terrain in the Central Business District is particularly well adaptable
to roof-top parking accommodations, especially on the East side of Man-
hattan Avenue between 8th and 13th Streets. It is proposed that 20-foot
building height restrictions be placed on commercial properties within the
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area and future parking requirements be met by the acquisition and develop-
nient of air rights, with vehicle access from. Bayview Drive,

Beach Parking

Although most beach-goers are probably not residents of the city, their
parking needs must be provided for in order to reserve parking facilities
within the residential areas for the residents and facilities within the com-
mercial districts for employees and customers. Parking terminals near
the beach (but not on the beach itself) will do much to alleviate the situation.
In conjunction with the Recreation Element of the General Plan, this ele-
ment establishes the unalterable position that parking accommodations should
not be provided on the beach area.

Financing

In the past, parking districts have been financed by utilizing the 1943 Park-
ing District Act, which authorizes the imposition of an additional assess-
nient on property owners whose property lies within the boundaries of apark-
ing districto The state legislature, in 1965, enacted the "Parking and Busi-
ness Improvement Area Law of 1965, " permitting cities to impose a tax on
businesses within a delineated parking and business improvement area,
which is in addition to the general business license tax, and to use the pro-
ceeds for the "acquisition, construction or maintenance of parking facilities
for the benefit of the area."

It is proposed that future construction of parking facilities be financed by
utilizing both the 1943 and the 1965 acts. Thus, the financial burden will
be more equitably distributed among property owners, tenants and users.

It is proposed that this procedure be followed with the creation of two new
vehicle parking districts -- one in the central business district, which would
overlap and be coterminous with Vehicle Parking District No. 1, Vehicle
Parking District No, 2, and Vehicle Parking District No. 3 -- the other in
the North End.

Priorities

The following priorities are- set forth in accordance with available financing
and need:

c

lo Double decking of Vehicle Parking District No. 2.

2. Formation of Business Improvement District in North End and acqui-
sition of public parking facilities.

3. Double decking Vehicle Parking District No. 3o

4. Development of beach parking lots, if they can be acquired from. the
State.

47.



5. Development of an off-street parking lot at 9th Street and Manhattan
Avenue on the West side of the street.

6. Using air rights and building a parking structure over the top of the stores
on the East side of Manhattan Avenue between Manhattan Beach Boule-
vard and 10th Street with access from Bayview Drive.

Implementation

The implementation of these proposals can be accomplished within the gen-
eral framework of the attached parkipg plan map. Appendix "A".
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HOUSING ELEMENT OF THE GENERAL PLAN

u

Section 65302 of the Government Code reads:

The General Plan shall consist of a statement of development policies and
shall include a diagram or diagrams and text setting forth objectives,
principles, standards, and plan proposals. The plan shall include the
following elements:

(a) Land Use Element. , . .'.

(b) A Circulation Element, o . . .

(c) A Housing Element consisting of standards and plans for the improve-
ment of housing and for provision of adequate sites for housing. This
element of the plan shall endeavor to make adequate provision for the
housing needs of all economic segments of the community.

This element of the General Plan attenapts to meet the intent and spirit of
the State Planning Act by identifying the existing housing problems, future
needs, and establishing a framework to provide solutions to the problems.

Assumptions

1. Urban renewal projects within the City at this time are not warranted,
desired, nor acceptable to the electorate, advisory agencies and
governing body of the City.

2 „ Redevelopinent of residential properties will be undertaken by private
interests as land values exceed the value of improvenients and as the
cost of property ownership increases in greater ratio than the return
from investnaent properties.

3o The character of the community will not
change to any great extent within the next
twenty years and community attitudes will
prevail in an effort to maintain a single-
family residential community.

4. High rise residential developrnent will not
be a factor for consideration and a 30-foot

height limitation for residential buildings
will be inaintained to protect light, air,
and ocean view.

^

R^

^̂^
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5 . The demand for living accommodations near the ocean and places of
employment •will cause the value of land to increase and will create an
artificial value for structures to be used as apartment rentals beyond
use permitted by the Zoning Ordinance.

6 . Low income housing needs cannot be accom.modafced by private industry
without government subsidy.

7. The City of Manhattan Beach is not a self-sufficient island community.
It can neither house all who wish to live near the beach nor all who are
gainfully employed within its limits. Its residential accomm.odations
and needs are integrated with neighboring communities. Therefore,
the physical planning and character of the City is interrelated with the
entire South Bay area.

Goals and Objectives

1. To preserve the s ingle-family residential character of the community.

2. To accommiodafce a populationof 42 ,000 by 1985.

3 . To limifc multi-family developments to selected areas on major traffic
arteries and the beach front area.

4. To provide accommodations for various and all segments of the social
and economic strata of the coinmunity.

5. To provide for efficient and economical utilization of the land with
living amenities .

6. To relate housing accommodations to circulation patterns and street
systems .

7. To encourage redevelopment of substandard and nonconforming housing
structures .

8. To encourage innovation and flexibility in design of housing structures.

9. To encourage the consolidation of land parcels and to provide common
open space in lieu of wasted side yards .

10. To actively and aggressively protect the interest of the residents by
the enforcement of standards, regulations, codes and procedures for
the prevention and elimination of substandard, blighted, obsolescent,
unsanitary and inadequate housing accommodations .
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Character of the Com.munity ; ;

Manhattan Beach has about doubled in population during the past twenty
years with a present population ranging between 35,000 and 37,000 persons.
Approximately 25% of the 12, 733 dwelling units contain two or more fami-
lies, with a total average of 2 .76 residents per household. (See Table 1)

It is essentially a high income community with an average median fan^ily
income of approximately $12,000. About 10% of the total population have
family incomes of less than $5,000.00, while 30% have family incomes in
excess of $15,000. (See Table 2). Peculiar to Area District III (Sand Area)
is the highest percentage of low income and the highest percentage of high
income families, indicating a varied spectrum of social and economic
character. (Tabled)

Although the typical resident of the community lives in a single-family
dwelling with the spouse and has a median family incoxne of $12,000.00,
there are significant exceptions to the norm. The outstanding exception
is the 40% of the residents in Area District III who are single, separated,
or divorced. Of the apartment dwellers in the City, 66% are in the single
category. (Table 4).

Housing Characteristics

As shown in Table 5, about 2$ percent of the City's housing units are of the
multiple family type -- from two units on up. However, as shown in Table 6
the greatest percentage of multiples are found in the Sand Area -- about
51 percent. Nevertheless, even in the Sand Area, multiples maybe slightly
understated because of the difficulty in obtaining an accurate count of
"bootleg" units.

Almost two-thirds of the City's residences are owner-occupied and about
seven-eighths of these are occupied by families, as opposed tosingle and
unrelated individuals. Among remaining rental units, there is about equal
distribution between single and family occupants.

About 61 percent of the total rental units in Manhattan Beach are in the
Sand Area. Also, of all rental units occupied by single and unrelated per-
sons, about 82 percent are located in the Sand Area. Of all owner-.occupied
residences in the City which are inhabited by single and unrelated persons,
52 percent are in the Sand Area.

Persons Per Household

As shown in Table 1, the Census Survey revealed that there were 2.75 per-
sons per housing unit in Manhattan Beach in 1968, although among Consumer
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Mail Survey respondents there were an indicated 3.13 persons per house-
hold (See Table 7). Ho'wever, as it was noted earlier, the number of

persons responding from multiple dwellings was only about half as great
proportionately as among persons occupying single-family dwellings.
Adjusting the responses accordingly, we estimate there are approximately
3.0 persons per household in the City. The differential between this
amount and the 2.75 figure indicated on a housing unit basis could reflect
temporary housing unit vacancies and other slight variations in Consumer
Mail Survey responses.

Single-family households in Manhattan Beach average about 3.35 persons
per household, compared to about 1,9 for multiples. The number of resi-
dents per single-family household is somewhat lower than is found in the
more "suburban" areas such as South Torrance, Eastern Orange County,
Thousand Oaks, etc. Particularly, the number of school age and pre-
school children per single-family household is somewhat lower in Manhattan.
Beach than in the more suburban areas. For example, the 0 . 94 school
children per household compares to 1.2 to 1.4 in a typical housing tract
suburb. Pre-school children ratios compare about the same. This implies
a more mature family structure in Manhattan Beach compared to a number
of other primarily residential areas. This situation has favorable implica-
tions for local school system costs.

The number of persons per multiple-family household is coniparable to
that found in many other portions of Los Angeles County. However, there
is a considerably smaller number of school age children per multiple
family household in Manhattan Beach compared to many other areas . The
0.08 figure compares to 0.20 to 0.40 in a number of other communities.
This, too, has favorable implications on school system costs.

Present Land Use

<S8°fo

The City presently contains 1 , 957 acres ,. excluding 475 acres of right-of-
way (See Table 8). Sixty-eight percent of the
land is in residential usage, 61 percent being
single-family usage , thus demonstrating the
predominantly single-family residential nature
of the community. Apartments (two family or
more) occupy only 3.9 percent of the land.
There are presently about 260 apartment proper-
ties in the city ranging in size from 3 to 60 units.
Manhattan Beach has an unusual apartment de -
velopment picture compared to niost other cities.
The great bulk of the City's apartments are of
the three and four unit type, often in the form
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0
of two and three units attached to essentially a s ingle-family accommoda-
tion,

The second greatest land use is manufacturing, which is principally oil
storage at present. At present, commercial usage is only about 5 percent
of the total, and public usage about 9 percent. Vacant land is only 1 .4 per-
cent of the total,, If the oil storage usage in Area District 11 were excluded,
all Area Districts would be about three-fourths residential usage.

Presently, there are about 107 acres of nonconforming land use. (See
Table 9) Excluding vacant and public use land, only 68 acres are noncon-
forming. The greatest nonconformance is in residential usage -- 57 acres,
or 84 percent of the 68 acres. 40.5 acres are in two-family and multiple
residential usage in R-l and R-2 zoning. The greatest nonconforming land
use is multiple family usage in R-2 zoning in Area District III (See Table 10)

In February, 1967, City Staff conducted a survey and identified 676 "non-
conforming" apartments. Since that date, an additional 100 have been
identified, making a total of 775. Of these, 463 are nonconforming by
record; and, thus, are permitted nonconforming uses. The remaining 322
are illegal (so-called "bootlegs"). There are probably more not yet identi-
fied. This is a continuing situation, resulting from strong residential
pressures and inadequate means of control. Buildings are designed in such
a way that a unit intended for one family can be "split" into two units through
closing doors, etc. The Building Department estimates that between
Noveniber 1958 and July 1964, building permits were issued for approxi-
mately 350 dwelling units which were potential "bootlegs". The City has a
code enforcement program under way to eliminate the bootlegs. However,
there is clear indication that bootlegs still remain, and new bootleg units
continue to appear.

The 1968 Census Survey reflected about 3,100 multiple units in Manhattan
Beacho Unquestionably, some of the bootleg units were not reflected in
this figure; and, thus the City probably has quite a few more multiple units
in reality. Based on the Census Survey, there are approximately 650 hous-
ing units in the City that are either deteriorating or dilapidated (See
Table 11) o The greatest number of these units are found in the Sand Area~-
about 220 units , representing approxiraately five percent of the total units
there. Within the Sand Area, the highest percentage of deteriorating units
are found in the northern portion. Although housing deterioration is not yet
a major problem in Manhattan Beach, its presence and distribution present
a danger signal.

u
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Land Value Indicators

Two beach front lots (33-1/3 by 100 feet) sold four years ago for $95,000
in total for use as tvyo single family residences, even though four units
would have been permissible. This is a cost of about $1,400 per front foot
and about $14 per square foot. Generally, available beach front property
now is at least $15 per square foot. A house about three houses from the
Strand sold in 1968 for $47,500. The realtor handling the sale estimated
that the lot (30 feet by 90 feet) was worth at least $30,000. On this basis,
the property value is at least $11 per square foot. If we assume that the
entire value of some of these properties is for the land, we find examples
of land valued at $30 per square foot or more on the beach front.

Inland from the beach, property for multiple units is somewhat lower, but
generally is in the $5 to $8 per square foot range. Generally, there is
little price differential between R-2 and R—3 property.

With respect to single family lots, it would appear that such lots away from
the beach area are generally in the $13,000 to $18,000 range. If older
houses must be cleared, the price would probably be somewhat higher.

Building Activity

Building activity in the early 1950's (1950-1954) averaged about $11 .7
million annually, based on 1968 dollar levels, compared to $7 million
annually in the late 1950's and early 1960's (See Table 12). There has
been an uptrend since 1965, with building permit valuations averaging
about $9.6 raillion annually. This figure, hov^ever, was influenced
greatly by the $11.2 million TRW complex. Without this complex, the
annual average figure would have been about $6.8 naillion, slightly below
the figure for the late 1950's and early I960's.

Since I960, the City's greatest construction activity has been residential
(See Table 13). The only two large non-residential projects have been the
$620,000 Unimarfc facility (1965) and the $11.2 million TRW facility (1967).
Excluding these t'wo large projects, about 60 percent of the City's construc-
tion dollar valuation since I960 has been for new residential additions and

alterations -- over 80 percent in total for residential construction. This
high percentage of residential additions and alterations indicates a great
acceptance of the community by homeowners from a residential standpoint,
and further indicates strong pressures for the City to remain residential
in character. Residential additions and alterations com.prise over 25 per-
cent of total residential building activity since I960, a high ratio in compar-
ison to many comn-Lunities . It further reflects the mature residential
nature of the comin.unifcy, as its principal development occurred prior to
the I960's.
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Analysis of the Housing Market

During the past eight years 1,700 housing units were constructed within the
city, with 1,100 being additional units. Of these, 60% was in two or more
unit structures. (See Table 14)

Two-bedroom units are the prevailing construction trend with one (1) bed-
rooEci studio apartments being the next highest in demand. This pattern
indicates the uniqueness of the community being oriented to small structures
on small lots (30' x 90'), which in some instances have been further divided
into 1,350 square foot parcels. Present ownership patterns result in apart-
ment units being constructed as part of an owner-occupied dwelling, wherein
the owner occupies a large unit and rents one or two additional units.

A further recent trend is the construction of s ingle-family residences in a
manner that facilitates a degree of privacy for occupancy by three or more
unrelated individuals. This is particularly true of the beach area.

r

<J

"High Rise" Potential

A "High Rise" structure is defined as a building with five or more floors
and a valuation of $500,000.00 or more.

Within this definition, approximately 10,000 "high rise" residential units
were authorized by building permits in Los Angeles County during the eight
years from I960 to 1967 -- an average of about 1,300 units per year. Peak
activity occurred in the 1963-1964 period, when more than 2,000 units were
authorized each year. Greatest activity by far occurred in the Westwood-
Beverly Hills area. Other areas of major activity included downtown
Los Angeles, Hollywood, Santa Monica and Long Beacho

The chief point to be drawn here is that there is not an unlimited market
for major "high rise" structures in Manhattan Beach or elsewhere.
Clearly, there has been a relatively small
amount of such development when compared to
total apartrnent development throughout Los
Angeles County. To illustrate, average
multiple development in the County for the
1960-1968 period was about 36,000 units per
year. On this basis, "high rise" development
accounted for only about 3.6 percent of total
apartment activity.
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The Value of Existing Properties

Manhattan Beach is a city of moderately priced homes and apartment
rentals. Consumer Mail Survey respondents indicated that the median
value of s ingle-family homes is approximately $33,000 throughout the
City (See Table 15). This value was generally confirmed in discussions
with realtors and other knowledgeable local people. It should be noted,
however, that recent new construction has been of a considerably higher
value. Single-family building permit valuations have averaged approxi-
mafcely $26,000 fairly consistently during the last four years. Assuming
this value is reasonably representative, and adding in the price of a repre-
sentative lot, new housing construction is averaging in excess of $40,000.
A number of homes have been constructed in excess of $100,000 each.
Current valuations are generally confirmed by our analysis of a representa-
tive selection sample of housing re-sales. A total of 541 sales made in
1968 were analyzed (See Table 16). From this it was estimated that the
sales price was about $30,000. Only 4 percent of the sales were for under

:,000 and only about 7 percent were for over $50,000.

In terms of apartment rentals , it appears that about 60 percent of the
rentals are in excess of $160 per raonth, but more than 80 percent of the
rentals are below $260 per month. Thus, in no sense is Manhattan Beach
dorainated by "luxury" priced apartments. Much of the reason for this
rental pattern may be explained by the predominance of fairly small studio
and one bedroom apartments throughout the City. It is not uncommon, for
example, to find a 600 square foot apartment renting for $176 per month,
or roughly 30 cents per square foot. This level is very high compared to
some "high rise" rents on a square foot basis. It should also be noted that
the realtors most familiar with apartment rentals indicate that rents have
been increasing rapidly in recent months; and, as apartments become
available for occupancy, it is not uncoinmon to find such 600 square foot
aparfcments renting for as high as $200 per month.

The apartment survey revealed a range of monthly rental levels, as follows:

Market Type

One Bedroom

Unfurnished
Furnished

Two Bedrooms
Unfurnished

Furnished

Medium

$160
$100 - $165

$120 - $175
$140 - $220

Deluxe

$130 - $160

$185 - $226
$216 - $236

56.



n
Market Type

Medium. Deluxe

Three Bedrooms

Unfurnished

Furnished
$160
$165

u

Financial Feasibility Considerations

The principal question of financial feasibility of residential development in
Manhattan Beach involves construction of multiple units. Single-family
development as such is much less subject to normal economic pressures,
inasmuch as many decisions to purchase lots in high quality residential
beach areas such as Manhattan Beach are based more on the buyer's ability
to pay than solely on economic factors .

On the other hand, development of purely rental apartments must depend
upon the developer obtaining a reasonable return. This necessity is some-
what modified in the case of a development by an owner-occupant, whose
personal residence is often developed on a more "emotional" basis, with
the addition of one or two units to provide "extra" rental income.

For the situation where an apartment is being developed purely for rental
and investment return, several computations were made of a variety of
possible situations in Manhattan Beach, reflecting possible R-2, R-3, and
R-3 "bootleg" development (See Table 17). The latter case assumes devel-
opment of four units on an R-3 parcel. For all of these alternatives, beach
front property (or very near thereto), and nonbeach front property in the
Sand Area (Area District III) in the City were considered. Estimates are
based on assumptions of land cost at $15 per square foot in the beach area,
and $7 per square foot in the nonbeach area, with a construction cost of $14
per square foot o We assunie that R-2 development would consist of two
1,000 square foot units, probably of the two-bedroom type. R-3 develop-
ment would consist of three 700 square foot units, and R-3 bootleg
development would consist of four 600 square foot units,

Present zoning will be reasonably conducive to m.ultiple unit development,
excepfc in the beach front area. In this area, intensification of density will
be necessary.

If such increases are not permitted in the future, there will no doubt
continue to be development of some of these properties, but on a more per-
sonalized basis , less subject to normal economic judgements. Thus, som.e
single-family units will continue to be developed in R-2 and R-3 lots, and a
number of the R~2 and R-3 developments will essentially be s ingle-family
developments with addition or rental units for "income offsets".
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Market Demand

Single-Family construction during the past eight years has averaged about
110 units per year. With sites exhausted for single-family construction, it is
unlikely that future construction will exceed 100 units per year between now
and 1985, even though a market demand would equal in excess of 300 units
per year.

If there is no further encouragement of apartment development, the total
multiple unit development will not exceed 100 to 160 units per year. Under
current conditions, with the present 30 foot height limit in the City, there
would be no "high rise" construction.

Assuming that maximum, encouragement were given for apartment develop-
ment, which is allowing both "high-rise" construction and considerable
increases in densities, it is conceivable that 600 or more units per year
would be developed between now and 1985 „ On this basis, 8,000 to 10,000
units, and quite possibly more, would be developed during the next 16 years.
In comparison, present duplex and multiple units in the City total fewer than
3,000. Thus, under the above conditions, these multiple units would increase
three-to-four-fold, and possibly more during this period. Were this the
situation, no more than 100 true "high rise" units would be developed each
year -- those of six or more floors in height -- but, rather, the principal
development would be three-, four-, and five-floor structures over under-
ground parking.

These, then, are the markefc demands. The favorable employment support
picture confirms that there are extremely strong residential pressures being
exerted on Manhattan Beach which may be expected to continue. The fulfill-
ment of apartment demands cannot be met in this community because there is
a community policy againsfc the desirability of such units.

Proposals

1 o It is proposed that the permitted density in
Area District III in the R-2 and R-3 Zones be

increased to encourage greater amenities of
living through beaufcificafcion, open space and
parking, elimination of nonconform.ing and
bootleg apartments, the consolidation of par-
eels and lots, and to accommodate the single,
retired, young married couples, and various
economic segments of the com.m.unity.

2 . It is proposed that zoning regulations be
changed as pertain to side yard requirements

fr ^ (- ^
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n
and setbacks to enable the efficient utilization of small lots by providing
parking accommodations, condominiums, and row housing. (See
Exhibit 1)

3o It is proposed that Eaajor traffic arteries in Area Districts I and II, in
accordance with the Land Use Element of the General Plan, be author-
ized for planned residential developments. Due to the larger lot sizes
and character of the neighborhoods, these areas could appropriately
serve the transitory space or defense oriented worker with a small
family, as well as the retired and fixed income resident desiring
living accommodations free of individual property maintenance responsi-
bilities .

4o It is proposed that the basic s ingle-family character and land use
pattern of the community be preserved against all encroachments. To
accomplish this objective, code enforcement efforts will, of necessity,
have to be increased in the same ratio as pressures for increased density
and land use are experienced. As a further effort to perpetrate a single-
faniily community character, efforts within the confines of law and
equity inust be made to eliminate nonconforming residential uses by
abatement and redevelopment in conformance with zoning regulations.

u

General Considerations

Residential building sites for single-fanilly structures have now reached a
value of $6.00 per square foot. The pressures for residential building sites
in an area bordered by high valued and high density industrial development to
the East and a natural recreation area to the West will continue to sustain

the demand for residential building sites at high value.

Population pressures upon an area that is mature and 91% developed will
seek to provide living accommodations for those individuals on fixed incoines ,
those who earn less than the median wage, and those with transitory en-iploy-
ment who seek temporary rental accommodations, rather than real estate
investments. The demand for housing accommodations for these segments
of the community is already apparent and future like demands are inevitable.
It is, therefore, an obligation to plan for accommodations that will provide
the greatest living amenities at the least cost to the residents and the
greatest benefit to the community at large.

Factors to be considered are the availability of land, the cost of land, the
cost of construction, and the financial consideration necessary for both con"
struction and maintenance.
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No public land is available for housing developnient. Private developinent
on existing land is presently of such value and state of maintenance that a
governmental agency has neither the legal right nor purpose to justify con-
demnafcion. The minimuni lot size recommended by national planning
standards for single-family living equals 3,400 square feet per family.
This standard has already been reduced in the City of Manhattan Beach to
less than half of the national standards. It is, therefore, apparent that the
size of building lots is not a factor in achieving the objectives of the State
Planning Act. Building costs are a factor related to archaic construction
procedures and materials. The most significant factor Is the availability
of financing.

To facilitate development and home ownership for all economic segments of
the comrrLunifcy, it becomes necessary for the National and Sfcate governments
to provide the security to financial investors that will encourage consfcruc-
tion of housing units to meet the demand and provide the means to maintain
the units „ The consumer's housing dollar, as reported by Stanford Research
Institute, is divided with 42 cents for financing, 33 cents for construction
costs, and 26 cents for the land costs. It is obvious that financing costs are
the major factor in housing development and maintenance --a factor beyond
the authority and control of local governments.

The City of Manhattan Beach has analyzed the needs and given encourage-
ment to private industry to in.ake the most efficient utilization of the land
with the greatest benefit to the community and its residents. In so doing,
the dictates of the State Planning Act have been substantially fulfilled.
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Table 1

POPULATION AND HOUSING
CITY OF MANHATTAN BEACH

1968

Population
Male
Female

Total

Percent Male

1950

8,404
8,926

17,330

48. 5%

1960

16,766
17,168

33,934

49.4%

SDFa Census
(August 1968)

17,535
17,428

35,023C

60.1%

Los Angeles
County

(July 1968)

b
b

36,814

b

Housing Units
Single Family 5,168 9,513 9,686 9,932
Multiple i^2JJ_ 2,206 3,147 _2^858

Total 6,369 11,719 12,733 12,790

Percent Multiple 19.0% 18.8% 24.7% 22.3%

Population per
Housing Unit 2.72 2.90 2.76 2.88

u

a

b
State Department of Finance
Not available

CIncludes 60 persons "sex unknown"

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census;
Los Angeles County Regional Planning
Commission;

California State Department of Finance -
Census Survey;
Development Research Associates
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Table 2
INCOME DISTRIBUTION

CITY OF MANHATTAN BEACH

!'.

Percent of Total

Family Income Ranges

Less than $5,000
$5,000 - $9,999
$10,000 - $14,999
$15,000 and above

Total

1959

15.9%
49.0
25.9
9.2

1967

10.6%
27.1
32.6
29.8

100 .0%'0 100.0%

Median Family/Income

Manhattan Beach
Herraosa Beach

Redondo Beach

El Segundo
Lav/ndale

Torrance

Hawthorne

Inglewood
Gardena

Santa Monica

Beverly Hills
San Marino

Newport Beach
Los Angeles County

Percent Manhattan Beach

to Los Angeles County

$8,289
7,060
6,880
7,783
6,303
8,050
7,645
7,764
7,741
6,845

11,977
16,728
8,571
7,046

118%

$11,900

10 ,900

9,300

1Z8%

Source: U. S. Bureau of the Census;
California State Department of Finance
Census Survey;

Development Research Associates

62.



0

()
C<-1

K
u
<2
w0
ffl

H
z^
<1a t^ [-V ^ H sO

J3 CT'

,rt co .^ ^
H i-i

Q z

H
s
0 h

0u
2 >

H

u

01

|a|
•• cn

cn
^-1
u

^-)
M

•r-1

Q|

nil
(U
!-<

<^1

^
Ml
Hi
rtl
Hi

cn

-s
ri
f-t

T?

!
a

nl

^1

p?l
ffil
sl
001

•̂

VI

H|
w]

W|
^1

^1
zl

I

I

s
0
H
'+-1
0

C!
v
u
S-l
<u
d)
I

I

I

I

I

[

I

I

0

cn
(D
&d
C!|
rtl
CKi|
(U

S|
0
u
!=!
1—1

!^1

11
nj
hi

^
in
•

r^

^
0
•

oo

^
(M

•

oo

CT^
•

0^

0

^

00

co

0

0
0
0

»>

LO
w-

C!

i
M
in
d)
^

^

in
(M

0

oo
(Sl

0

0
m

rQ

sO
(M

^ 0
cn
(M

^ -
0^
(M

-^

^
n

0

^0
<M

0^
0^
CTN

0^
-w-

I

0
0
0

LTl
w-

r^

t^
r^l

m

r-
m

^D
cn

0
•

^
m

r~-

GO
(M

[^

in
m

ro

oo
m

N

1—1

0-1

CT^
0^
CT^

•^
r-<
-60-

0
0
0

1

0
1—1
<ft

co I

r^l
m|

[^-

^0]
N|

f^l

LO
col

00|

0^|
CM]

s0|

^0\
0-11

co|

^\
ro|

^1

osl

0|

(Ml
m|

(U

>c
^
T)
ci
rt
0
0
0

in
1—1

-y>

^

0
0

^
0

w

0
0

^
0
•

0
0

^
0
•

0
0

^

0
0

^

0
0

^

0
0

^

0
0

ni
^->
0
H

0
r^
0
t

N
1—1
w-

0
00
00

<fl-

0
cn
^

•6C-

0
m
0

1

CM
i-H

w-

0
[^
so

N
1—(

•w-

0
r~-
^

-&q-

0
0^
CT^

•\

0
)—(

-60-

0
N
1—1

r>]
1—1

w-

v

a
0
u
ci
1—1

^
J
ti
ci

•̂H

ro
(D

>.
D

^
^

10
^
in
£3
(U
u

(U
u
C!

Iŝ
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Table 4
MARITAL STATUS OF RESPONDENTS

Single,
Married & Sepaiated
Living with Separated or

Single Spouse -Divorced Widowed Total Divorced

All Respondents

By Area Districts

A.DoI. (S/MBB)

A.D.H (N/MBB)

A.D. IIA (Tree)

A. D, III (Sand)

13.7% 74.3%

5.3

6.7

5.6

28.0

By Annual Family Income

Under $5,000 27.6

$5,000 - $9,999 25-6

$10,000 - 14,999 16'0

$15,000 - 24,999 7'°

$25,000 & Over 4«3

By Type of Residence

Single

Multiple

By Employment Status

Retired

Other

7.8

49.5

14.3

13.6

89.9

82.3

82.3

64.3

31.0

46.9

77.3

86.4

91.5

81.2

31.4

54.2

75.6

Percent of Total Respondents
7.6% 4.4% 100.0% 21.3%

2.4

7.0

7.5

12.2

13.8

17.3

4.9

5.8

2.8

6.3

16.2

2.9

7.8

2.4

5.0

4.6

5.6

27.6

10.3

2.8

0.8

1.4

4.7

2.9

28.6

3.0

Source; Development Research Associates
(Household Survey)

64.

100.0

100.0

100.0

100.0

100.0

100.0

100.0

100.0

100.0

100.0

100.0

100.0

7.7

12.7

13.1

40.2

41.4

42.8

19.9

12.8

7.1

14.1

100.0 65.7

17.2

21.4



n
Table 6

HOUSING CHARACTERISTICS
CITY OF MANHATTAN BEACH

1968

Quadrants

Northwest
Northeast
Southeast
Southwest

Total City

Number of

Multiples

1,489
209
402
620

2,720

Percent

Multiples

27.9%
15.2
16.1
26.4

24. 7%'0

Population Per
Housing Unit

2.62
3.27
3.17
2.58

2.75

Area Districts

I (South of Manhattan
Beach Blvd.)

II (North of Manhattan
Beach Blvd.)

ILA (Tree)
Ill (Sand)

Total City

464

239
36

1,982

2,720

13.7%

8.8
2.2

50.8

24. 7%

3.14

3.27
3.19
2.06

2.76

0

Source: California State Department of Finance -
Census Survey;
Development Research Associates

65.
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0
Table 7

AVERAGE NUMBER OF PERSONS PER HOUSEHOLD
HOUSEHOLD SURVEY RESPONDENTS

All Respondents

By Area Districts

A.D. I (S/MBB)

A.D. H (N/MBB)

A.D. IIA (TREE)

A. D. Ill (SAND)

Married

Adults

1.63

1.81

1.71

1.71

1.14

Unmarried

Adults

School
Children

(5-17)

Pre-School

Children
(Under 5) Total

Weighted Average

0.52 0.81 0.27

0.37

0.36

0.40

0.79

1.16

0.92

1.12

0.36

0.30

0.46

0.22

0.16

3.13

3.64

3.44

3.45

2.49

By Type of Residence

Single 1.67

Multiple 0 . 73

0.44

0.99

0.94

0.08

0.30

0.09

3.35

1.89

By Marital Status

Single

Other

0.10

1.79

1.62

0.35

0.01

0.95

0.01

0.31

1.74

3.40

(J

By Employment Status

Retired 1.26

Other 1.67

0.60

0.53

0.06

Oo85

0.06

0,28

Source: Development Research Associates
(Household Survey)

1.87

3.23
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TABLE 12
CITY OF MANHATTAN BEACH

BUILDING PERMIT VALUATIONS, 1950-1967
ADJUSTED TO REFLECT 1968 COST LEVELS

.Fiscal Year

1950
1951
1952
1953
1954
Total

1955
1956
1957
1958
1959
Total

I960
1961
1962
1963
1964
Total

1965
1966
1967
1968
Total

Grand Total

Annual Averages

1950-1954
1955-1959
1960-1964
1965-1966

Unadjusted
Valuation

1968 Cost Level

Adjustment
Factora

Adjusted
Valuation

8, 181
8, 054
9,707
6,519
5, 131

37759'2

5, 196
5,777
4,648
5,849
4,635

26, 10-5

4,958
5,568
4, 814
6,562
7, 192

29,094

7,638
4,119

17,039
7, 313

367TO^

128, 900

7,518
5,221
5, 819
9,027

Thousands of Dollars

1.70
1. 56
1.52
1.49
1.49

1.46
1.38
!„ 32
1.31
1.28

1.27
1.26
1.22
1.20
1. 17

1, 14
1. 10
1. 05
1. 00

13,908
12,664
14,755
9,713
7,645

58,585

7,586
7,972
6, 135
7,662
5,933

35,288

6,297
7,016
5,873
7,874
8,415

357475"

8,707
4,531

17,891
7, 313

38,442

167, 790

11,717
7, 058
7,095
9,610

aBased on Department of Comimerce Composite Construction Index

Source: City of Manhattan Beach
Development Research Associates
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TABLE 15

HOUSING VALUE AND RENT
BY RESPONDENTS

A.D.I. A,D.II A.D.IIA A.D.Ill
(S/MBB) (N/MBB) (TREE) (SAND) Total

Honie Value s

Under $20,000

$20,000-29,999

$30,000-39,999

$40,000-49,999

$50,000 and Over

Total

Median

1.1%

36. 1

32.2

18. 8

11.8

Percent of Total Respondents

1.4%

58. 0

27. 8

10.7

2. 1

2.2%

46.7

38.0

12. 0

1.1

0.7%

22. 0

41. 9

18»7

16.7

1.2%

39.4

34.7

15.7

9.0

100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

$34,000 $28,400 $30,300 $35,000 $32,700

Rents

Under $100

$100 - 149

$150 - 199

$200 - 249

$250 -. 299

$300 and Over

Total

Median

0% 0% 0% 6.0% 4.1%

40.9 22»2 20.0 39o 0 35.6

50.1 55.5 60. 0 24. 1 34.0

0 22.3 20.0 12.0 12.3

4.5 0 0 10.3 7.6

4.5 0 0 8.6 6.4

100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

$159 $175 $183 $160 $165

Source: Developnient Research Associates (Household Survey)

0
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TABLE 16
DWELLING UNIT SALES, 1968
CITY OF MANHATTAN BEACH

('

Number of Sales

Selling Price

Under $20,000

$20,000 to $24,999

$25,000 to $29,999

$30,000 to $39,999

$40,000 to $49,999

$60,000 to $74,999

$75,000 to $99,999

$100, 000 or more

Total

Under $20,000

$20,000 to $24,999

$25,000 to $29,999

$30,000 to $39,999

$40,000 to $49,999

$50,000 to $74,999

$75,000 to $99,999

$100, 000 or more

Total

Median Sale

A. D. I A. D. 11 A.D.IIAA.D.III Total

7

37

45

49

18

8

1

165

2

26

54

49

11

2

1

1

146

5

18

23

18

10

1

75

7

15

38

48

2Z

18

3

4

156

21

96

160

164

61

29

5

5

541

Percentage of Sales

4.2% 1.4%

22,4 17.8

36. 927.3

29. 8

10.9

4. 8

0.6

33.6

7. 5

1.4

0.7

0.7

6.7%

24.0

30. 7

Z4. 0

13. 3

1. 3

4.6% 3.9%

9.7 17.7

24.5 29.6

31.0 30.3

14.2 11.3

11.6 5.4

1.9 0.9

2.6 0.9

100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100., 0% 100. 0%

$29,300 $29,200 $28,100 $33,600 $29,800

Source: Local Realtors and
Development Research Associates
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TABLE 17

NEW DEVELOPMENT RENTAL REQUIREMENTS
HYPOTHETICAL DEVELOPMENT

R-2 R-3

Cost .Factors

Land Cost per sq. ft,
Construction Cost

per sq. ft.
Apartment Size

R-3 Bootleg
Beach Non-Beach Beach Non-Beach Beach Non-Beach

15

14
1, 000

7

14
1, 000

15

14
700

7

14
700

15

14
600

7

14
600

(

Cost

Site (2, 7 00 I?)
Construction

Total Cost

Per Year Total

Per Year per Unit

Per Month per Unit

Per Month per sq. ft.

40,000 19,000 40,000 19,000 40,000 19,000
28,000 28,000 29,000 29,000 33,000 33,000
68,000 47,000 ^TOOO 48,000 73,000 52,000

$8,500 $5,900

4,250 2,950

354 246

35^ 26^

,8,600 $6,000 $9,100 $6,500

2,870 2, 000 2,275 1,625

239 167 190 135

34^ 24^ 32^ 23^

0

Source: Development Research Associates
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BEACH DEVELOPMENT PLAN

Purpose

The Beach Development Plan of the City of Manhattan Beach is for the pur -
pose of implementing that portion of the Recreation Element of the General
Plan of the City of Manhattan Beach pertaining to the development of the
beach front area. Expressly incorporated herein are the proposals and
prohibitions as contained within the Recreation Element of the General Plan.

Specific Proposals (Drawing No. M600, revised November 7, 1969)

1. The construction of a bicycle path traversing the length of the beach
front as depicted on Public Works Drawing No. M600 and as further
delineated by engineering specifications.

2. The construction of rest rooms at Eighth Street, in accordance with the
design standards of the Los Angeles County De.pa rfcment of Beaches.

3. The installation of shower heads, drinking fountains and play areas at
the approxiniate locations as indicated on Drawing No. M600.

4. The maintenance and operation of State owned parking lots at the foot
of the pier by the City of Manhattan Beach with ultimate development
of a parking structure in accordance with approved design and financial
feasibility.

5. Construction and maintenance of Administrative Offices of Los Angeles
County Department of Beaches, east of Strand on State o-wned property
between 26th and 27th Streets, in accordance with approved design.
Said structure to be limited to single-story height, not to exceed sixty
percent (60%) land coverage, and as an administrative office without
operational activities. Said facility not to have vehicle access to the
beach area.

6. Maintenance of existing facilities as depict-
ed by Map Drawing No. M600.

7. The. structural rehabilitation of the Strand to
include lighting and storm drainage, in ac-
cordance with approved engineering speci-
fications.

Appendix

A - Map Drawing M 600 (revised November 7,
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